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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This section summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project and the significant 
environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and residual impacts associated with the 
proposed project. 

PROJECT SYNOPSIS 

Project Applicant 

Teal Club Specific Plan Applicant: 

Borchard Property Co-Owners 
211 Village Commons Boulevard #15 
Camarillo, California 93012 
Applicant’s Representative: Dennis Hardgrave, (805) 484-8303 

Applicant for CMWD, MWD, and LAFCo Annexations: 

City of Oxnard, Planning Division 
214 South C Street 
Oxnard, California 93030 
Contact: Jay Dobrowalski, (805) 385-3948 

Project Location 

The 161.12-acre project area (149.72-acre Teal Club Specific Plan (TCSP) area and 11.4 separate 
acres south of Teal Club Road) is located within the unincorporated area of Ventura County 
adjacent to the west of the City of Oxnard, within the City of Oxnard Sphere of Influence 
(SOI),and north of the Oxnard Airport. The Teal Club Specific Plan area is within the 
established City of Oxnard Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB). The project area is bounded on 
the north, south, and east by the City of Oxnard. The TCSP area comprises seven contiguous 
assessor’s parcels bounded by Doris Avenue on the north, Patterson Road and a planned future 
site for Oxnard School District educational facilities on the west, Teal Club Road on the south, 
and Ventura Road on the east. The additional annexation area comprises nine assessor’s parcels 
on the south side of Teal Club Road, north and west of Little Farms Road and bisected by 
Mallard Way. The project location and jurisdiction boundary is illustrated on Figure 2-2 in 
Section 2.0, Project Description. 

Project Description 

Teal Club Specific Plan (TCSP). The TCSP was developed to be consistent with the 2030 
General Plan and related City Master Plans and policies, and in consultation with the Oxnard 
School District (OSD) and Oxnard High School District (OHSD). The TCSP sets forth a proposed 
development program within 14 proposed Planning Areas (PA) for a mix of land uses on the 
approximately 149.72-acre TCSP portion of the project area. The TCSP area does not include the 
additional annexation parcels, totaling 11.4 acres south of Teal Club Road.  
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Table ES-1 provides a breakdown of the proposed land uses, followed by general descriptions 
of land uses. After the Local Area Formation Commission (LAFCo) approval of the annexation, 
the TCSP area Pre-Zoning would convert to City of Oxnard zoning, subject to provisions of the 
adopted TCSP, if applicable.  

Table ES-1   
Proposed Land Uses 

Land Use 
Maximum 
Density 

Total Planned 

Acres1 Units2 Density 
Square 

Feet 

TEAL CLUB SPECIFIC PLAN AREA 

RESIDENTIAL 

PA-1 Detached Cluster Residential 10 DU/Ac. 17.52 140 8 DU/Ac. - 

PA-2 Detached Cluster Residential 10 DU/Ac. 10.01 80 8 DU/Ac. - 

Subtotal Single-Family Detached - 27.53 220 - - 

PA-3 Attached Residential 18 DU/Ac. 9.60 145 15DU/Ac. - 

PA-4 Attached Residential 18 DU/Ac. 5.54 88 16 DU/Ac. - 

PA-5 Attached Residential 30 DU/Ac. 10.57 240 23 DU/Ac. - 

PA-11 Attached Residential 12 DU/Ac. 15.64 167 11 DU/Ac. - 

PA-12 Attached Residential 30 DU/Ac. 4.43 100 23 DU/Ac. 

Commercial/Mixed Use 
(Residential) 

- 0.0 30 - - 

Subtotal Multi-Family - 45.78 770 - - 

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL - 73.31 990 - - 

(Affordable Units ) 1483 

NON-RESIDENTIAL 

PA-8 Community Park - 6.50 0 - - 

PA-9 Community Park - 3.50 0 - - 

PA-10 Community Park - 7.38 0 - - 

Beverly Dr. Greenbelt 0.38 0 

Parks & Open Space Subtotal 17.76 0 - - 

PA-6 Commercial/Mixed Use - 4.35 0 - 10,000 

PA-7 Urban Village Commercial - 4.43 0 - 50,000 

Commercial/Mixed Use Subtotal - 8.78 0 - 60,000 

PA-13 Business Research Park - 6.19 0 - 88,000 

PA-14 Business Research Park - 2.92 0 - 44,000 

Light Industrial Subtotal - 9.11 0 - 132,000 

Ventura Road - 2.82 0 - - 

Doris Avenue - 2.80 0 - - 

Patterson Road - 0.30 0 - - 

Teal Club Road - 7.20 0 - - 
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Land Use 
Maximum 
Density 

Total Planned 

Acres1 Units2 Density 
Square 

Feet 

Arterial Roadways Subtotal - 13.12 0 - - 

Interior Roadways shown in Fig. 2-
3 

- 22,18 0 - - 

Detention Basins - 5.46 0 - - 

Interior Roadways & Misc. 
Subtotal 

- 27.64 0 - - 

TOTAL TCSP AREA - 149.72 990 -  192,000 

ADDITIONAL PARCELS SOUTH OF TEAL CLUB ROAD (see Subsection 2.5.2) 

Manufacturing Space - ~5.74 - - 173,804 

Warehouse Space - ~5.74 - - 173,804 

Additional Parcels Subtotal - 11.4 - - 347,608 

Sources: Development Planning Services, July 2019; City of Oxnard, 2019.  
PA = Planning Area 
1 land use acres shown in this table are Net Area, measured from the right-of-way line of streets shown in the Teal Club Specific 

Plan Land Use Plan, Figure 2-3. 
2 The number of units within any residential land use area may be refined during the course of subsequent City review and 

approval, provided that the total number of units within the Specific Plan does not increase beyond that shown in this table, or 
subsequent CEQA analysis shows that the level of development would not result in new or substantially more significant 
impacts would occur requiring further CEQA review. 

3  Includes approximately 148 affordable units. The affordable units would comprise 15% of the total project area residential 
development, as the entire residential project area is defined as “Urban Village”. Levels of affordability would be approximately 
40% Very Low income and 60% Low income. Approximately 80 affordable units would be built as part of Phase 1 and 40 as part 
of Phase 2. Affordable units would be generally distributed between Planning Areas 5, 11 and 12. 
 4 Assumed half of 11.4-acre area for manufacturing space (5.7 acres) and half for warehouse space (5.7 acres) 

Residential Land Use. The TCSP envisions development of up to 990 residential dwelling 
units in a variety of densities and product types including both market-rate and affordable 
housing. A total of 148 affordable housing units, 15% of the overall project units, are included in 
the total unit count and would not, when combined with market rate units, exceed 990 total 
residential dwelling units. Affordable units include only units affordable to extremely low, 
very-low, and low-income households. Moderate rate units, for sale or for rent, may not be 
counted towards the affordable housing TCSP requirement but will be counted towards 
meeting the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) for 2014 to 2021. 

Commercial and Mixed Use. The TCSP includes up to 60,000 gross square feet (gsf) of 
retail, mixed use, and office uses on 8.78 acres (PA 6 and 7). The general commercial would be 
located in the eastern portion of the TCSP area along Ventura Road. The general commercial 
would be oriented around a public plaza and would be within walking distance of residential 
units and readily accessible to a new bus stop on Ventura Road. Typical commercial 
neighborhood retail and service uses could include a coffee shop, deli or sandwich shop, 
restaurants, dry cleaner, consumer electronics retail, mailbox/package business, flower shop, 
hair salon, or copy center. Leasing preferences and incentives may be required so that the 
commercial provides a mix of uses that reduce vehicle trips by residents. 

Business and Research Park. Up to 132,000 gsf of Business and Research Park uses on 9.11 
acres (PA 13 and 14) are proposed in the southern portion of the TCSP, fronting Teal Club Road. 
Typical uses in the BRP zone include professional, administrative and high technology research 
and manufacturing uses along with limited commercial activities intended to support such 
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uses. Service uses could include research and development; laboratories; out-patient clinics; 
printing or photocopying; administrative, financial, or medical offices; restaurants and 
delicatessens; business furniture and equipment sales; florists; warehousing and distribution; 
automobile rental agencies; and adult day care facilities. Manufacturing and assembly uses 
could include electronics, ceramics/glass, light metal consumer goods, plastics and fabrics, 
and/or electronic instruments. Related uses could include drive-through services; convenience 
markets and drugstores; on-site alcohol sales; and private emergency medical facilities, among 
others. These uses would be subject to the City’s zoning code and applicable reviews and 
approvals under existing uniformly applied procedures and regulations. 

Parks and Open Space. The TCSP includes a 10-acre public (City) Community Park (PA 8 
and PA 9) with playground equipment, picnic tables, restrooms, and backstops and fencing for 
softball/baseball play and soccer use. An additional 7.38-acre park is proposed in PA 10. Within 
the residential and commercial PA’s there is a 0.38-acre greenbelt. The greenbelt and 
neighborhood parks combine for a total of 17.76 park and open space acres. 

Additional Parcels Proposed for Annexation. The additional nine parcels (11.4 acres 
combined) to be Annexed south of Teal Club Road are currently characterized by a mix of 
vacant land and existing small residential and industrial developments. Annexation would 
result in a more logical City boundary so as not to create an unincorporated “island.” These 
parcels are currently located in a “cut-out” shape that forms an irregular boundary line. Upon 
annexation, these nine parcels would be zoned Light Manufacturing (M-1) by the City of 
Oxnard. The purpose and intent of the M-1 Zone district is described in the City Code in Section 
16-160 as follows:

“M-1 Light (Light Manufacturing Zone). The purpose of the M-1 Zone is to provide 
areas for manufacturing and related service uses and activities where the principal 
activity occurs within a building, but also permits outdoor assembly, fabrication, public 
services, and storage that conform to the development and performance standards of this 
chapter, and provide areas suitable for adult businesses. Industrial uses in this zone shall 
be limited to those that conduct fabrication, assembly, or land processing of materials 
(including agricultural produce) primarily within a building. The development and 
performance standards of this chapter limit the creation of smoke, gas, odor, dust, sound, 
and vibration that might be detrimental to health, safety, and welfare to protect any 
adjoining uses. Wholesale and retail sales and services related to principal uses are 
permitted. Limited outdoor storage associated with a primary use may be permitted.“ 

According to the City of Oxnard City Code (OCC), maximum building heights in the M-1 zone 
are 55 feet (OCC Section 16-231, although airport-related height restrictions may apply, 
reducing this in practice for the TCSP area and nine additional parcels to be annexed). Also, 
according to the OCC, the maximum lot coverage is 70% (OCC Section 16-164. The existing 
residential uses would not be conforming because residential uses are not encouraged by the 
Oxnard Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan in this proximity to runways. 

Since future development is anticipated at some point, this EIR assumes that the entire area 
would eventually be developed. Based on the M-1 zone standard of 70% maximum lot coverage 
and the area of the nine parcels (11.4 acres, or 496,584 square feet), the maximum potential 
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buildout would be 347,608 square feet. For purposes of this EIR, assumed buildout would be 
half manufacturing space (173,804 square feet) and half warehouse space (173,804 square feet). 

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY KNOWN TO THE LEAD AGENCY 

Areas of controversy known to the City of Oxnard include water supply, loss of agricultural 
resources, safety and noise concerns related to Oxnard Airport, inefficient use of land (i.e., low 
density, non-compact development), and neighborhood impacts (traffic, noise and air quality). 
Please see Section 1.0, Introduction, for a summary of comments received in response to the 
Notice of Preparation, and Appendix A to this EIR for the written comments received and 
transcripts of the public scoping meetings. 

ALTERNATIVES 

As required by Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the proposed project, and identifies the Environmentally Superior Alternative as 
also required by the CEQA Guidelines.  

The following alternatives are evaluated in this EIR: 

● Alternative 1: No Project –No Development
● Alternative 2: Phase 1 Development Only
● Alternative 3: Reduced Intensity

Among the other alternatives being considered, the Phase 1 Only Development alternative 
could be considered environmentally superior, as it would reduce impacts in many issue areas, 
due primarily to the 57-acre reduction in the development area. This alternative would reduce, 
but not eliminate, the Class I impacts related to Air Quality and Agricultural Resources. This 
alternative would generally meet the project objectives, although fewer housing units, office 
uses and public park acreage would be constructed. 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Table ES-2 includes a brief description of the environmental issues relative to the proposed 
project, the identified significant environmental impacts, proposed mitigation measures, and 
residual impacts. Impacts are categorized by classes. Class I impacts are defined as significant, 
unavoidable adverse impacts which require a statement of overriding considerations to be 
issued pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines §15093 if the proposed project is approved. Class 
II impacts are significant adverse impacts that can be feasibly mitigated to less than significant 
levels and which require findings to be made under Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
Class III impacts are considered less than significant impacts. 

Potential impacts that were analyzed in Section 6.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, and found 
to be less than significant and/or beneficial are not included in this table.  
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Table ES-2 
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

AESTHETICS 

Impact AES-1 Scenic vistas, including views 
of the project area, as well as vistas of the 
mountains to the north and the Santa Monica 
Mountains to the east, would be partially 
blocked from certain public roads by buildout 
of the TCSP area, including five roads 
identified as view corridors in the City’s 2030 
General Plan. However, given the limited 
extent to which the proposed project would 
affect scenic vistas, required buffers along 
scenic corridors, and the fact that views of 
the elements of these vistas, such as distant 
mountains and nearby agricultural lands, are 
readily available from nearby areas, this 
would be a Class III, less than significant, 
impact. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact AES-2 Scenic resources in the 
project area consist of farmland and tree 
windrows along the eastern boundary of the 
project area. These resources help define the 
project area’s visual character and quality. 
Implementation of the proposed project would 
replace these visual resources with urban 
development. Therefore, the project would 
both eliminate scenic resources and 
substantially alter the visual character and 
quality of the site. However, impacts would 
be Class II, significant but mitigable. 

AES-2  Windrows in Project Landscaping. 
A windrow shall be created throughout the 
length of the Beverly Drive greenbelt. In 
addition, in order to reinforce the project’s 
boundaries, windrows shall be created 
between the project area and the proposed 
school project, which abuts the project area, 
and between the Phase 1 and Phase 2 
boundaries. The windrows shall be designed 
to emulate traditional regional windrows 
originally planted for farming operations, 
including spacing of trees and tree species of 
like stature as determined by the Community 
Development Director. The windrow plan 
shall be submitted for review and approval 
by the Oxnard Planning Department prior to 
issuance of grading permits or building 
permits in the TCSP area. The windrows 
shall be maintained for the life of the project, 
including necessary irrigation and protection 
for tree establishment and tree maintenance 
and replacement to maintain the aesthetic 
look and tree safety for the life of the project. 

Less than 
significant. 

Impact AES-3 The proposed project would 
result in new sources of light and glare in and 
around the project area. However, these light 
and glare sources would be regulated by the 
Oxnard City Code, and would be consistent 
with the urbanized nature of the project site’s 
surroundings and the urban land uses 
envisioned for the site under the City’s 2030 
General Plan. This is considered a Class III, 
less than significant, impact. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impact AG-1 Implementation of the proposed 
TCSP would result in the conversion of 
approximately 149.5 acres of “important 
farmland” with prime soils to non-agricultural 

AG-1 Agricultural Conservation. The 
applicant shall implement one of the two 
options below. The applicant for projects 
involving the Phase 1 properties shall 

Significant and 
unavoidable. 
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uses. This would result in the permanent loss 
of agricultural lands. Therefore, impacts 
would be Class I, significant and unavoidable. 

implement Option 1, the Agricultural 
Conversion Conservation In-Lieu fee. For the 
applicants for Phase 2 properties, Option 1 is 
also the preferred option, though the City 
may review and allow Option 2. 

Option #1: Agricultural Conversion 
Conservation In-Lieu Fee. Prior to issuance 
of the first grading permit, the applicant shall 
have paid an agricultural conservation in-lieu 
fee to the City of Oxnard. The final fee 
amount shall be determined by the City of 
Oxnard at its discretion. The funds shall be 
used for land acquisition (land or structure), 
refurbishment and/or construction of 
farmworker housing units within Oxnard. The 
use of such funds shall be determined at the 
discretion of the City Manager, Community 
Development Director, and Housing Director.  

Option #2: Purchase of Agricultural 
Conservation Easements. Prior to 
recordation of the first final map in the TCSP 
area, the applicant shall have recorded 
permanent agricultural conservation 
easements on at least 50 acres in either the 
Oxnard Plain area of Ventura County, the 
Santa Clara River floodplain, or a location 
otherwise deemed acceptable by the City of 
Oxnard Community Development 
Department. Prior to issuance of a building 
permit for construction of the 500th 
residential unit, the applicant shall have 
recorded permanent agricultural 
conservation easements on at least 100 
acres in the Oxnard Plain area of Ventura 
County, the Santa Clara River floodplain, or 
a location otherwise deemed acceptable by 
the City of Oxnard Community Development 
Department. Prior to issuance of a building 
permit for construction of the 990th residential 
unit, the applicant shall have recorded 
permanent agricultural conservation 
easements on at least 149.5 acres in the 
Oxnard Plain area of Ventura County, the 
Santa Clara River floodplain, or a location 
otherwise deemed acceptable by the City of 
Oxnard Community Development 
Department. All agricultural lands to be 
preserved via conservation easement shall 
be of comparable quality to the farmland of 
statewide importance that would be 
converted under implementation of the 
TCSP, containing row crops or tree crops 
and high soil fertility. Agricultural 
conservation easements shall perpetually 
restrict non-farm development and other 
uses that are inconsistent with commercial 
agriculture. To the extent feasible, the 
applicant shall coordinate with and provide 
funding for qualified land conservation 
entities (i.e., land trusts) to secure and hold 
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the easements in perpetuity. 

Impact AG-2 Development of non-agricultural 
uses in the TCSP area could potentially 
cause compatibility conflicts with on-site and 
nearby agricultural uses. Impacts would be 
Class II, significant but mitigable. 

AG-2 Interim Agricultural Buffers. TCSP 
development adjacent to active agricultural 
operations shall provide fencing and a 
minimum buffer of 300 feet to the agricultural 
operations, consistent with the Ventura 
County Agricultural Commissioner’s 
Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy (2006). If this 
distance is not practical due to project design 
or features, a minimum 150-foot buffer is 
acceptable if a vegetative screen is provided 
as specified in the Agricultural/Urban Buffer 
Policy. Consistent with Mitigation Measure 
AES-2, vegetative screens shall be windrows 
designed to emulate traditional regional 
windrows originally planted for farming 
operations, including spacing of trees and 
tree species of like stature as determined by 
the Community Development Director. 

Less than 
significant. 

A number of regulatory mechanisms are in 
place to minimize the conversion of 
agricultural land to nonagricultural use 
outside of the CURB, including the County 
SOAR ordinances, City CURB, and greenbelt 
agreements between Camarillo and Oxnard 
and between the City of Oxnard and City of 
Ventura. Nevertheless, planned development 
of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and Unique Farmland within the 
CURB line would result in cumulatively 
significant agricultural resource impacts, as 
the conversion of such land to non-
agricultural uses cannot be fully mitigated. 
The cumulative impact to agricultural 
resources would be significant and the 
project’s contribution would be cumulatively 
considerable. 

No additional mitigation beyond project-
specific mitigation measure AG-1 is 
available.  

Significant and 
unavoidable. 

AIR QUALITY 

Impact AQ-1 Project construction would 
generate temporary air pollutant emissions of 
ozone precursors ROG and NOX, as well as 
fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5). VCAPCD 
recommends that lead agencies include 
mitigation measures to reduce construction 
emissions; therefore, temporary construction-
related air quality impacts would be Class II, 
significant but mitigable. 

AQ-1(a) Dust Control Measures. The 
following shall be implemented during 
grading and construction to control dust. 

1. The area disturbed by clearing, grading,
earth moving, or excavation operations
shall be minimized to prevent excessive
amounts of dust.

2. Pre-grading/excavation activities shall
include watering the area to be graded
or excavated before commencement of
grading or excavating activities.
Application of water (preferably
reclaimed, if available) should penetrate
sufficiently to minimize fugitive dust
during grading activities.

3. Fugitive dust produced during grading,
excavation, and construction activities
shall be controlled by the following
activities:

Less than 
significant. 
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a. All trucks shall be required to cover
their loads as required by California
Vehicle Code Section 23114.

b. All graded and excavated material,
exposed soil areas, and active
portions of the construction site,
including unpaved on-site roadways,
shall be treated to prevent fugitive
dust. Treatment shall include, but not
necessarily be limited to, periodic
watering, application of
environmentally-safe soil stabilization
materials, and/or roll-compaction as
appropriate. Watering shall be done
as often as necessary and reclaimed
water shall be used whenever
possible.

4. Graded and/or excavated inactive
areas of the construction site shall be
monitored at least weekly for dust
stabilization. Soil stabilization methods
shall be periodically applied to portions
of the construction site that are inactive
for over four days. If no further grading
or excavation operations are planned
for the area within three weeks, it shall
be seeded and watered until grass
growth is evident, or periodically treated
with environmentally safe dust
suppressants, to prevent excessive
fugitive dust.

5. Signs shall be posted on-site limiting
traffic to 15 miles per hour or less.

6. During periods of high winds (i.e., wind
speed sufficient to cause fugitive dust
to affect adjacent properties), all
clearing, grading, earth moving, and
excavation operations shall be curtailed
to the degree necessary to prevent
fugitive dust from being an annoyance
or hazard, either off-site or on-site.

7. Adjacent streets and roads shall be
swept at least once per day, preferably
at the end of the day, if visible soil
material is carried over to adjacent
streets and roads.

8. Personnel involved in grading
operations, including contractors and
subcontractors, shall wear respiratory
protection in accordance with California
Division of Occupational Safety and
Health regulations.

9. Shaker plates shall be installed at all
truck exits from the site.

10. Dust control requirements shall be
shown on all grading plans.

11. Signs displaying the APCD Complaint
Line Telephone number for public
complaints shall be posted in a
prominent location visible off the site:
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(805) 645-1400 303-3708 during
business hours and (805) 654-2797
303-3700 after hours.

AQ-1(b) Construction Equipment 
Controls. The following shall be 
implemented during construction to 
minimize emissions of ozone precursors. 

1. Construction contractors shall minimize
equipment idling time throughout
construction. Engines shall be turned
off if idling would be for more than five
minutes.

2. Equipment engines shall be maintained
in good condition and in proper tune as
per manufacturers’ specifications.

3. The number of pieces of equipment
operating simultaneously shall be
minimized.

4. Construction contractors shall use
alternatively fueled construction
equipment (such as compressed
natural gas, liquefied natural gas, or
electric) when feasible.

5. The engine size of construction
equipment shall be the minimum
practical size.

6. Heavy-duty diesel-powered
construction equipment manufactured
after 1996 (with federally mandated
clean diesel engines) shall be utilized
wherever feasible.

7. During the smog season (May through
October), the construction period
should be lengthened so as to minimize
the number of vehicles and equipment
operating at the same time.

8. Use of minimum of Tier 4 diesel rating
for off-road construction equipment and 
engine model year 2010 and above for 
on-road construction vehicles. 

AQ-1(c) Low Volatile Paints. Low volatile 
interior and exterior paints (less than 50 g/L 
ROC/VOC) shall be used for architectural 
coatings wherever painted surfaces are 
proposed. 

Impact AQ-2 Operational emissions of ROG 
and NOX would exceed VCAPCD’s daily 
thresholds. While the impacts of vehicle 
emissions and related impacts are mitigable 
with payment of Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) fees, not all operational 
emissions are mitigable. Therefore, the 
project would have a Class I, significant and 
unavoidable, impact to regional air quality. 

AQ-2(a) TDM Fees. The TCSP project 
developer shall provide payment of fees to a 
suitable the City’s Transportation Demand 
Management Plan Fund Fee for Mitigation for 
Air Quality. Fees will be based on the formula 
provided by the Ventura County APCD. The 
fees will be based on the exceedance of the 
threshold for ROG and NOx that is 
attributable to mobile emissions for Phase 1 
and Phase 2. The fees shall be based on the 
unit cost for ROG and NOx, in effect at the 
time the fee is to be paid using the VCAPCD 
guidelines formula of: 

Significant and 
unavoidable. 
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● (excess emissions lbs/day) x (unit cost
ROG) x (days in operation) x (3 years) =
Total cost

● (excess emissions lbs/day) x (unit cost
NOx) x (days in operation) x (3 years) =
Total cost

Payment of Phase 1 fees is required prior to 
issuance of the first certificate of occupancy 
for Phase 1. Payment of Phase 2 fees is 
required prior to issuance of the first 
certificate of occupancy for Phase 2. 
Payment of fees associated with the 
additional Annexation area is required for 
future developers prior to issuance of 
certificate of occupancy.  

AQ-2(b) Increased Efficiency. Applicants 
for all projects in the TCSP area and in the 
nine parcels south of Teal Club Road 
proposed for Annexation shall include in 
construction and building management 
contracts the following energy saving 
requirements, or measures shown to be 
equally effective: 

● Residential and commercial land use
shall increase efficiency 15% beyond
Title 24 to achieve a Tier 1 “green
building” designation within the
California Green Building Code, or
equivalent as determined by the
Community Development Director.

● Use of solar or low-emission water
heaters in new buildings.

● Require that commercial landscapers
providing services at the common areas
of the TCSP area use electric or battery-
powered equipment, or other internal
combustion equipment that is either
certified by the California Air Resources
Board or is three years old or less at the
time of use, to the extent that such
equipment is reasonably available and
competitively priced in Ventura County
(meaning that the equipment can be
easily purchased in stores in Ventura
County and the cost of the equipment is
not more than 20% greater than the cost
of standard equipment).

Applicants for all projects in the TCSP area 
shall provide documentation of energy 
savings associated with materials proposed 
for use at time of building permit application. 

AQ-2(c) Passive Energy Conservation 
Design. Applicants for all projects in the 
TCSP area and the nine parcels south of 
Teal Club Road proposed for Annexation 
shall include passive energy conservation 
design elements, including building material 
massing, orientation, architectural elements 
(deeply recessed windows, eave overhangs, 
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etc.), landscape shading, recycled or low-
impact materials, window glazing to increase 
insulation, and water circulation pumps to 
reduce water use, and/or similar measures 
shown to be equally effective. 

Applicants for all projects in the TCSP area 
and the nine parcels south of Teal Club Road 
proposed for Annexation shall provide 
documentation of energy savings associated 
with materials and methods proposed for use 
at time of building permit application. These 
documents shall be reviewed by City staff for 
achievement of adequate energy 
conservation. 

AQ-2(d) Natural Ventilation. Applicants for 
all projects in the TCSP area and the nine 
parcels south of Teal Club Road proposed for 
Annexation shall include natural ventilation in 
building design plans. 

Impact AQ-3  The proposed project would not 
create carbon monoxide concentrations 
exceeding state or federal standards. 
Localized air quality impacts would therefore 
be Class III, less than significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact AQ-4  The proposed project would not 
generate population growth beyond AQMP 
forecasts. It would not inhibit the City’s ability 
to meet the goals of its EAP with 
implementation of energy efficiency 
measures described in Impact AQ-2. Impacts 
relating to AQMP and EAP consistency are 
therefore considered Class II, significant but 
mitigable. 

AQ-2(b-d) above under Impact AQ-2. Less than 
significant. 

Impact AQ-5 The project would not create 
objectionable odors that would affect 
neighboring properties. Impacts related to 
odors would be Class III, less than significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

As discussed in Impact AQ-2, operational 
emissions associated with full buildout of the 
proposed project would exceed VCAPCD 
thresholds for ROG and NOX. Therefore, the 
emissions generated by the proposed project 
would be cumulatively considerable regarding 
a substantial contribution to an existing or 
projected air quality violation. 

None available beyond project-specific 
mitigation measures already required.  

Significant and 
unavoidable. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact BIO-1 In the TCSP area, the 
additional Annexation area, and where Teal 
Club Road and Patterson Road would be 
widened, construction during the bird nesting 
season could directly or indirectly affect 
nesting birds protected under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act and the CFGC 3503. This 
would be a Class II, significant but mitigable, 
impact. 

BIO-1(a) Nesting Bird Survey. If tree 
removal is to occur during the bird breeding 
season (February 15 through September 
15), at a minimum one (1) survey shall be 
conducted prior to tree removal by a City-
approved qualified biologist (a person with a 
biology degree and/or established skills in 
bird recognition). The survey shall occur no 
more than one (1) week prior to tree 
removal. The work limits plus a 250-foot 
buffer, as feasible, shall be surveyed to 
accommodate potential active raptor nests, 

Less than 
significant. 
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as well as other birds nesting nearby. A copy 
of the biologist contract for these services 
shall be submitted to the Planning 
Department for review and approval prior to 
issuance of grading permits. A 
preconstruction meeting shall occur prior to 
tree removal and shall include the project 
proponent or designee, the construction 
foreman, City staff, and the City-approved 
biologist. A report summarizing the findings 
of the survey and the recommended buffers 
shall be provided to the Community 
Development Department prior to vegetation 
removal activities and vegetation removal 
and grading activities shall not commence 
until the Community Development 
Department provides an authorization to 
proceed directive. Work may be redirected to 
other areas by the Community Development 
Director as recommended by the biologist. 

BIO-1(b) Establishment of Appropriate 
Buffers. In the event that nesting birds are 
observed within 250 feet of the 
disturbance/construction area, species-
specific exclusionary buffers shall be 
determined by the qualified biologist, and 
construction timing and location shall be 
adjusted accordingly until the nestlings have 
fledged and are no longer dependent upon 
the nest. The active nests and exclusionary 
buffers shall be monitored by a qualified 
biologist (at least initially) to determine if the 
active nests are being adversely affected by 
construction activities and to determine if a 
buffer would need to be increased to reduce 
such effects. 

Impact BIO-2 California horned lark and 
monarch butterflies, both locally sensitive 
animal species, were not observed in the 
project area during surveys, but may occur 
within 5 miles of the project area. If present 
during construction, individuals could 
potentially be adversely affected. This would 
be a Class II, significant but mitigable, 
impact. 

BIO-1(a-b) above under Impact BIO-1. 

BIO-2(a) Monarch Butterfly Survey. If tree 
removal occurs during the aggregation 
season (September through December), a 
qualified biologist (a person with a biology 
degree and/or established experience with 
butterflies) shall determine the 
presence/absence of monarch butterfly 
activity in the project area. At a minimum, 
one survey shall be performed no more than 
one week prior to initial tree removal. A copy 
of the biologist contract for these services 
shall be submitted to the Community 
Development Department for review and 
approval prior to issuance of grading permits. 
A report summarizing the findings of the 
survey and the recommendations shall be 
provided to the Community Development 
Department prior to tree trimming/removal 
activities and grading activities shall not 
commence until the Community 
Development Department provides an 
authorization to proceed directive. A 
preconstruction meeting shall occur prior to 

Less than 
significant. 
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tree removal and shall include the project 
proponent or designee, the construction 
foreman, City staff, and the City-approved 
biologist. Work may be redirected to other 
areas by the Community Development 
Director as recommended by the biologist. 

BIO 2(b) Establishment of Appropriate 
Buffers. If temporary aggregation activity is 
observed, a 100-foot buffer shall be 
established until after the aggregation 
season or until the monarchs have left the 
project area. 

Impact BIO-3 Irrigation ditches are present in 
the project area and along Teal Club Road 
west of Patterson Road. However, these do 
not appear to be jurisdictional and do not 
contain riparian habitat or sensitive species. 
Impacts to jurisdictional areas would be Class 
III, less than significant.  

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Extensive ground disturbance that has 
occurred on the project area during past 
development and agricultural activities, as 
well as the lack of natural surface water 
features, reduces the likelihood that intact 
prehistoric cultural or tribal cultural resources 
are present, and the possibility of 
encountering previously undisturbed cultural 
resources during project construction would 
be remote. This would be a less than 
significant impact; however, mitigation 
measures CR-1(a) through CR-1(c) are 
recommended in order to minimize impacts to 
cultural resources, and mitigation measure 
CR-1(d) is recommended in order to minimize 
impacts to tribal cultural resources (see 
Section 6.0, Effects Found Not to be 
Significant).  

Impacts would be less than significant 
without mitigation. However, the following 
mitigation measures are recommended in 
order to minimize impacts to cultural 
resources.  

CR-1(a) Native American Monitoring. 
Developer shall contract with a Native 
American monitor to be present during all 
subsurface grading, trenching or construction 
activities on the project area. The monitor 
shall provide a monthly report to the 
Planning Division summarizing their activities 
during the reporting period. Monitoring may 
be reduced or halted at the discretion of the 
monitors as warranted by conditions such as 
encountering bedrock, sediments being 
excavated are fill, soils occur within 
formations unlikely to yield cultural resources 
(e.g., soils formations predating human 
occupation of the region), or negative 
findings during the first 30 percent of rough 
grading. If monitoring is reduced to spot-
checking, spot-checking shall occur when 
ground-disturbance moves to a new location 
in the project site and when ground 
disturbance will extend to depths not 
previously reached (unless those depths are 
within bedrock)..A copy of the contract for 
these services shall be submitted to the 
Planning Manager for review and approval 
prior to grading activities on site. The 
monitoring report(s) shall be provided to the 
Planning Division prior to approval of final 
building permits. 

CR-1(b) Procedures for Discovery of 
Intact Cultural Resources. In the event that 
archaeological resources are unearthed 

Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Executive Summary 

City of Oxnard 
ES-15 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

during project construction, all earth 
disturbing work within the vicinity of the find 
must be temporarily suspended or redirected 
until an archaeologist meeting the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 
Standards for archaeology (NPS 1983) has 
evaluated the nature and significance of the 
find. If necessary, the evaluation may require 
preparation of a treatment plan and testing 
for the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR) eligibility. If the discovery 
proves to be significant under CEQA and 
cannot be avoided by the project, additional 
work, such as data recovery excavation, may 
be required to mitigate any significant 
impacts to historical resources. After the find 
has been appropriately mitigated, work in the 
area may resume. A Chumash 
representative shall monitor any mitigation 
work associated with Native American 
cultural material. 

CR-1(c) Procedures for Discovery of 
Human Remains. If human remains are 
unearthed, State Health and Safety Code 
Section 7050.5 requires that no further 
disturbance shall occur until the County 
Coroner has made the necessary findings as 
to origin and disposition pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98. If the 
remains are determined to be of Native 
American descent, the coroner has 24 hours 
to notify the California Native American 
Heritage Commission. 

CR-1(d)  Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal 
Cultural Resources. In the event that 
cultural resources of Native American origin 
are identified during construction, all earth-
disturbing work within the vicinity of the find 
must be temporarily suspended or redirected 
until an archaeologist has evaluated the 
nature and significance of the find and an 
appropriate Native American representative, 
based on the nature of the find, is consulted. 
If the City determines that the resource is a 
tribal cultural resource and thus significant 
under CEQA, a mitigation plan shall be 
prepared and implemented in accordance 
with state guidelines and in consultation with 
Native American groups. The plan would 
include avoidance of the resource or, if 
avoidance of the resource is infeasible, the 
plan would outline the appropriate treatment 
of the resource in coordination with the 
archeologist and the appropriate Native 
American tribal representative. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Impact GEO-1 Seismically-induced ground 
failure or ground shaking could result in the 
exposure of people and structures to the risk 

None required. Less than 
significant 
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of loss, injury, or death. However, mandatory 
compliance with applicable City of Oxnard 
and California Building Code or California 
Residential Code requirements would reduce 
impacts to a Class III, less than significant, 
level. 

without 
mitigation. 

Impact GEO-2 The TCSP area and 
additional Annexation area is in a State 
designated Liquefaction Hazard Zone. In 
addition, near-surface alluvial soils in the 
project area are not considered suitable to 
support structures and expansive soils may 
be present. However, geotechnical 
engineering solutions are available to 
remediate these issues and development of 
the residential and other uses envisioned in 
the TCSP and additional Annexation area 
would be feasible from a geotechnical 
perspective. Mitigation Measure GEO-2 
would reduce impacts to a Class II, significant 
but mitigable, level.  

GEO-2 Geotechnical Recommendations. 
All recommendations contained in the TCSP 
geological “due diligence” investigation 
conducted by Geolabs in 2004 (Appendix D 
of this EIR) shall be followed for future 
development proposals in the TCSP area 
and the annexation area south of Teal Club 
Road. These recommendations include the 
following, unless superseded by a project-
specific geotechnical report reviewed and 
approved by the City’s Building and 
Engineering Services Division:  

● A uniform blanket of compacted fill shall
be created for support of structural
footings in the alluvial area.

● Areas that are to be paved shall be
scarified to at least 12 inches below
existing or rough grade (whichever is
deeper), brought to near material’s
optimum moisture content, and
compacted to appropriate relative
compaction.

● Areas with disturbed materials and
areas to support structures shall be
improved by over excavating the
unsuitable materials and replacing them
with engineered fill.

● Any import materials that are to be used
as structural fill shall be approved by a
qualified geotechnical engineer prior to
placement.

● Compressible soils that lie within areas
to receive engineered fill shall be
removed to relatively incompressible
material, moisture conditioned, and
replaced as properly compacted fill.

● Conduct laboratory testing to verify the
expansive properties of the near-pad-
grade materials shall be performed at
the completion of rough grading.

● Supplemental subsurface investigations
shall be performed for each specific
development project within the project
area to more thoroughly evaluate the
materials within the site and
update/augment the measures listed
above as appropriate. These reports
shall be submitted for City review and
approval prior to issuance of grading or
building permits within the project area.
All recommendations of the
supplemental investigations shall be
incorporated into approved grading and

Less than 
significant. 
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construction plans. 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Impact GHG-1  Development of the proposed 
TCSP and buildout of the additional 
Annexation parcels under the proposed 
zoning would generate additional GHG 
emissions beyond existing conditions. 
However, these emissions would be below 
the per capita emissions threshold for 2030 
identified in the State Scoping Plan Impacts 
would therefore be Class III, less than 
significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact GHG-2 With adherence to the 
mitigation measures included in this EIR, the 
proposed TCSP and buildout of the additional 
Annexation parcels with industrial land uses 
would be consistent with the statewide goals 
for GHG emissions reduction, as embodied in 
AB 32, SB 32, and SB 375, as well as the 
Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), the 2017 
State Scoping Plan, the City of Oxnard 
Sustainable Community Element, and the 
City of Oxnard Energy Action Plan. Impacts 
would therefore be Class III, less than 
significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Impact HAZ-1 Buildout of the TCSP area 
and additional Annexation area would include 
development of residential, commercial, and 
light industrial land uses that could involve 
the use, storage, disposal or transportation of 
hazardous materials. However, required 
adherence to existing regulations would help 
to ensure that this is a Class III, less than 
significant impact. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact HAZ-2 Development of the TCSP 
and additional parcels to be Annexed would 
require the demolition of structures that could 
contain asbestos or lead based paints. 
Demolition of these buildings, if these 
materials are present, could potentially 
expose workers to hazards that would 
adversely affect human health and safety. 
Also, buried asbestos-cement (“transite”) 
water pipes contain asbestos. However, 
compliance with both locally adopted Ventura 
County Air Pollution Control District 
(VCAPCD) and State regulations regarding 
the handling and disposal of these materials 
would reduce these potential impacts to 
Class II, significant but mitigable. 

HAZ-2(a) Asbestos and Lead Based Paint 
Surveys. Prior to issuance of a demolition 
permit for any structure in the project area 
constructed prior to 1978, a lead-based paint 
and asbestos survey shall be performed by a 
qualified and appropriately licensed 
professional and submitted to the City. All 
testing procedures shall follow recognized 
local standards as well as established 
California and Federal assessment 
protocols. The lead-based paint and 
asbestos survey report shall quantify the 
areas of lead–based paint and asbestos 
containing materials. 

HAZ-2(b) Asbestos Abatement. Prior to 
any demolition or renovation, project area 
structures found to contain asbestos must 
have the asbestos containing material 
removed according to proper abatement 
procedures recommended by the asbestos 

Less than 
significant. 
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consultant and as required by the VCAPCD. 
All abatement activities shall be in 
compliance with California and Federal 
OSHA, and with the VCAPCD requirements. 
Only asbestos trained and certified 
abatement personnel shall be allowed to 
perform asbestos abatement. All asbestos 
containing material removed from project 
area structures shall be hauled and disposed 
of by a transportation company licensed to 
handle asbestos-containing materials and 
disposed of at a licensed receiving facility 
and under proper manifest. Following 
completion of the asbestos abatement, the 
asbestos consultant shall provide a report 
documenting the abatement procedures 
used, the volume of asbestos containing 
material removed, where the material was 
disposed. This report shall include 
transportation and disposal manifests or 
dump tickets. The abatement report shall be 
prepared for the property owner or other 
responsible party, with a copy submitted to 
the VCAPCD and the City of Oxnard. 

HAZ-2(c)  Lead Based Paint Removal. Prior 
to the issuance of a permit for the renovation 
or demolition of any structure in the project 
area, a licensed lead-based paint 
professional shall be contracted to evaluate 
the structure for lead-based paint. If lead-
based paint is discovered, it shall be 
removed according to proper abatement 
procedures recommended by the consultant 
and in accordance with VCAPCD, State of 
California and Federal requirements. Only 
lead-based paint trained and certified 
abatement personnel shall be allowed to 
perform abatement activities. All lead-based 
paint removed from these structures shall be 
hauled and disposed of by a transportation 
company licensed to transport this type of 
material. In addition, the material shall be 
taken to a landfill or receiving facility licensed 
to accept the waste. Following completion of 
the lead based paint abatement, the lead 
based paint consultant shall provide a report 
documenting the abatement procedures 
used, the volume of lead based paint 
removed, where the material was moved to, 
and include transportation and disposal 
manifests or dump tickets. The abatement 
report shall be prepared for the property 
owner or other responsible party, with a copy 
submitted to the VCAPCD and the City of 
Oxnard. 

Impact HAZ-3 The proposed TCSP area is 
currently used for agriculture. Residual levels 
of chlorinated pesticides were found in the 
soil. Chemicals could be released during 
grading activities for development under the 

HAZ-3 Remediation. The following 
recommendations (including those contained 
in the Phase I ESA) shall be implemented 
during construction of projects within the 
TCSP area: 

Less than 
significant. 
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proposed TCSP, exposing construction 
workers and nearby receptors to 
contaminated soils. However, with adherence 
to existing regulations pertaining to the 
remediation of such soils, impacts would be 
Class II, significant but mitigable. 

● The upper agricultural disturbed soil
(approximately upper 1 to 1.5 feet
below surface level, to be determined
by Building and Engineering Services),
shall be removed and the site shall be
recompacted.

● Monitoring of residual levels of
pesticides and metals (including
arsenic and lead) shall be confirmed
both during and following completion of
the grading activities to be sure residual
levels are below action levels.
California Environmental Protection 
Agency (Cal EPA) California Human 
Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs) 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board’s Environmental 
Screening Levels (ESLs) and 
hazardous waste screening thresholds 
for contaminants in soil (CCR Title 22, 
Section 66261.24) shall be used to set 
appropriate residual levels for 
organochlorine pesticide of 
contamination found. 

● If residual organochlorine pesticide or
metals contamination (including arsenic
and lead) is found at levels exceeding
CHHSLs set by Cal EPA ESLs and/or
hazardous waste screening thresholds
for contaminants in soil (CCR Title 22,
Section 66261.24), a Soil Management
Plan, Removal Action Plan or
equivalent document must be prepared
by a qualified hazardous materials
consultant. The plan must establish
remedial measures and/ or soil
management practices to ensure
construction worker safety and the
health of future workers, residents, and
visitors. The Plan shall be submitted to
the hazardous materials response team
in the Oxnard Fire Department for
review and approval.

Impact HAZ-4  The property at 1618 Doris 
Avenue in the TCSP area, which is also 
within ¼-mile of the proposed OSD school 
site, is listed as a facility that generated and 
stored hazardous waste materials and is 
listed on the CORTESE list and the Leaking 
Underground Storage Tank (LUST) 
database. However, the LUST has been 
removed and contaminated soil has been 
excavated and remediated. Therefore, the 
impact from the LUST would be Class III, less 
than significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact HAZ-5  The proposed TCSP area and 
additional annexation area are both within the 
Oxnard Airport’s traffic pattern zone (TPZ) 
and are subject to height restrictions. 
Structures in these areas may be considered 

HAZ-5(a) FAA Notification. For all 
development in the TCSP area and the 
additional annexation area, the applicant 
shall notify the FAA via online application at 
FAA’s 

Less than 
significant. 
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obstructions to air travel. Impacts related to 
airport safety clearance are Class II, 
significant but mitigable. 

https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/portal.js
p website. The FAA will determine if the 
structure is an “obstruction” or “hazard” to 
aviation, and if so, will make 
recommendations to reduce the obstruction 
or hazard. Prior to issuance of building 
permits, the applicant shall forward the FAA 
determination and recommendations to the 
City of Oxnard and the City shall require that 
the applicant implement the 
recommendations provided by the FAA. 
Recommendations may include the use of 
red obstruction lighting on new construction.  

HAZ-5(b)  Structural Coverage in the TCSP 
Area. Structures within the TCSP area shall 
conform to the following guidelines: 

● Residential uses: Maximum structural
coverage of the residential planning
areas must be no more than 25%.
“Structural coverage” is defined as the
percent of building footprint area to
total land area, including streets and
greenbelts

● Commercial uses: Maximum structural
coverage of the commercial planning
areas must not exceed 50%. “Structural
coverage” is defined as the percent of
building footprint area to total land
area, including streets and greenbelts.

HAZ-5(c) Structural Coverage in the 
Additional Annexation Area. Structures 
within the additional annexation area shall 
conform to the following guidelines: 

● Commercial and industrial uses:
Maximum structural coverage must not
exceed 50%. “Structural coverage” is
defined as the percent of building
footprint area to total land area,
including streets and greenbelts. Where
development is proposed immediately
adjacent to the airport property, site
plans shall be designed to locate
structures as far as practical from the
runway.

Impact HAZ-6  Development of the proposed 
project would place residential, commercial, 
and manufacturing uses within 2,000 feet of 
the Oxnard Airport runway, potentially 
exposing people residing and working in the 
area to safety hazards. However, the 
probability of an accident occurring in the 
project area is low. Further, the presence of 
nearby emergency landing areas would 
reduce accident hazards. Therefore, impacts 
related to airport safety hazards would be 
Class III, less than significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact HAZ-7  Development of the proposed 
TCSP would place manufacturing uses within 
0.25 mile of a planned school site owned by 

None required. Less than 
significant 
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Oxnard School District, potentially emitting 
hazardous emissions within one-quarter mile 
of a proposed school. However, compliance 
with existing regulatory requirements would 
minimize risks to schools and students, 
resulting in a less than significant impact. 
This is a Class III, less than significant, 
impact. 

without 
mitigation. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Impact HWQ-1 Construction activities that 
would occur in the project area through TCSP 
implementation and annexation of the 
additional parcels south of Teal Club Road 
would have the potential to increase erosion 
and sedimentation. If uncontrolled, this could 
adversely impact surface water and ground 
water quality or cause flooding. However, 
compliance with the NPDES Construction 
General Permit requirements would reduce 
temporary construction related water quality 
and flooding impacts to a Class III, less than 
significant, level. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact HWQ-2 Development in the project 
area would increase impervious surfaces, 
resulting in increased surface water 
pollutants. However, implementation of 
proposed stormwater detention in 
accordance with NPDES MS4 requirements 
would reduce the potential for runoff to 
contain pollutants during operation of the 
project. This would be a Class III, less than 
significant, impact. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact HWQ-3 Development in the project 
area would increase impervious surfaces, 
resulting in increased peak stormwater runoff 
flows, which could lead to flooding. However, 
implementation of proposed stormwater 
detention, storm drain improvements and 
infrastructure would maintain pre-
development stormwater discharge rates, 
consistent with County requirements. Impacts 
would be Class III, less than significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact HWQ-4 During excavation and 
grading in the project area, groundwater 
could be encountered on individual 
development sites. This may require 
temporary dewatering. However, impacts 
would be Class II, significant but mitigable. 

HWQ-4 Dewatering Program. Prior to the 
issuance of any grading permits in the 
project area, a qualified engineer, hydrologist 
or hydrogeologist shall estimate from the 
final engineering plans the volume of 
dewatering necessary for development within 
the project area. If dewatering is required, a 
dewatering program shall be designed to 
properly convey and treat dewatering 
discharge in accordance with the NPDES 
permits, as well as state and local 
regulations. The program shall be subject to 
the approval of the City of Oxnard Public 
Works Department. The program shall 
include development site design methods for 
treatment and conveyance of temporary and, 
if required, permanent dewatering discharge, 

Less than 
significant. 
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including infiltration ponds, vegetated 
swales, and/or reuse for landscape irrigation. 
Prior to implementation of a dewatering 
program, groundwater sampling shall be 
performed to ensure that the system is 
adequately designed and permitted to 
address project area groundwater conditions. 
Groundwater samples shall be analyzed for 
chemicals related to agricultural operations 
(i.e., pesticides and arsenic), petroleum 
hydrocarbons, and volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs). 

Impact HWQ-5  Buildout of the proposed 
TCSP and Annexation of the additional nine 
parcels on the south side of Teal Club Road 
would increase impervious surfaces in the 
project area, which could affect the location 
and amount of infiltration and thus interfere 
with groundwater recharge. However, based 
on the proposed hydrologic conditions in the 
project area, impacts would be Class III, less 
than significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact HWQ-6  The City of Oxnard is located 
in a Dam Inundation Zone, or Dam Failure 
Hazard Zone. However, the potential for a 
dam failure is considered low. Impacts would 
be Class III, less than significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Impact LU-1 The proposed project would not 
physically divide an established community. 
This is a Class III, less than significant, 
impact. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact LU-2 The proposed project is 
potentially inconsistent with applicable land 
use plans, policies and regulations. This is a 
Class II, significant but mitigable impact. 

Mitigation measures included in Sections 
4.1, Aesthetics, 4.2, Agricultural Resources, 
4.3, Air Quality, 4.5, Geology and Soils, 4.7, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and 4.13, 
Transportation and Traffic would reduce 
environmental impacts to help achieve 
consistency with adopted goals and policies. 

Less than 
significant. 

Impact LU-3 The proposed project would be 
generally consistent with land uses allowed 
under the airport land use plan for the Oxnard 
Airport; however, existing structures, trees 
and lighting on the nine parcels in the 
additional Annexation area constitute an 
obstruction to airport operations. This is 
considered a Class II, significant but 
mitigable, impact. 

LU-3(a) FAA Notification. For all 
development in the TCSP area and the 
additional Annexation area, the applicant 
shall notify the FAA via online application at 
FAA’s 
https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/portal.js
p website. The FAA will determine if the 
structure is an “obstruction” or “hazard” to 
aviation, and if so, will make 
recommendations to reduce the obstruction 
or hazard. Prior to issuance of building 
permits, the applicant shall forward the FAA 
determination and recommendations to the 
City of Oxnard and the City shall require that 
the applicant implement the 
recommendations provided by the FAA. 
Recommendations may include the use of 
red obstruction lighting on new construction. 

Less than 
significant. 
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LU-3(b) Structural Coverage in the TCSP 
Area. Structures within the TCSP area shall 
conform to the following guidelines: 

● Residential uses: Maximum structural
coverage of the residential planning
areas must be no more than 25%.
“Structural coverage” is defined as the
percent of building footprint area to
total land area, including streets and
greenbelts

● Commercial uses: Maximum structural
coverage of the commercial planning
areas must not exceed 50%. “Structural
coverage” is defined as the percent of
building footprint area to total land
area, including streets and greenbelts.

LU-3(c) Structural Coverage in the 
Additional Annexation Area. Structures 
within the additional Annexation area shall 
conform to the following guidelines: 

● Commercial and industrial uses:
Maximum structural coverage must not
exceed 50%. “Structural coverage” is
defined as the percent of building
footprint area to total land area,
including streets and greenbelts. Where
development is proposed immediately
adjacent to the airport property, site
plans shall be designed to locate
structures as far as practical from the
runway.

LU-3(d) Avigation Easement. Prior to 
issuance of final tract maps for development 
pursuant to the proposed Specific Plan or 
rezone of additional Annexation areas, the 
project applicant shall grant an avigation 
easement to the County of Ventura to record 
that the property owner(s) acknowledge that 
their properties are in an area subject to 
frequent aircraft overflights and that such 
overflights may result in noise, exhaust 
emissions and vibrations. 

NOISE 

Impact N-1 Construction-related activities 
associated with potential buildout of the 
project area would intermittently generate 
high noise levels and groundborne vibration 
within and adjacent to the project area. This 
may affect existing and future receptors in or 
near the project area. However, construction 
noise would be temporary and subject to the 
requirements of City Code Article XI Sound 
Regulation, which would ensure that this 
impact would remain Class III, less than 
significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact N-2 Project area operations would 
generate noise that may periodically be 
audible to existing land uses near and in the 

None required. Less than 
significant 
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project area. However, operational noise 
would not exceed City noise standards. This 
is a Class III, less than significant impact. 

without 
mitigation. 

Impact N-3 Traffic generated by 
development under the proposed project 
would incrementally increase traffic-related 
noise in the vicinity of the project area. 
However, because increases in noise would 
not exceed significance thresholds on any 
study area road segment, this impact would 
be Class III, less than significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact N-4 Future residences in the TCSP 
area would be exposed to ambient traffic 
noise levels that may exceed City standards. 
Through the plan check review process for 
new developments, the City would ensure 
acceptable noise levels at residences. 
Furthermore, the exposure of new sensitive 
receptors to noise would be an effect of the 
environment on the project, which is not a 
significant impact under CEQA. Therefore, 
this would be a Class III, less than significant 
impact. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact N-5 Aircraft associated with the 
Oxnard Airport would periodically generate 
noise that may be audible to future land uses 
within the project area. However, aircraft 
noise in the project area would not exceed 
City noise standards. Furthermore, the 
exposure of new sensitive receptors to noise 
would be an effect of the environment on the 
project, which is not a significant impact 
under CEQA. This is a Class III, less than 
significant impact. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

POPULATION, EDUCATION, AND HOUSING 

Impact PEH-1 The proposed project would 
add 982 residential units and an estimated 
2,651 employees and 3,909 residents to the 
project area. However, because these 
increases are within Oxnard 2030 General 
Plan and SCAG projections for the City, 
impacts related to housing and population 
growth would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact PEH-2 The proposed project would 
involve demolition of up to eight on-site 
single-family residential units that are not 
considered “affordable” units, which would 
displace approximately eight occupied 
housing units and the on-site population and 
reduce the City’s housing stock. The 
proposed project would involve the 
development of up to 990 housing units, with 
at least 15%, or 148, of those housing units 
reserved as “affordable.” This would be 
required to meet the City’s very low- and low-
income price restrictions. Therefore, impacts 
related to the displacement of housing and 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 
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population would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

Impact PEH-3 The proposed project would 
generate an estimated 491 K-8th Grade 
school-age students and 166 9-12th Grade 
school-age students. This could adversely 
affect school facilities in the Oxnard School 
District and Oxnard Union High School 
District. However, with payment of required 
school impact fees, impacts would be 
reduced to a Class III, less than significant, 
level. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 

Impact PS-1 The proposed project would 
incrementally increase demands on the 
Oxnard Fire Department. This increase would 
affect the personnel, equipment, and the 
organization of the Fire Department. This 
would be a Class II, significant but mitigable, 
impact. 

PS-1 New Fire Equipment and Staffing. 
The developer shall provide sufficient 
proportional funding for development of an 
additional fire station, fire engine, and staff to 
provide fire/emergency services to the 
project area. The City of Oxnard shall create 
a Community Facilities (Mello Roos) District 
within the project area to offset proportional 
associated staffing costs. Mitigation shall be 
in place and operational prior to occupancy 
to be determined by the Oxnard Fire 
Department. 

Less than 
significant. 

Impact PS-2 The proposed project would 
incrementally increase demands on the 
Oxnard Police Department, which could 
adversely affect the Police Department. This 
would be a Class II, significant but mitigable 
impact. 

PS-2(a) Oxnard Police Department 
Consultation. Prior to approval of individual 
Development Design Review permits, the 
developer shall work closely with the Oxnard 
Police Department prior to the final design of 
the project to ensure the development of 
adequate security measures for the 
construction and occupancy stages of 
development. Such measures shall include, 
but are not limited to the following: 

● Compliance with Oxnard Police
Department recommendations relative
to building design, site design, visibility,
access, graffiti control, landscaping,
security lighting, doors, locks and other
relevant factors in the preparation of the
final plans.

● The Oxnard Police Department shall be
included in the plan check process to
enable the Department to recommend
specific improvements that will enhance
crime prevention for the project and
allow for the police to better plan for
calls that may be generated by the
development.

● Implement fencing and security
measures during the construction
phase. The City of Oxnard Police
Department shall approve security
measures

PS-2(b) New Police Staffing. The developer 
shall provide sufficient proportional funding 

Less than 
significant. 
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for development of additional police staffing 
to provide police protection services to the 
project area. The City of Oxnard shall create 
a Community Facilities (Mello Roos) District 
within the project area to offset proportional 
associated staffing costs. Mitigation shall be 
in place and operational prior to occupancy 
to be determined by the Oxnard Police 
Department. 

Impact PS-3  The proposed project would 
both incrementally increase demand for, and 
incrementally increase demands on, local 
recreational facilities. The proposed project 
includes 17.8 acres of parks and open space 
that would more than satisfy the additional 
park demand generated by future TCSP 
residents. This impact would be Class III, less 
than significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact PS-4 The proposed project would 
incrementally increase the demand for library 
services but would not cause substantial 
physical deterioration of such facilities. This 
impact would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Impact T-1 The proposed TCSP includes 
road widening improvements on Ventura 
Road, Patterson Road, Doris Avenue, and 
Teal Club Road to accommodate traffic 
associated with the Specific Plan. With the 
proposed roadway improvements, impacts 
would be Class III, less than significant. 

Impacts would be less than significant 
without mitigation. However, the following 
mitigation measures are recommended in 
order to minimize impacts to proposed 
roadway widening. 

T-1(a) Ventura Road between Doris
Avenue and Teal Club Road. The project
developer shall construct the widening of this
roadway segment to primary arterial (six
lane) standards. Construction shall be
completed prior to occupancy clearance for
any portion of Phase 1 development.

T-1(b) Doris Avenue between the Plan
Area Boundary and Ventura Road. The
project developer shall construct the
widening of this roadway segment to full
local arterial (four lane) standards.
Construction shall be completed prior to
occupancy clearance for any portion of
Phase 1 development.

T-1(c) Teal Club Road between Ventura
Avenue and Coronado Road. The project
developer shall construction the widening of
this roadway segment to full local arterial
(four lane) standards. Construction shall be
completed prior to occupancy clearance for
any portion of Phase 1 development.

T-1(d) Patterson Road between the Plan
Area Boundary and Teal Club Road. The
project developer shall implement
improvements at this location of the widening
of this roadway segment to local arterial (two

Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 
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lane) standards. Improvements shall occur 
prior to occupancy clearance for any portion 
of Phase 2 development. 

T-1(e) Teal Club Road between Coronado
Road and Patterson Road. The project
developer shall implement improvements at
this location of the widening of this roadway
segment to local arterial (four lane)
standards. Improvements shall occur prior to
occupancy clearance for any portion of
Phase 2 development.

T-1(f) Doris Avenue between Patterson
Road and Victoria Avenue. The project
developer shall install safety measures as
determined by the City’s Traffic Engineer to
address the open ditch on the north side of
the roadway.

T-1(g) Teal Club Road between Patterson
Road and Victoria Avenue. The project
developer shall install safety measures as
determined by the City’s Traffic Engineer to
address the open ditch on the north side of
the roadway.

Impact T-2 Traffic generated by the 
proposed TCSP when added to existing 
conditions would result in levels of service 
that exceed City thresholds at two 
intersections and would warrant signalization 
of two intersections. Mitigation is 
recommended to address this impact; 
however, automobile delay is no longer 
considered a significant impact in CEQA 
analysis. Impacts would be Class III, less 
than significant. 

Impacts would be less than significant 
without mitigation. However, the following 
mitigation measures are recommended in 
order to minimize impacts to applicable 
intersections to the extent feasible. 

T-2(a) Victoria Avenue and Teal Club
Road. The project developer shall be
responsible for signalization of the
intersection. Signalization shall occur prior to
occupancy clearance for any portion of
Phase 1 development.

T-2(b) Ventura Road and Beverly Drive.
The project developer shall be responsible
for signalization of the intersection.
Signalization shall occur prior to occupancy
clearance for any portion of Phase 1
development.

Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact T-3 Future development anticipated 
under the proposed TCSP and additional 
annexation area would be consistent with the 
City’s General Plan and Bicycle Master Plan 
by developing bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities. Public transit facilities would be 
installed as part of the City’s General Plan. 
Impacts would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact T-4 Future development anticipated 
under the proposed TCSP would not increase 
hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible uses and would not result in 
inadequate emergency access. Impacts 
would be Class III, less than significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact T-5 The proposed TCSP and 
development of the additional Annexation 

None required. Less than 
significant 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Executive Summary 

City of Oxnard 
ES-28 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

area would not conflict with or be inconsistent 
with CEQA Guidelines 15064.3(b). Impacts 
would be Class III, less than significant. 

without 
mitigation. 

Impact T-6 Traffic generated by the 
proposed TCSP when added to the 
cumulative condition would result in levels of 
service that exceed City thresholds at four 
intersections. Mitigation is recommended to 
address this impact; however, automobile 
delay is no longer considered a significant 
impact in CEQA analysis. Therefore, impacts 
would be Class II, less than significant. 

Impacts would be less than significant 
without mitigation. However, the following 
mitigation measures are recommended in 
order to minimize impacts to intersection 
LOS. 

T-3(a) Victoria Avenue/Doris Avenue. The
project developer shall pay a fair share cost
(estimated at 40%) towards implementing
improvements to the Victoria Road and Doris
Avenue intersection that add a third
northbound through lane and a third
southbound thru lane. The fair share cost
shall be determined by the City’s Traffic
Engineering Division based on the project’s
trip generation and distribution.
Improvements shall occur prior to occupancy
clearance for any portion of Phase 2
development.

T-3(b) Victoria Avenue and Teal Club
Road. The project developer shall pay a fair
share cost (estimated at 23%) towards
implementing improvements to the Victoria
Avenue and Teal Club Road intersection to
signalize the intersection and add a third
southbound thru lane. To provide for
acceptable service levels, installation of a
third northbound and southbound through
lane, consistent with the future planned
widening of Victoria Avenue to Primary
Arterial (six-lane) standards, would be
required. The fair share cost shall be
determined by the City’s Traffic Engineering
Division based on the project’s trip
generation and distribution. Improvements
shall occur prior to occupancy clearance for
any portion of Phase 2 development.

T-3(c) Patterson Road and Doris Avenue.
The project developer shall pay a fair share
cost (estimated at 21%) towards signalizing
the intersection of Patterson Road and Doris
Avenue. To provide for acceptable
operations, a traffic signal should be installed
and a left-turn lane and shared through/right-
turn lane should be provided on all
approaches. This will require widening of the
eastbound approach. The fair share cost
shall be determined by the City’s Traffic
Engineering Division based on the project’s
trip generation and distribution.
Improvements shall occur prior to occupancy
clearance for any portion of Phase 2
development.

Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact T-7 Traffic generated by the 
proposed TCSP when added to Buildout 
(2030) traffic conditions would result in future 
levels of service that exceed City thresholds 

Impacts would be less than significant 
without mitigation. However, the following 
mitigation measures are recommended in 
order to minimize impacts to intersection 

Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Executive Summary 

City of Oxnard 
ES-29 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

at four intersections. Mitigation is 
recommended to address this impact; 
however, automobile delay is no longer 
considered a significant impact in CEQA 
analysis. Impacts would be Class III, less 
than significant.   

LOS. 

T-4(a) Victoria Avenue/Gonzales Road.
The project developer shall pay a fair share
cost (estimated at 10%) towards intersection
improvements including conversation of the
southbound right-turn lane to a shared
through/right-turn lane, and conversion of the
westbound #2 through lane to a shared
through/right-turn lane. The fair share cost
shall be determined by the City’s Traffic
Engineering Division based on the project’s
trip generation and distribution.
Improvements shall occur in conjunction with
the widening of Victoria Avenue south of
Gonzalez Gonzales Road to provide three
southbound travel lanes.

T-4(b) Patterson Road/Teal Club Road.
The project developer shall pay a fair share
cost (estimated at 17%) towards signalizing
the intersection of Patterson Road and Teal
Club Road. The fair share cost shall be
determined by the City’s Traffic Engineering
Division based on the project’s trip
generation and distribution.

T-4(c) Ventura Road/Doris Avenue. The
project developer shall pay a fair share cost
(estimated at 33%) towards reconfiguring the
intersection to a dedicated left-turn lane, a
through lane, and a shared through/right-turn
lane. The fair share cost shall be determined
by the City’s Traffic Engineering Division
based on the project’s trip generation and
distribution. Improvements shall occur prior
to Phase 2 occupancy clearance.

UTILITIES AND ENERGY 

Impact UTL-1 The proposed TCSP would 
generate an estimated 235,140 gallons of 
wastewater per day, which would flow to the 
Oxnard Wastewater Treatment Plant. The 
local treatment plant would have sufficient 
capacity to treat this increase in wastewater 
and local conveyance infrastructure would 
have sufficient capacity to convey flows from 
the site. Therefore, this impact is considered 
Class III, less than significant. 

None Required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact UTL-2 Buildout under the proposed 
TCSP would generate an estimated water 
demand of about 447 acre feet per year. The 
City’s projected water supply is expected to 
be adequate to serve the TCSP demands 
though the Year 2040. Impacts would be 
Class II, significant but mitigable. 

UTL-2(a) Availability of Recycled Water. In 
order to ensure that the proposed TCSP or 
the area on the site south of Teal Club Road 
does not draw from Phase I AWPF recycled 
water, the City shall confirm that planned 
additional AWPF capacity is at least 50% 
funded and engineering plans are 25% 
completed before any building permits for the 
first phase of the TCSP or the area on the 
site south of Teal Club Road are issued 
and/or adequate alternative new water are 
available. 

Less than 
significant. 
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UTL-2(b) On-site Recycled Water System. 
The recycled water system serving the TCSP 
area and the area on the site south of Teal 
Club Road shall include the following: 

● Pipeline extension from the mainline in
Ventura Road to the property. The
developer shall be responsible for either
constructing the line or payment of fees
to the City for its construction.

● A recycled water system that serves all
practical irrigated areas and which is: (1)
separated from the domestic water
system; (2) constructed per the City’s
Recycled Water Construction
Standards; (3) irrigated at night; and (4)
properly signed. Note that the signs
shall be installed once the system is fully
operational.

● Mainline shall be a public system with
meters, as appropriate, to recycled
water customers. The developer shall be
responsible for the design and
construction of the recycled water main
pipeline system within the development.
Construction shall be per City standard
requirements with payment of applicable
fees.

● Separate meters for the portion of the
irrigated area intended for the future
recycled water system and the portion of
the system that will not be connected to
the future recycled water system, if any.

● Until the recycled water system is
operational, the common area irrigation
system shall be connected to the
domestic system. Once recycled water
is available, and connection to the
recycled water system is made, the
developer shall remove the connection
to the domestic water system.

● Prior to the availability of recycled water,
the developer shall be responsible for
payment of the Recycled Water
Connection Fee or the water connection
fee, whichever is greater for facilities
constructed.

● At such time as recycled water is
available, the developer shall be
responsible for all costs involved with
the re-connection of the applicable
portions of the irrigation system to the
public recycled water system, including
appropriate signage. Credits for
connection fees shall be given by the
City based on the size of the meter(s).
Under no circumstance will there be a
refund of water connection fees already
paid.

● The developer shall be responsible for
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appropriate CCRs covering the use of 
recycled water within the property and 
for proper disclosures. 

UTL-2(c) Exterior Water Conservation. 
The developer shall incorporate into the 
TCSP and the area on the site south of Teal 
Club Road the following exterior water 
conservation features in order to reduce 
water demand to the greatest extent feasible, 
with a goal of at least 30% water use 
reduction compared to traditional turf 
landscaping. These shall include, but are not 
limited to: 

● Landscape of common areas with low
water-using plants (i.e., drought tolerant
plant species);

● Weather-based irrigation controllers for
all landscaped areas;

● Minimize the use of turf by limiting it to
lawn dependent uses; and,

● Wherever turf is used, install warm
season grasses.

UTL-2(d) On-site Domestic Water System. 
The on-site domestic water system shall 
include: 

● For the TCSP, connections to the City’s
system in at least two locations as
approved by the City, generally located
along the eastern side of the property
(Ventura Road) and along either the
north or south side of the development
away from Ventura Road. There shall be
an on-site looped main transmission
system through the development. For
the area of the site south of Teal Club
Road, configuration of the on-site
domestic water system will be
determined in consultation with the City
and meet City design requirements.

● Public pipeline systems which feed into
separate water meters for each
ownership. In addition, there shall be
separate water meters for each multi-
family unit.

● An internal water system designed to
provide for the higher of either maximum
day plus fire or peak hour demand.

UTL-2(e) Water Neutrality. To ensure that 
the proposed TCSP and the area of the site 
south of Teal Club Road meets the 
objectives of the City’s Water Neutrality 
Policy, the City shall confirm, at the time 
individual phases of the project are reviewed 
and at the time development of the area of 
the site south of Teal Club Road is proposed, 
that the FCGMA allocation transfer rate in 
place is sufficient to meet the water demand 
of the phase/area under consideration. 
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Additional water demand above the amount 
of transferred supply, shall be provided by 
the applicant to offset the net additional 
water demand associated with the project. 
This shall be accomplished through a Water 
Neutrality Plan to be reviewed and approved 
by the City prior to issuance of any building 
permit. The Water Neutrality Plan shall 
contain any combination of the following 
measures, or other measures suggested by 
the Applicant, that are quantifiable, 
permanent offsets of existing potable water 
use elsewhere in the City, or bring new water 
supply to the City, that match or exceed 
potable water shortfall:  

a. Use recycled water for indoor residential
uses, including but not limited to, toilet
flushing;

b. Use recycled water for indoor business
park and commercial and industrial
elements of the project including, but not
limited to, toilet and urinal flushing,
process uses and air conditioning.

c. Contribute to expansion of the City’s
water conservation program, such as
but not limited to offsets available
through programs such as toilet
exchange and showerhead
replacements;

d. Provide to the City financial
contributions towards City programs
which generate in-City water
conservation or recycled water capacity
or conveyance not otherwise required by
another State or local water
conservation program;

e. Participate in other similar programs
with cumulatively result in an adequate
water supply contribution; and

f. Provide to the City water supplies equal
to the shortage amount.

The City shall ensure implementation of the 
approved plan in all aspects of permitting 
and construction of individual phases 
addressed in the plan. 

Impact UTL-3 Current water system 
infrastructure would meet the City of 
Oxnard’s water service pressure 
requirements and the Fire Department’s fire 
flow requirements. Impacts would be Class 
III, less than significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 

Impact UTL-4 The proposed TCSP would 
generate an estimated 2,383 tons of solid 
waste per year. This is within the existing 
capacity of solid waste disposal facilities 
serving the City. Therefore, this impact would 
be Class III, less than significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 
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Impact UTL-5 The project would result in use 
of substantial amounts of electricity and 
natural gas. However, compliance with 
General Plan policies and mitigation 
measures would avoid wasteful or inefficient 
use of energy, ensure consistency with 
existing energy standards, and would not 
preempt future energy development or 
conservation. Impacts would be Class III, less 
than significant. 

None required. Less than 
significant 
without 
mitigation. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
This document is a Recirculated Draft Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (City of Oxnard 
EIR# 2015-01, SCH# 2012051080) for an EIR that was circulated but not certified that evaluates 
foreseeable physical environmental impacts that would result from approval of the Teal Club 
Specific Plan (TCSP) (PZ 15-640-01) and associated approvals including: a General Plan 
Amendment (PZ 15-620-03), Pre-Zoning (PZ 15-560-01), and Annexation (PZ 15-610-01) of the 
TCSP area and nine additional parcels in a County unincorporated area adjacent to the City of 
Oxnard (City), California. The EIR was prepared in accordance with the Guidelines for 
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), published by the 
Resources Agency of the State of California (Title 14, California Code of Regulations 15000 et. 
seq.), and the City’s procedures for implementing CEQA and established CEQA thresholds of 
significance. 
 
This Draft Final EIR was prepared by professional planning consultants in conjunction with 
City Planning Division staff. The Final EIR will represent and represents disclosures, findings, 
and conclusions of the City regarding the environmental impacts and related aspects of the 
proposed project.  
 
This section describes: (1) the general background of the proposed project and the EIR process; 
(2); the purpose and legal authority of the EIR (3) the scope and content of the EIR; (4) the type 
of EIR, (5) lead, responsible, and trustee agencies; and (6) the CEQA-required environmental 
review process leading to the Final EIR that will inform the decision makers. 
 

1.1 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT BACKGROUND 
 
The City prepared an EIR Notice of Preparation (NOP) and distributed the NOP for agency and 
public review for the required 45-day review period between May 18, 2012 and July 2, 2012. 
During that period, the City received 18 comment letters and two e-mail comments. The NOP, 
Initial Study, and comment letters are presented in Appendix A.  
 
A public EIR scoping meeting was held on June 4, 2012, in the City‘s Community Room at 300 
West Third Street. The intent of the scoping meeting was to provide interested individuals, 
groups, and public agencies a forum to provide input in an effort to assist in further refining the 
intended EIR scope and focus. Table 1-1 summarizes NOP and scoping meeting comments 
received and where in the EIR the comments are addressed. Selected comments were combined 
due to topic similarity, and comments outside of the scope of CEQA are omitted.  
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Table 1-1 
Scoping Comments Received 

Subject 
Where Subject is Addressed in 
EIR 

Aesthetics 

• Concerns regarding phasing and implementation: visual blight if some 
areas remain unimproved or unoccupied 

• Concerns about increased graffiti 

• Loss of rural character and agricultural open space 

EIR Section 4.1 Aesthetics 

Agricultural Resources 

• Loss of high-quality soil and high-productivity agricultural land 

• Consistency with agricultural protection policies 

• Consider relocation of quality topsoil as a mitigation measure 

EIR Section 4.2 Agricultural 
Resources 

Air Quality 

• Dust impacts on proposed park and residences from adjacent agricultural 
operations 

• Construction and operational emissions, dust 

EIR Section 4.3 Air Quality 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Airport flight-related hazards 

• Impacts of potential light industrial uses south of Teal Club Road on 
proposed new residential and park uses  

EIR Section 4.7 Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials 

Hydrology/Water Quality 

• Existing flooding on Patterson Road and Doris Avenue 

• Adequacy of storm water facilities to handle increased runoff 

EIR Section 4.8 Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

Land Use 

• Compatibility between proposed Light Industrial zoning south of Teal 
Club Road and proposed new residential and park uses 

• Compatibility between proposed project and existing residences south of 
Teal Club Road 

• Loss of rural character and agricultural open space 

EIR Section 4.9 Land Use and 
Planning 

Noise 

• Sirens from fire trucks based out of the proposed fire station 

• Airport operations 

• EIR Section 4.9 Land Use 
and Planning 

• EIR Section 4.10 Noise 

Public Services and Utilities 

• Concerns about proposed density resulting in increase in crime 

• Adequacy of electricity supply to serve the project 

• Adequacy of water supply to serve the project 

• EIR Section 4.9 Land Use 
and Planning 

• EIR Section 4.12 Public 
Services 

Transportation/Circulation 

• Increased congestion 

• Traffic safety 

• Appropriate traffic circle design 

• Need for bike lanes and sidewalks, and connectivity around the site and 
with other facilities: Doris Avenue, Patterson Road, Teal Club Road 

• Extent, location and type of proposed/required bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities. Potential conflicts with vehicles along Teal Club Road 

• Extent, location and type of proposed/required roadway improvements 

• Continuity of vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian facilities from City to 
County 

• Consistency with alternative transportation plans, goals and policies 

EIR Section 4.13 Transportation 
and Circulation 
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The original Draft EIR was circulated for a 63-day public review period that began on August 3, 
2015 and ended on October 5, 2015. The City received 29 comment letters on the Draft EIR. In 
addition to written comments, verbal comments were received at the Planning Commission 
hearing of September 3, 2015. One of the commenters on the Draft EIR was Dr. Cesar Morales, 
Superintendent of Schools for the Oxnard School District (OSD). In the comment letter, 
Superintendent Morales explained that the Facilities Implementation Program Semi-Annual 
Report adopted by the OSD in January 2015 provided for the acquisition of a 20-25 acre site at 
the corner of Doris Avenue and Patterson Road within the TCSP area to develop school 
facilities. The proposed Specific Plan was put on hold pending a decision on the school site by 
OSD. While the proposed Specific Plan was on hold, the Draft EIR that was circulated in 2015 
was not finalized and was not certified.   
 
In February 2019, the OSD Board of Trustees approved a 25-acre parcel in the original TCSP 
area for development of a district office, a 700-student elementary school, and a 1,200-student 
middle school (although the OSD Board of Trustees approved the project, the land use permit 
approval from the City of Oxnard has not yet occurred).  In response, the proposed Teal Club 
Specific Plan has been revised to remove that 25-acre area from the TCSP area. The revised 
TCSP would not include 58,000 square feet for a new school, fire station, and park as originally 
analyzed in the original 2015 EIR. In addition, the revised TCSP includes fewer-single family 
units and additional multi-family units than analyzed in the original EIR. The overall number of 
residential units remains the same. Table 1-2 identifies the differences between the original 
project EIR and the new revised project. Section 2.0, Project Description, includes a detailed 
description of the mix of land uses proposed in the new revised project. 
 

Table 1-2 
Comparison of 2015 Draft EIR Project with the Current Revised Project 

Characteristic 
2015 Proposed Project 

(EIR) Current Revised Project Difference 

Single Family Detached  350 units 220 units - (130 units) 

Multi Family  640 units 770 units +130 units 

Affordable Units 127 units 148 units +21 units 

Public/ Semi Public Use 25 acres 0 acres -(25 acres) 

Parks & Open Space  23.9 acres 17.76 acres -(6.14 acres) 

Commercial/ Mixed Use 6.2 acres 8.78 acres +2.58 acres 

Light Industrial 10.2 acres 9.11 acres -(1.09 acres) 

Arterial and Interior Roadways 34.3 acres 40.76 acres +6.46 acres 

Additional Parcels South of Teal Club Road  

Manufacturing space 5.7 5.7 0 

Warehouse space 5.7 5.7 0 

( ) denotes subtraction 

 
This The Recirculated Draft EIR analyzes analyzed the effects associated with the revised TCSP, 
taking into account changes to the environmental and regulatory setting and taking into 
account comments that were received in the original Draft EIR circulated in 2015. The 
Recirculated Draft EIR was circulated for a 60-day public review period that began on 
December 17, 2021 and ended on February 15, 2022. The City of Oxnard received 39 comment 
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letters on the Recirculated Draft EIR. Comment letters and responses to comment letters are 
included in Section 9.0, Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR.  
 

1.2 PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY 
 
This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the CEQA and in accordance with Section 15121 
of the CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of this EIR is to serve as an informational document that: 
 

...will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant 
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant 
effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. 

 
The EIR is an informational document for use by decision makers, public agencies, and the 
general public. It identifies a project’s impact on the environment. It is not required to evaluate 
the environment’s impact on the project. It is not a policy document that establishes City policy 
about the desirability of the proposed project or any component within it.  
 
The proposed project requires discretionary approvals from the City of Oxnard (described in 
Section 2.6, Required Discretionary Approvals) and is therefore subject to the requirements of the 
CEQA (Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et. seq.).  
 

1.3 SCOPE AND CONTENT 
 
This EIR addresses the issues determined to be potentially significant by the City, expert 
consultation, and NOP responses. The EIR issues are: 
 

• Aesthetics  
• Agricultural Resources 
• Air Quality 
• Biological Resources 
• Geology and Soils 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate 

Change 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 
• Land Use and Planning 
• Noise 
• Population, Education, and Housing 
• Public Services and Recreation 
• Transportation and Traffic 
• Utilities and Energy 

 
Potential environmental impacts determined to be less than significant include the following, 
discussed in Section 6.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant: 
 

• Cultural Resources 
• Mineral Resources 
• Tribal Cultural Resources 
• Wildfire 

 
This EIR addresses the issue areas referenced above and identifies the potentially significant 
environmental impacts, including site-specific and cumulative effects, of the proposed TCSP 
and development of the additional annexation area south of Teal Club Road. The EIR 
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recommends feasible mitigation measures that would eliminate or reduce adverse 
environmental effects below the City’s adopted thresholds of significance. 
 
The EIR references pertinent City policies and guidelines, previously certified EIRs, adopted 
CEQA documents, and background documents prepared by the City. A full reference list is 
contained in Section 8.0, References and Preparers. 
 
This EIR incorporates by reference the Oxnard 2030 General Plan Program EIR which was 
certified in 2011 when the 2030 General Plan was adopted.   
 
The Alternatives section of the EIR (Section 7.0) was prepared in accordance with Section 
15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Alternatives discussion evaluates the CEQA-required “no 
project” alternative and three other alternative development scenarios for the TCSP area and 
nine additional parcels to be annexed. Section 7.0 identifies the CEQA-required 
environmentally superior alternative. 
 
The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA 
and applicable court decisions. The CEQA Guidelines provide the standard of adequacy on 
which this document is based. The Guidelines state: 
 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers 
with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account 
of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of the 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in 
light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR 
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the 
experts. The courts have looked not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, and a 
good faith effort at full disclosure. (Section 15151) 

 

1.4 TYPE OF EIR 
 
This EIR is a Program EIR pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. As stated in this 
section of the CEQA Guidelines, a Program EIR is appropriate when a project can be characterized 
as one large project consisting of a series of actions that are related either geographically; as 
logical parts in a chain of contemplated actions; in connection with rules, regulations, plans, or 
other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program; or as individual activities 
carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having generally 
similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways.  
 
Because it is a Program EIR, this EIR does not preclude the requirement for individual 
subsequent developments, such as an apartment complex or commercial center allowed within 
the adopted TCSP area and nine additional parcels to be annexed, to undergo additional more-
detailed environmental review prior to entitlements. Subsequent environmental review should 
be limited to project-level impacts which (a) were not examined in this Program EIR, and (b) 
would be more significant than described in this Program EIR.   
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1.5 LEAD, RESPONSIBLE, AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES 
 
The City of Oxnard is designated the EIR lead agency and is responsible for the discretionary 
approvals that would allow subsequent development. Section 15367 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines defines a “lead agency” as: 
 

“…the public agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or 
approving a project. The Lead Agency will decide whether an EIR or Negative 
Declaration will be required for the project and will cause the document to be prepared.” 

 
This EIR provides environmental information to a number of County and California agencies 
that may be involved in serving the TCSP area and nine additional parcels to be annexed, or 
may otherwise have an interest in the proposed project’s potential environmental impacts. The 
Ventura County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo), Metropolitan Water District 
(MWD), and Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD) are responsible agencies as they will 
each rely on this EIR for their respective annexation decisions. Section 15381 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines defines a “responsible agency” as: 
 

“…a public agency which proposed to carry out or approve a project, for which a Lead 
Agency is preparing or has prepared an EIR or Negative Declaration. For the purposes of 
CEQA, the term “Responsible Agency” includes all public agencies other than the Lead 
Agency which have discretionary approval power over the project.” 

 
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) may have permitting authority (and thus discretionary 
approval power) over the proposed project in relation to potential wetlands, riparian habitats, 
or jurisdictional waters. Thus, these agencies are considered responsible agencies under State 
CEQA guidelines. Any activity that would remove or otherwise alter wetland and riparian 
habitats is subject to scrutiny by these regulatory agencies through the CEQA review process. 
Later, if applicable, these activities would be regulated through the CDFW, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), and RWQCB permitting processes. For further discussion of potential 
permitting requirements for biological resources on the project site, please refer to Section 4.4, 
Biological Resources, of this EIR. 
 
Trustee agencies have jurisdiction over certain resources held in trust for the people of 
California but do not have a legal authority over approving or carrying out the project. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15386 designates four agencies as trustee agencies: CDFW with regards to 
fish and wildlife, native plants designated as rare or endangered, game refuges, and ecological 
reserves; the State Lands Commission with regard to state-owned “sovereign” lands, such as 
the beds of navigable waters and state school lands; the California Department of Parks and 
Recreation, with regard to units of the state park system; and, the University of California, with 
regard to sites within the Natural Land and Water Reserves System. The CDFW may be a 
trustee agency for wetland and riparian habitat for the proposed project pursuant to Section 
1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code. Finally, the Oxnard School District and/or 
Oxnard Unified High School District may wish to use this EIR in whole or in part for 
consideration of new schools within the TCSP area under their separate respective procedures.   
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The City also solicited the input of the Ventura County Airport Land Use Commission; 
California Division of Aeronautics; California Department of Education; the Cities of San 
Buneventura (Ventura), Port Hueneme, and Camarillo; and the County of Ventura. 
 

1.6 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
 
The major steps in the CEQA environmental review process are outlined below in sequential 
order. Figure 1-1 illustrates the review process. 
 

1. Notice of Preparation (NOP). After deciding that an EIR is required, the lead agency 
files a NOP with the State Clearinghouse, other concerned agencies, and parties 
previously requesting notice in writing (CEQA Guidelines Section 15082; Public 
Resources Code Section 21092). The NOP must be posted in the County Clerk’s office for 
30 days (or 45 days for projects requiring review by the State Clearinghouse). The NOP 
may be accompanied by an Initial Study that identifies the issue areas for which the 
proposed project could create significant environmental impacts. 

 

2. Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Prepared. The DEIR must contain: a) table 
of contents or index; b) summary; c) project description; d) environmental setting; e) 
discussion of significant impacts (direct, indirect, cumulative, growth-inducing and 
unavoidable impacts); f) a discussion of alternatives; g) mitigation measures; and, h) 
discussion of irreversible changes. 

 

3. Notice of Completion. A lead agency must file a Notice of Completion with the State 
Clearinghouse when it completes a Draft EIR and prepare a Public Notice of Availability 
of a Draft EIR. The lead agency must place the Notice in the County Clerk’s office for 30 
days (Public Resources Code Section 21092) and send a copy of the Notice to anyone 
requesting it (CEQA Guidelines Section 15087). Additionally, public notice of DEIR 
availability must be given through at least one of the following procedures: a) 
publication in a newspaper of general circulation; b) posting on and off the project site; 
and c) direct mailing to owners and occupants of contiguous properties. The lead agency 
must solicit input from other agencies and the public, and respond in writing to all 
comments received (Public Resources Code Sections 21104 and 21253). The minimum 
public review period for a DEIR is 30 days. When a Draft EIR is sent to the State 
Clearinghouse for review, the public review period must be 45 days unless the 
Clearinghouse (Public Resources Code Section 21091) approves a shorter period. 

 
4. Final EIR. A Final EIR (FEIR) must include: a) the Draft EIR; b) copies of comments 

received during public review; c) list of persons and entities commenting; and, d) 
responses to comments on the DEIR.  

 
5. Certification of FEIR. Prior to approving a proposed project, the lead agency must 

certify that: a) the FEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; b) the FEIR was 
presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency; and, c) the decision-making 
body reviewed and considered the information in the FEIR prior to approving a project 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15090). 
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6. Lead Agency Project Decision. A lead agency may: a) disapprove a project because of 
its significant environmental effects; b) require changes to a project to reduce or avoid 
significant environmental effects; or, c) approve a project despite its significant 
environmental effects, if the proper findings and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations are adopted (CEQA Guidelines sections 15042 and 15043). 

 
7. Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations. For each significant impact of the 

project identified in the EIR, the lead or responsible agency must find, based on 
substantial evidence, that either: a) the project has been changed to avoid or 
substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact; b) changes to the project are within 
another agency's jurisdiction and such changes have or should be adopted; or, c) specific 
economic, social, or other considerations make the mitigation measures or project 
alternatives infeasible (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091). If an agency approves a project 
with unavoidable significant environmental effects, it must prepare a written Statement 
of Overriding Considerations that sets forth the specific social, economic, or other 
reasons supporting the agency's decision. 

 

8. Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program. When an agency makes findings on 
significant effects identified in the EIR, it must adopt a reporting or monitoring program 
for mitigation measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval to 
mitigate significant effects. 

 

9. Notice of Determination. An agency may file a Notice of Determination after deciding 
to approve a project for which an EIR is prepared (CEQA Guidelines Section 15094). A 
local agency must file the Notice with the County Clerk. The Notice must be posted for 
30 days and sent to anyone previously requesting notice to start a 30-day statute of 
limitations on CEQA legal challenges [Public Resources Code Section 21167(c)]. 
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Figure 1-1 Environmental Review Process 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
This section describes the project location, characteristics of the site and the proposed 
development, project objectives, and the approvals needed to adopt the proposed Specific Plan 
and Pre-Zoning and seek annexation to the City. Actual development will require subsequent 
approvals and permits. 
 
The proposed project involves the adoption of a Teal Club Specific Plan (TCSP), a Specific Plan 
that would involve residential, commercial, and park uses on the 149.72-acre area Teal Club 
Specific Plan area (“TCSP area”). The TCSP area includes seven agricultural parcels currently in 
active agricultural production, two of the parcels (seven acres) are located within the City of 
Oxnard and five parcels (142.72 acres) are in the County of Ventura. Therefore, the proposed 
project would also involve Pre-Zoning that would allow for the Annexation of a 142.72-acre 
collection of five agricultural parcels to the City of Oxnard (City), Annexation approval by the 
Ventura County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo), and Annexation to the 
Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD) and Metropolitan Water District (MWD). The 
TCSP area is also within the land use planning area for the Oxnard Airport and would require 
approval by the Ventura County Airport Land Use Commission.  
 
The TCSP Specific Plan would involve development on the 149.72-acre area north of Teal Club 
Road (known locally as “Teal Club”). Development of the TCSP area would involve 
construction of up to 990 single and multifamily residential units (of which approximately 148 
would be affordable housing units); development of up to 132,000 gross square feet (gsf) of 
business park; up to 60,000 square feet of Urban Village commercial space; 17.76 acres of 
community and neighborhood parks and open space; new and widened on- and off-site 
arterials and collector streets; utility infrastructure including complete recycled water irrigation; 
resident and visitor parking; bicycle and pedestrian paths and sidewalks; bus transit stops; 
various pocket parks and resident recreation areas; and landscaping within the individual 
residential projects. In compliance with the LAFCo policy to avoid creating unincorporated 
islands, the project includes Annexation of 11.4 acres (9 parcels) south of Teal Club Road that 
would be Pre-Zoned Light Manufacturing (M-1) with capacity for up to 347,608 gsf of 
manufacturing uses. The project site is entirely within the Oxnard City Urban Restriction 
Boundary (CURB) and, therefore, does not require voter approval to adopt the proposed TCSP, 
Pre-Zoning, and Annexations. Overall, the entire project area is 161.12 acres (149.72-acre TCSP 
area plus the 11.4-acre additional Annexation area).  
 

2.1 PROJECT APPLICANT 
 
Teal Club Specific Plan Applicant: 
Borchard Property Co-Owners 
211 Village Commons Boulevard #15, Camarillo, California 93012 
Applicant’s Representative: Dennis Hardgrave, (805) 484-8303 
 
Applicant for CMWD, MWD, and LAFCo Annexations: 
City of Oxnard, Planning Division 
214 South C Street, Oxnard, California 93030 
Contact: Jay Dobrowalski, (805) 385-3948 
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2.2 PROJECT LOCATION 
 
For the purpose of this analysis, the “project area” refers to the 161.12-acre project area that 
includes both the 149.72-acre TCSP area and the 11.4-acre area south of Teal Club Road to be 
annexed into the City of Oxnard. The majority of the project area is located in the 
unincorporated area of Ventura County within the Oxnard Sphere of Influence (SOI) while two 
parcels are located in the City of Oxnard. The project area is north of the Oxnard Airport. The 
TCSP area and the additional Annexation area are in the Airport’s Traffic Pattern Zone. The 
TCSP area is within the established City of Oxnard Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB).  The 
entire project area is bounded on the north, south, and east by the City of Oxnard.  
 
The 149.72-acre TCSP area comprises legal lots consisting of seven contiguous assessor’s parcels 
bounded by Doris Avenue on the north, Patterson Road and a planned future site for Oxnard 
School District educational facilities on the west, Teal Club Road on the south, and Ventura 
Road on the east.  
 
The additional annexation area comprises nine assessor’s parcels on the south side of Teal Club 
Road, north and west of Little Farms Road and bisected by Mallard Way. Regional access to the 
project site is provided by the Ventura Freeway (Highway 101) and the Pacific Coast Highway 
(State Route 1).  
 
The regional location is illustrated in Figure 2-1. Figure 2-2 shows the local location and an 
aerial view of the TCSP area and surrounding uses. Assessor Parcel Numbers for the TCSP and 
the proposed additional annexation area are listed in Table 2-1.  
 
Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15206(b)(2)(A), the TCSP is classified as a project of “regional 
significance” because it includes more than 500 housing units. The Oxnard 2030 General Plan 
Program EIR evaluated the TCSP at the programmatic level and is incorporated by reference.  
 

Table 2-1  
Assessor’s Parcels (2013) 

Teal Club Specific Plan Area 

183-0-070-06 183-0-070-07 183-0-070-24 

183-0-070-11 183-0-070-12 183-0-070-13 

183-0-070-14   

Additional Annexation Area 

183-0-110-03 183-0-110-04 183-0-110-05 

183-0-110-25 183-0-110-26 183-0-110-27 

183-0-100-40 183-0-100-55 183-0-100-56 

Parcels (Agricultural Land) Potentially Partially Affected by Future Right-of-Way and Road Widening of 
Teal Club Road From Patterson Road to Victoria Avenue and Patterson Road adjacent to the Specific Plan 
Area 

183-0-070-01, 183-0-060-12, 183-0-060-24, 183-0-060-25, 183-0-060-26, 183-0-060-32, 183-0-060-39, 183-0-
060-45. 
Source: Ventura County Assessor’s Office, Parcel Maps, 2019 
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Figure 2-1 Regional Location 
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Figure 2-2 Project Site Location 
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2.3 CURRENT LAND USE AND REGULATORY SETTING 
 
2.3.1 Current Land Use 
 
The TCSP area is in active agricultural use, currently cultivated with row crops, and there are 
agricultural amenities including a barn and greenhouses in the central-southern portion along 
Teal Club Road and two occupied single -family residences (one just east of the barn and one in 
the northeastern corner at Doris Avenue and North Ventura Road). The additional parcels 
south of Teal Club Road are a mix of vacant land (the westernmost three parcels) and 
residential development, including approximately six single family residences with ancillary 
vehicle storage and shop uses (the easternmost six parcels). Views of the TCSP area and nine 
additional parcels to be annexed from surrounding areas and views of surrounding areas are 
shown on figures 4.1-1a and 4.1-1b in Section 4.1, Aesthetics.  Table 2-2 below and Figure 4.9-2 
summarizes the existing characteristics and zoning designations of the TCSP area and the nine 
additional parcels to be annexed south of Teal Club Road.  
 

Table 2-2 
Existing TCSP Area Characteristics 

Project Area Size 161.1 acres (including 11.4 acres of land to be annexed) 

General Plan Land Use 
Designations 

County of Ventura: Agricultural 
City of Oxnard: Residential Low, Residential Low Medium, Residential 
Medium, Residential High, Commercial General (with Urban Village 
designation), Business & Research Park, Park, Open Space; Airport 
Compatible 

Zoning Designations County of Ventura: Agricultural Exclusive-40 
City of Oxnard: Two parcels (7 acres) in City of Oxnard zoned R1 (Single 
Family Residential). No City zoning for unincorporated County properties. 

Airport Land Use Plan 
Designation 

Traffic Pattern Zone 

Current Use and Development Agriculture, single-family residential, vehicle storage, vacant 

Surrounding Land Use/ Zoning 
Designations 

North:  
 
 
South:   
 
 
 
 
East: 
 
 
 
West: 

Residential Low Density / Single Family Residential and Single 
Family Residential Planned Development 
 
Airport Compatible and Public/Semi Public (Oxnard Airport) / 
Business & Research Park, Light Manufacturing Planned 
Development, Manufacturing Planned Development, and Single 
Family Residential 
 
Residential Low Density and Community Commercial/ General 
Commercial (C-2), General Commercial Planned Development 
(C-2-PD), and Single-Family Residential (R-1)  
 
Agriculture Exclusive (County of Ventura) 

Regional Access 
Local Access 

Highway 101, State Route 1 (Pacific Coast Hwy), Victoria Ave 
Ventura Rd, Teal Club Rd, Doris Ave, Patterson Rd 

Public Services Water: 
Sewer: 
Fire: 
Police: 

On-site wells 
On-site septic systems 
Ventura County Fire Department  
Ventura County Sheriff  
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2.3.2 Land Use Regulatory Overview 
 

County of Ventura General Plan. The majority of the TCSP area is located in 
unincorporated Ventura County, with the exception of two parcels encompassing seven acres 
which are located within the City of Oxnard. The TCSP area and the nine additional parcels 
south of Teal Club Road are designated Agricultural-Urban Reserve in the Ventura County 
General Plan.  

 
City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan. Two parcels in the TCSP area are located in the City 

of Oxnard and the TCSP area is fully within the City of Oxnard Sphere of Influence and CURB. 
The Oxnard 2030 General Plan land use designations are residential low, low-medium, 
medium, and high; general commercial, park, public facility, business research park, and open 
space with an “Urban Village” overlay on the entire development area of the specific plan. As 
defined in General Plan Goal CD-7, Urban Villages are intended to support “development of 
vibrant mixed-use urban villages characterized by a mix of land uses, transit accessibility, 
pedestrian orientation, and neighborhood identity.” Policy CD 7.1 specifically addresses the 
Teal Club site: 

 
CD-7.1 Establishment of Urban Villages: Six areas of the City are initially designated 
as Urban Villages. It is the intent of the Urban Village designation that specific or 
strategic plans for each area will be prepared in advance of the planning entitlement 
process. Additional Urban Villages and guidelines may be subsequently adopted by the 
City Council. Urban Villages are envisioned as characterized by: 

● Infill and/or development of formerly agricultural land 
● Reinvestment in the existing community 
● Mixture of land uses 
● Mix of residential densities and housing types 
● Providing a minimum of 15% affordable housing 
● Location along or near corridors, downtown, and transit nodes 
● Transit, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation given high priority 

 
Teal Club Specific Plan: 

⎻ Location. Teal Club Road, Patterson Road, Doris Avenue, and Ventura Road. 
⎻ Land Use. Transit oriented residential with supporting mixed use, schools, parks, 

and neighborhood commercial services. 
⎻ Overview. The intent of this urban village is to encourage neotraditional town 

planning compatible with surrounding uses and the Oxnard Airport with a focus on 
sustainability by using green building and planning principles, provision of adequate 
public and semi-public uses, transit-oriented development, and an identity creating 
entry component facing Ventura Road. A central focus of this development will be in 
the provision of balanced community with jobs, school, recreation, shopping, and 
affordable and market-rate housing. 

 
The Oxnard 2030 General Plan includes additional goals and policies that apply specifically to 
the Urban Village designation and to the proposed project in general, as discussed further in 
Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning. Notable among these is Goal SC-3, “Energy Generation and 
Increased Efficiency (Energy Action Plan) - Energy efficiency performance standards and 
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generation from renewable sources” and its related sustainability policies applicable to the 
proposed project. 
 
The additional nine annexation parcels (11.4 acres) south of Teal Club Road are designated for 
Airport Compatible land uses. As described in the 2030 General Plan, this designation requires 
airport compatible land uses that do not interfere with airport operations or subject large 
numbers of persons to aircraft hazards. Airport Compatible uses need not be directly related to 
or dependent upon the adjacent airport. Uses must be consistent with the policies of the City; 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA); the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans), Division of Aeronautics; and the Ventura County Airport Land Use Commission. 
Allowable uses are typically of a limited industrial or specialized commercial nature. 
 

Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan. The TCSP area is in the Land Use Study Area of 
the Oxnard Airport. The Ventura County Airport Land Use Commission‘s Airport 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (2000) provides “… for the orderly growth of each public airport 
and the area surrounding the airport… [and] safeguard the general welfare of the inhabitants 
within the vicinity of the airport and the public in general” (California Public Utilities Code 
Section 21675). Prior to making a final decision on the TCSP, the City of Oxnard will refer the 
TCSP to the Airport Land Use Commission for a consistency review with the Airport Land Use 
Plan. Various regulations of the Federal Aviation Administration also apply to land use and 
structural development in proximity to active airports.  
 

Local Agency Formation Commission. The Ventura Local Agency Formation 
Commission (“LAFCo”) operates under the provisions of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (California Government Code Section 56000 et seq.). 
LAFCos implement State and local policies relating to boundary changes for cities and most 
special districts, including spheres of influence, incorporations, annexations, reorganizations 
and other changes of organization. In this capacity the Ventura LAFCo reviews, approves or 
denies proposals for annexations. In considering whether to approve or deny the proposed 
TCSP project annexation to the City of Oxnard, LAFCo will assess consistency of the annexation 
with LAFCo policies and standards. LAFCo’s “Guidelines for Orderly Development” were 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors and all cities within Ventura County. The guidelines 
require that urban development be located within incorporated cities whenever or wherever 
practical. LAFCo generally avoids creating unincorporated islands and attempts to eliminate 
existing unincorporated islands as a condition of approval for nearby annexations. For that 
reason, the TCSP project includes the nine parcels south of Teal Club Road to create one 
contiguous annexation area and avoid creating unincorporated islands. 

 
Senate Bill No. 610 – Water Supply Assessment (WSA). Senate Bill No. 610 (Costa) 

requires identification of existing water supply entitlements, water rights, or water service 
contracts for the proposed project and water received in prior years pursuant to those 
entitlements, rights, and contracts as part of a Water Supply Assessment (WSA). A WSA for the 
TCSP is included as a technical appendix. 

 
 Greenbelt Agreement. The City of Oxnard is party to two greenbelt agreements, the 
Oxnard-Camarillo Greenbelt Agreement and the Ventura-Oxnard Greenbelt Agreement. The 
Oxnard-Camarillo Greenbelt Agreement was established in 1982 and covers 27,000 acres in 
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unincorporated Ventura County. The Ventura-Oxnard Greenbelt covers approximately 5,104 
acres of unincorporated County territory and begins on the west side of Patterson Road. The 
TCSP area is not located in either of these greenbelts, but is immediately adjacent to the Oxnard-
Ventura Greenbelt. The areas where road widening would occur on Teal Club Road and 
Patterson Road are in the Ventura-Oxnard Greenbelt.  

 
2.4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
 
According to CEQA Guidelines 15124(b), the Project Description of an EIR should include “a 
statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project” which should include “the 
underlying purpose of the project and may discuss the project benefits.” The purpose of the 
project objectives are to “help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to 
evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of 
overriding considerations, if necessary.”  
 
The objectives for the proposed project include the following objectives for both the project 
proponent and the City of Oxnard.  
 
TCSP Project Proponent: 
 
1) Create an integrated land, transportation, and infrastructure plan that allows for a mix of residential, 

mixed-use and commercial development to minimize the need for short distance single-person vehicle 
trips both within the project and within the City. 

2) Provide a balance and economic match, to the extent feasible, between on-site housing and 
employment opportunities. 

3) Create an integrated vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle circulation system that connects residential, 
industrial and commercial uses within the project. 

4) Create recreational opportunities accessible to the neighborhood and City of Oxnard. 
5) Establish land uses that permit a range of housing opportunities with varying densities, types, styles, 

prices and tenancy characteristics including compliance with the 2030 General Plan Housing 
Element affordability requirements. 

6) Adopt design guidelines and regulations to provide for consistent and orderly implementation of the 
plan. 

7) Provide development and transitional land use patterns that do not conflict with surrounding land 
uses and neighborhoods. 

8) Avoid leapfrog development and accommodate projected growth in a location adjacent to existing 
infrastructure, urban services, existing circulation elements and community facilities. 

9) Minimize traffic trips by providing a variety of neighborhood services in the commercial area of the 
project. 

10) Establish development regulations to ensure residential neighborhoods are compatible with the 
surrounding area and all proposed land uses are properly integrated or buffered, as appropriate. 

11)  Access the City’s Advanced Water Purification program for non-potable water uses. 
12) Provide an adequate buffer between the TCSP area and agricultural uses to the west on both an 

interim and permanent basis, as needed. 
13) Utilize commercial land uses to buffer the TCSP area from the Oxnard Airport to the south. 
14) Provide bike and trail linkages between the TCSP area and existing facilities. 
15) Provide land for a potential fire station, if needed. 
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16)15) Provide a mix of land uses that are financially independent, sustainable, and not a fiscal burden 
on the General Fund of the City of Oxnard. 

17)16) Ensure appropriate phasing and financing for community facilities including street and road 
improvements, water, urban runoff and flood control facilities, and parks. 

18)17) Create neighborhoods with lasting value by setting high quality standards for residential and 
commercial land development and related public improvements. 

19)18) Comply with the State of California’s “Build it Green” standards. 
 
City of Oxnard: 
 
1) Develop a project consistent with the 2030 General Plan and other adopted and relevant City policies 

and capital improvement plans and programs. 
2) Incorporate innovative, feasible, flexible features that assist the City in implementing relevant 2030 

General Plan and related environmental, economic development, and planning goals, policies, and 
programs. 

 
2.5 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS  
 
2.5.1 Teal Club Specific Plan 
 
The TCSP was developed to be consistent with the 2030 General Plan and related City Master 
Plans and policies, and in consultation with the Oxnard School District (OSD) and Oxnard High 
School District (OHSD). The TCSP sets forth a proposed development program within 14 
proposed Planning Areas (PA) for a mix of land uses on the approximately 149.72-acre TCSP 
portion of the project area. The TCSP area does not include the additional annexation parcels, 
totaling 11.4 acres south of Teal Club Road.  
 
Table 2-3 provides a breakdown of the proposed land uses in Figure 2-3, followed by general 
descriptions of land uses. After LAFCo’s approval of the annexation, the TCSP area Pre-Zoning 
would convert to City of Oxnard zoning.  
 

Table 2-3   
Proposed Land Uses 

Land Use 
Maximum 
Density 

Total Planned 

Acres1 Units2 Density 
Square 

Feet 
TEAL CLUB SPECIFIC PLAN AREA 

RESIDENTIAL 

PA-1 Detached Cluster Residential 10 DU/Ac. 17.52 140 8 DU/Ac. - 

PA-2 Detached Cluster Residential 10 DU/Ac. 10.01 80 8 DU/Ac. - 

Subtotal Single-Family Detached - 27.53 220 - - 

PA-3 Attached Residential 18 DU/Ac. 9.60 145 15DU/Ac. - 

PA-4 Attached Residential 18 DU/Ac. 5.54 88 16 DU/Ac. - 

PA-5 Attached Residential 30 DU/Ac. 10.57 240 23 DU/Ac. - 

PA-11 Attached Residential 12 DU/Ac. 15.64 167 11 DU/Ac. - 
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PA-12 Attached Residential 30 DU/Ac. 4.43 100 23 DU/Ac.  

Commercial/Mixed Use (Residential) - 0.0 30 - - 

Subtotal Multi-Family - 45.78 770 - - 

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL - 73.31 990 - - 

(Affordable Units)   1483   

NON-RESIDENTIAL 

PA-8 Community Park - 6.50 0 - - 

PA-9 Community Park - 3.50 0 - - 

PA-10 Community Park  - 7.38 0 - - 

Beverly Dr. Greenbelt  0.38 0   

Parks & Open Space Subtotal   17.76 0 - - 

PA-6 Commercial/Mixed Use - 4.35 0 - 10,000 

PA-7 Urban Village Commercial - 4.43 0 - 50,000 

Commercial/Mixed Use Subtotal - 8.78 0 - 60,000 

PA-13 Business Research Park - 6.19 0 - 88,000 

PA-14 Business Research Park - 2.92 0 - 44,000 

Light Industrial Subtotal - 9.11 0 - 132,000 

Ventura Road - 2.82 0 - - 

Doris Avenue - 2.80 0 - - 

Patterson Road - 0.30 0 - - 

Teal Club Road - 7.20 0 - - 

Arterial Roadways Subtotal - 13.12 0 - - 

Interior Roadways shown in Fig. 2-3 - 22,18 0 - - 

Detention Basins - 5.46 0 - - 

Interior Roadways & Misc. 
Subtotal - 27.64 0 - - 

TOTAL TCSP AREA - 149.72 990 -  192,000 

ADDITIONAL PARCELS SOUTH OF TEAL CLUB ROAD (see Subsection 2.5.2) 

Manufacturing Space - ~5.74  - - 173,804 

Warehouse Space - ~5.74 - - 173,804 

Additional Parcels Subtotal - 11.4 - - 347,608 

Sources: Development Planning Services, July 2019; City of Oxnard, 2019.  
PA = Planning Area 
1 land use acres shown in this table are Net Area, measured from the right-of-way line of streets shown in the Teal Club Specific 

Plan Land Use Plan, Figure 2-3. 
2 The number of units within any residential land use area may be refined during the course of subsequent City review and approval, 

provided that the total number of units within the Specific Plan does not increase beyond that shown in this table, or subsequent 
CEQA analysis shows that the level of development would not result in new or substantially more significant impacts would occur 
requiring further CEQA review. 

3 Includes approximately 148 affordable units. The affordable units would comprise 15% of the total project area residential 
development, as the entire residential project area is defined as “Urban Village”. Affordable units would include very-low and low-
income households. Levels of affordability would be approximately 40% Very Low income and 60% Low income. Approximately 
80 108 affordable units would be built as part of Phase 1 and 40 as part of Phase 2. Affordable units would be generally 
distributed between Planning Areas 5 and 6, 11 and 12. 

4 Assumed half of 11.4-acre area for manufacturing space (5.7 acres) and half for warehouse space (5.7 acres) 
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Figure 2-3  Proposed Teal Club Specific Plan Planning Areas  
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Residential Land Use. The TCSP envisions development of up to 990 residential 
dwelling units in a variety of densities and product types including both market-rate and 
affordable housing. A total of 148 affordable housing units, 15% of the overall project units, are 
included in the total unit count and would not, when combined with market rate units, exceed 
990 total residential dwelling units. Affordable units would include only units affordable to 
extremely low, very-low, and low-income households. Moderate rate units, for sale or for rent, 
may not be counted towards the affordable housing TCSP requirement but will be counted 
towards meeting the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) for 2014 to 2021.  
 
In addition to single-family residential units, the TCSP includes single-family courtyard homes, 
single-family townhomes and multi-family condominiums and apartments. The detached 
single-family homes and townhomes (primarily low-medium density) would be located near 
Doris Avenue and the interior of the project site. The higher-density units (condominiums and 
apartments) would be placed on the easterly portion of the site along Teal Club Road and 
Ventura Road. Product highlights are below: 
 
Two choices of detached two-story single-family homes are proposed as follows (in PA1 and 
PA-2): 
 

● Single-family detached homes with minimum lot sizes of 2,500 square feet and 
maximum building area of 2,400 square feet; and 

● Single-family detached courtyard homes with minimum lot sizes of 2,500 square feet 
and maximum building area of 2,400 square feet. 

 
Multifamily attached dwellings (medium density in PA-3, PA-4 and PA-11 and high density in 
PA-5 and PA-12) would comprise approximately 33% of the residential units. In PA-3, PA-4, 
and PA-11 two and three-story townhomes and condominiums would be constructed with first-
floor garages. These buildings would take access from alleys, and face either onto a street or a 
shared common open space paseo. Unit sizes are anticipated to range from 800 to 2,000 square 
feet. In PA-5, the applicant envisions multiple-story apartment buildings with a required 
density of up to 30 units per acre in accordance with the City’s 2014-2021 Housing Element 
requirements for meeting the 2014-2021 RHNA. 
 

Commercial and Mixed Use. The TCSP includes up to 60,000 gross square feet (gsf) of 
retail, mixed use, and office uses on 8.78 acres (PA 6 and 7). The general commercial would be 
located in the eastern portion of the TCSP area along Ventura Road. The general commercial 
would be oriented around a public plaza and would be within walking distance of residential 
units and readily accessible to a new bus stop on Ventura Road. Typical commercial 
neighborhood retail and service uses could include a coffee shop, deli or sandwich shop, 
restaurants, dry cleaner, consumer electronics retail, mailbox/package business, flower shop, 
hair salon, or copy center. Leasing preferences and incentives may be required so that the 
commercial provides a mix of uses that reduce vehicle trips by residents.  
 

Business and Research Park (BRP Zone). Up to 132,000 gsf of Business and Research 
Park uses on 9.11 acres (PA 13 and 14) are proposed in the southern portion of the TCSP, 
fronting Teal Club Road. Typical uses in the BRP zone include professional, administrative and 
high technology research and manufacturing uses along with limited commercial activities 
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intended to support such uses. Service uses could include research and development; 
laboratories; out-patient clinics; printing or photocopying; administrative, financial, or medical 
offices; restaurants and delicatessens; business furniture and equipment sales; florists; 
warehousing and distribution; automobile rental agencies; and adult day care facilities. 
Manufacturing and assembly uses could include electronics, ceramics/glass, light metal 
consumer goods, plastics and fabrics, and/or electronic instruments. Related uses could include 
drive-through services; convenience markets and drugstores; on-site alcohol sales; and private 
emergency medical facilities, among others. These uses would be subject to the City’s zoning 
code and applicable reviews and approvals under existing uniformly applied procedures and 
regulations. 
 

Parks and Open Space. The TCSP includes a 10-acre public (City) Community Park (PA 
8 and PA 9) with playground equipment, picnic tables, restrooms, and backstops and fencing 
for softball/baseball play and soccer use. An additional 7.38-acre park is proposed in PA 10. 
Within the residential and commercial PA’s there is a 0.38-acre greenbelt. The greenbelt and 
neighborhood parks combine for a total of 17.76 park and open space acres.  
 

Community Design. The TCSP consists of traditional neighborhood design components 
that promote “porch and street orientation” and encourage walking and interaction between 
residents. Both single-family residences (Low-Medium Density) and courtyard/cluster homes 
(Low-Medium Density) would include porches and architectural elements reflecting the early 
20th Century diversity and character of style evident in the nearby F and G Streets historic 
district and other recently developed neighborhoods. High, Medium, and Medium-High 
Density areas would orient to internal pathways and common areas with connection to the 
public walking network and to the urban village. The proposed circulation plan for the TCSP 
area is shown on Figure 2-4. 
 

Off-site Improvements and Utilities.  
 

Public Roads. Intersection improvements would be required at Doris Avenue/Victoria 
Avenue and Teal Club Road/Victoria Avenue. All roadways surrounding the TCSP area 
(Ventura Road, Patterson Road, Doris Avenue, and Teal Club Road) would be widened to 2030 
General Plan Circulation Element standards adjacent to the TCSP site on the seven Teal Club 
parcels. Where Teal Club Road continues to the west (between Patterson Road and Victoria 
Avenue), approximately 40 feet of additional right-of-way (approximately 1.5 acres total) would 
be required for the ultimate future road width along the north side of Teal Club Road (portions 
of APNs 183-0-070-01, 183-0-060-12, 183-0-060-24, 183-0-060-25, 183-0-060-26, , 183-0-060-32, 183-
0-060-39, 183-0-060-45). No additional right-of-way is needed along the south side of Teal Club 
Road and along the north side of Doris Avenue between Ventura Road and Patterson Road. 
Along the west side of Patterson Road 1,000 feet north of Teal Club Road and extending to 
Doris Avenue, approximately 20 feet of land (approximately 0.3 acres) would be needed for 
additional right-of- way and the ultimate future design width of Patterson Road (portion of 
APN 183-0-070-01). Please see Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, for additional information 
on roadway configurations.
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Figure 2-4 Circulation Plan 
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Potable Water. The City of Oxnard’s “water neutrality” policy requires the TCSP 
proponent to demonstrate access to water supplies meeting or exceeding projected demand. 
Under the policy, a development can be water neutral by meeting its projected demand through 
one or more of following: (1) existing Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency 
(FCGMA) groundwater allocations that are transferred to the city; (2) contributing to increased 
efficiency by funding water conservation or recycled water retrofit projects; (3) providing 
additional water supplies; or (4) any combination of these options. The Project Proponents 
anticipate complying with the premise of the City’s Water Neutrality Policy via transfer of 
ground water extraction allocations to the City. To provide adequate potable water for the 
TCSP, the existing agricultural water rights in the TCSP area would be transferred for municipal 
and industrial uses to the City of Oxnard. The agricultural water rights for each property would 
be transferred to the City after approval of a Final Tract Map and prior to the start of 
construction. Existing water mains in Doris Avenue, Ventura Road and Teal Club Road would 
be expanded to provide potable water service to the entire TCSP area, including extensions 
along Teal Club Road and Patterson Road and in new streets. The Annexation area south of 
Teal Club Road would also be required to transfer any existing water rights to the City with 
Annexation.  
 

Recycled Water. All TCSP development water needs for which recycled water use is 
appropriate would be connected to the City’s Ventura Road recycled water distribution 
pipeline. Recycled water would be used, at a minimum, for all landscape irrigation. 
 
Development of the TCSP and the additional annexation area south of Teal Club Road was 
included in the City’s long range 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). Any potable 
water required beyond that anticipated by the 2010 UWMP, as subsequently updated in the 
2015 and 2020 UWMP’s, must be provided by the project proponent or subsequent owners of 
interest by permanently offsetting other potable water users, or in a manner acceptable to the 
Director of Public Works. 
 

Wastewater. The City would provide sanitary sewer treatment service for all 
development. All existing and proposed wastewater lines would connect to the Oxnard 
Wastewater Treatment Plant on Perkins Road. The east side of the TCSP area would connect to 
the Redwood trunk line in Ventura Road, the TCSP west side would connect to the trunk line in 
Victoria Avenue. The exact configuration of the sewage collection system for the project would 
be determined at the time subsequent tract maps and projects are reviewed and approved. 
 

Drainage. Stormwater from the on-site agricultural fields currently drains to the west 
and south from a manmade channel along the southern boundaries of the TCSP area. 
Conceptually, the area would generally drain into new storm drains within Teal Club Road and 
Patterson Road, with additional stormwater management provided by the proposed retention 
and on-site infiltration areas shown on Figure 2-3 as “stormwater treatment” areas. The precise 
configuration of the drainage system would be determined with the review and approval of 
each phase of the TCSP. All facilities within the TCSP area would be funded, permitted, and 
maintained by a Master Property Association, Community Facilities District, or other private 
entity as approved by the City.  
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2.5.2 Additional Parcels Proposed for Annexation 
 
The additional nine parcels (11.4 acres combined) to be Annexed south of Teal Club Road are 
currently characterized by a mix of vacant land and existing small residential and industrial 
developments. Annexation would result in a more logical City boundary so as not to create an 
unincorporated “island.” These parcels are currently located in a “cut-out” shape that forms an 
irregular boundary line. Upon annexation, these nine parcels would be zoned Light 
Manufacturing (M-1) by the City of Oxnard. The purpose and intent of the M-1 Zone district is 
described in the City Code in Section 16-160 as follows: 
 

“M-1 Light (Light Manufacturing Zone). The purpose of the M-1 Zone is to provide 
areas for manufacturing and related service uses and activities where the principal 
activity occurs within a building, but also permits outdoor assembly, fabrication, public 
services, and storage that conform to the development and performance standards of this 
chapter, and provide areas suitable for adult businesses. Industrial uses in this zone shall 
be limited to those that conduct fabrication, assembly, or land processing of materials 
(including agricultural produce) primarily within a building. The development and 
performance standards of this chapter limit the creation of smoke, gas, odor, dust, sound, 
and vibration that might be detrimental to health, safety, and welfare to protect any 
adjoining uses. Wholesale and retail sales and services related to principal uses are 
permitted. Limited outdoor storage associated with a primary use may be permitted.“ 

 
According to the City of Oxnard City Code (OCC), maximum building heights in the M-1 zone 
are 55 feet (OCC Section 16-231, although airport-related height restrictions may apply, 
reducing this in practice for the TCSP area and nine additional parcels to be annexed). Also, 
according to the OCC, the maximum lot coverage is 70% (OCC Section 16-164. The existing 
residential uses would not be conforming because residential uses are not encouraged by the 
Oxnard Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan in this proximity to runways. 
 
Although no changes are proposed on any of these parcels, after Annexation the property 
owners would have the option of submitting applications to develop their properties with the 
uses and at the densities allowed in the City’s zoning regulations for the M-1 Zone District. City 
permitted uses for the M-1 District are listed in OCC Section 16-163 and include manufacturing 
facilities, machine shops, assembly and production facilities, warehouses, automobile, aircraft 
or boat assembly or repair, and research and development operations, among others. All uses, 
with the exception of parking, must be conducted within an enclosed building unless otherwise 
approved by a Special Use Permit. Pursuant to OCC Section 16-168, “Obnoxious industrial uses, 
which adversely affect the environment or which exhibit an unusual degree of hazard,” are 
expressly prohibited in the M-1 Zone. Pursuant to Section 16-168: 
 

Land or buildings shall not be used or occupied in any manner so as to create any 
dangerous, noxious, injurious, or otherwise objectionable fire, explosion or other hazard; 
noise or vibration; smoke, dust, odor, or other form of air pollution; electrical disturbance; 
glare; liquid or solid refuse or wastes; or other dangerous or objectionable substance, 
condition or element in such a manner or such amount as to adversely affect the 
environment or surrounding community. 
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Since future development is anticipated at some point, this EIR assumes that the entire area 
would eventually be developed. Based on the M-1 zone standard of 70% maximum lot coverage 
and the area of the nine parcels (11.4 acres, or 496,584 square feet), the maximum potential 
buildout would be 347,608 square feet. For purposes of this EIR, assumed buildout would be 
half manufacturing space (173,804 square feet) and half warehouse space (173,804 square feet).  
 
2.5.3 Development Phasing and Timing 
 
To prepare the TCSP site, the existing structures (residences, barns, and other agricultural 
accessory buildings) and crops would be removed. The TCSP area would be graded to raise and 
adjust the topography as needed for each Planning Area to accommodate development. 
Development is planned in two phases (see Figure 2-5).  Phase 1 includes development of 
property owned by the Borchard Family Interests, which consists of approximately 91.83 acres 
of the 149.72-acre TCSP area. Grading and improvements to Phase 1 would begin in 2022 and 
construction of homes would begin in 2023 for each of the Planning Areas within Phase 1.   
 
Phase 2 includes the remainder of the proposed TCSP area owned by three other parties. As 
shown in Figure 2-5, Phase 1 development of the TCSP includes the majority of public benefit 
amenities, including 6.5 acres of the 10-acre City Community Park and the commercial/ 
retail/office urban village center. Table 2-4 summarizes proposed project phasing. 
 

Table 2-4 
Proposed Project Phasing 

Teal Club Specific Plan 
Phase 1 Planning Area (completion assumed by 2023):  

PHASE: Planning Areas (PA#) # of units/ commercial square feet (sf)/ # 
acres 

1A PA 1-4 (attached and detached residential) 
PA 6 & 7 (commercial/ mixed use, 
urban village commercial) 

483 units 
60,000 sf 

1B PA 8 (Community Park)  6.5 acres 

1C PA 5 (attached residential) 240 units 

Subtotal 723 units; 118,000 gsf 

Phase 2 Planning Area (completion assumed by 2025):  

2A PA 9 (Community Park) 3.5 acres 

2B PA 10 (Community Park) 7.38 acres 

2C PA 11 & 12 (attached residential/apartments) 267 units 

2D PA 13 & 14 (business research park) 132,000 gsf 

2E PA 9 (Community Park) 3.5 acres 

Subtotal 267 units and 132,000 gsf of business research park 

TCSP Total 990 units and 250,000 gsf of non-residential space 
Development of the Nine Parcels south of Teal Club Road (completion assumed by 2030): 
Subtotal: 173,804 gsf manufacturing space, 173,804 gsf warehouse space 
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Figure 2-5: Proposed Specific Plan Phasing Plan 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 2.0 Project Description 
 
 

City of Oxnard 
2-19 

Phase 1 development (1 owner, 91.8 acres):  
 

● 220 units – Low-Medium Density Residential (avg. 8-12 dwelling units per acre)  
● 233 units – Medium Density Residential (avg. 13-18 dwelling units per acre) 
● 240 units – High Density Residential (avg. 19-30 dwelling units per acre) 
● 30 units – Mixed Use Residential 
● 8.78 acres – Urban Village Mixed Use & Retail Commercial 
● 6.5 acres – Community Park, phase 1 

 
Phase 2 development (multiple owners, 57.9 acres):  
 

● 167 units – Low-Medium Density Residential (avg. 8-12 dwelling units per acre) 
● 100 units –High Density Residential (avg. 19-30 dwelling units per acre) 
● 10.88 acres – Community Park, phase 2 
● 9.11 acres – Business/Research Park 

 
Phase 1 development would also provide interim agricultural buffer setbacks to allow Phase 2 
owners to continue farming indefinitely, as well as all internal roadway circulation needed to 
serve Phase 1 (see Figure 2-5). The proposed buffers would be either 300 feet, or 150 feet with a 
double row of appropriate trees (windrows). Figure 2-5 shows a 150-foot setback. All proposed 
Phase 1 roads would be built and operable; residences for lots in the Phase 1 area within the 
150-foot buffer would not be built until Phase 2 is committed to development. The TCSP 
document includes detailed diagrams and text to provide for phased implementation.  
 
No development proposals are pending for the additional Annexation area south of Teal Club 
Road; thus, a schedule cannot be identified for their potential development following 
Annexation and Pre-zoning. For the purposes of this EIR and for a conservative analysis, 
development of this area is assumed to occur roughly concurrently with the Phase 2 buildout 
and to occur by 2030. 
 
2.6 REQUIRED DISCRETIONARY APPROVALS 
 
TCSP adoption and related Annexations, Pre-Zoning, and Annexation and Pre-Zoning of the 
additional nine parcels south of Teal Club Road would require the following discretionary 
approvals: 
 

● Adoption of the Teal Club Specific Plan (City of Oxnard) 
● Pre-Zoning of the TCSP and additional Annexation area (City of Oxnard) 
● Approval of a Development Agreement (City of Oxnard) 
● Approval of Annexation Approval to the City of Oxnard (City of Oxnard and LAFCo) 
● Approval of Annexation to the Calleguas Municipal Water District and MWD (LAFCo) 
● Ventura County Airport Land Use Commission approval (Ventura County) 
● Review and recommendation by the Oxnard Airport Authority (Oxnard Airport Authority)  
● Approval of Tentative and Final Tract Maps (City of Oxnard) 
● Detachment from the Ventura County Fire Protection District (LAFCo) 
● Detachment from the Ventura County Resource Conservation District (LAFCo) 
● Detachment from Oxnard Drainage District No. 1 (LAFCo) 
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● Detachment from Ventura County Service Area No. 33 (LAFCo)   
● Review and approval of the PA-10 community park for use as an agricultural buffer by the 

Ventura County Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee (APAC) 
 

The proposed project would involve approval of a Development Agreement (DA) between the 
City of Oxnard and Phase 1 landowners for the Specific Plan Area. The DA would provide the 
framework for financial commitments paid to the City and would not change the physical 
elements of the project or result in physical environmental effects.  
 
LAFCo, Calleguas Municipal Water District, MWD, and the Ventura County Airport Land Use 
Commission are responsible CEQA agencies as they will rely on this EIR for their respective 
actions. 
 
This EIR serves as the environmental review for subsequent discretionary actions associated 
with development of the project unless changes are proposed that warrant additional 
environmental review. This EIR may also cover state, regional and/or local government permits 
that may be required to develop the proposed project, whether or not they are explicitly listed 
below. Federal, state, and regional agencies that may have jurisdiction over some aspects 
include (but are not limited to): 
 

● Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency 
● California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
● Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board  
● County of Ventura 
● Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 
This section describes the current environmental conditions on, and in the vicinity of, the Teal 
Club Specific Plan (TCSP) area and the nine additional parcels to be Annexed. More detailed 
descriptions of the setting for each environmental issue area can be found in Section 4.0, 
Environmental Impact Analysis. 
 

3.1 REGIONAL SETTING 
 
The City of Oxnard (City) encompasses approximately 26.9 square miles (United States Census 
Bureau, 2010) and has an estimated population of 209,879 residents (California Department of 
Finance, May 2019). Oxnard is situated roughly midway between Santa Barbara and Los 
Angeles and is bounded by the Santa Clara River and unincorporated Ventura County to the 
north, unincorporated County areas to the east, and the City of Port Hueneme and the Pacific 
Ocean to the south and west. The City of San Buenaventura (Ventura) is located to the 
northwest across the Santa Clara River and the City of Camarillo is located to the east. Naval 
Base Ventura County is located at Port Hueneme and Point Mugu, south of the City. Oxnard 
Airport is located near the western edge of the City of Oxnard.  
 
The City is separated from the City of Camarillo by the Oxnard-Camarillo Greenbelt, which 
extends north near the City of Ventura and south to the California State Route 1. The City is 
subject to the Save Open Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR), a Ventura County program 
that requires a vote of the people before agricultural land or open space areas can be rezoned 
for development. As part of SOAR, the City of Oxnard is required to preserve the farmland 
outside their City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB). 
 
The City is located on the Oxnard Plain, an alluvial plain that covers over 200 square miles in the 
western portion of Ventura County. The Oxnard Plain contains fertile soils suitable for year-
round farming and is relatively flat with elevations ranging from sea level to about 80 feet above 
mean sea level. Drainage is generally to the southwest toward the Pacific Ocean. Similar to much 
of Southern California, Oxnard is located within a seismically active region.  
 
Located adjacent to the Pacific Ocean, Oxnard enjoys a mild climate characterized by cool 
winters and moderate summers. Ocean breezes cool the region in the summer and warm it in 
the winter. According to the Western Regional Climate Center, average temperatures range 
from about 75 degrees F (24 degrees C) in summer to 65 degrees F (18 degrees C) in winter. 
Annual rainfall averages about 15 inches per year, with most rainfall occurring between 
November and April, but rainfall may vary significantly from having several years of drought 
to years with intense rain events that bring an entire year’s rainfall in several severe storm 
events.  
 

3.2 PROJECT SITE SETTING 
 
The TCSP area and nine additional parcels south of Teal Club Road to be Annexed (as defined 
in Section 2.0, Project Description) are located near the central-west area of the City. The TCSP 
area is located in unincorporated Ventura County, but identified as an anticipated Annexation 
in the City’s 2030 General Plan. The TCSP area is bordered by Ventura Road to the east, Teal 
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Club Road to the south, Patterson Road and a proposed future site for Oxnard School District 
educational facilities to the west, and Doris Avenue to the north. An additional 11.4 acres 
immediately south of the TCSP area on the south side of Teal Club Road is included as part of 
the proposed project (but is not part of the TCSP area). An aerial view of the project area is 
shown on Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0, Project Description. Existing conditions in the project area are 
shown in photographs 1 through 6 on Figure 4.1-1a through c in Section 4.1, Aesthetics.  
 
Major arterials providing immediate access to the regional roadway system include Ventura 
Road, Wooley Road, and Victoria Avenue. Fifth Street, south of the Oxnard Airport, is 
designated as a secondary arterial. Teal Club Road, Patterson Road, and Doris Avenue are 
designated as local arterials on the City’s Circulation Diagram (City of Oxnard, October 2011). 
Regional access to the site is provided by the Ventura Freeway (U.S. Highway 101) and the 
Pacific Coast Highway (State Route 1). 
 
The TCSP area is almost entirely in active agricultural use with row crops and several 
agricultural buildings, the largest being a barn and greenhouses along Teal Club Road. The 
TCSP area includes two single-family residences, one just east of the barn and one in the 
northeastern corner of the TCSP area at Doris Avenue and North Ventura Road. The additional 
parcels to be Annexed south of Teal Club Road are a mix of vacant land (the westernmost three 
parcels) and residential and industrial development (the easternmost six parcels). The City’s 
2030 General Plan land use designations for the TCSP and additional parcels south of Teal Club 
Road areas are listed in Table 2-2 in Section 2.0, Project Description. Additional setting 
information is included in each environmental topic subsection in Section 4.0, Environmental 
Impact Analysis. 
 
Land uses in the vicinity of the TCSP area and nine additional parcels to be Annexed include 
single family homes in the Cabrillo residential neighborhood to the north; the Fremont Square 
Shopping Center to the northeast; the Fremont North and Fremont South residential 
neighborhoods to the east; a small shopping center, farmland, a California National Guard 
property, and the Oxnard Adult School to the southeast; the Oxnard Airport to the south; and 
extensive farmland to the west.   
 

3.3 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS  
 
CEQA defines cumulative impacts as two or more individual actions that, when considered 
together, are considerable or will compound other environmental impacts. Cumulative impacts 
are the changes in the environment that result from the incremental impact of development of 
the proposed project and other nearby projects. For example, traffic impacts of two nearby 
projects may be insignificant when analyzed separately, but could have a significant impact 
when analyzed together. Cumulative impacts analysis provides a reasonable forecast of future 
environmental conditions and can more accurately gauge the effects of a series of projects. 
 
The cumulative impacts analyses in this EIR are based on the City’s 2030 General Plan, adopted in 
October 2011, and its Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) (February 2009, 
recirculated in November 2009, and certified in October 2011). The 2030 General Plan 
accommodates a population between 238,000 to 286,000 people by 2030, depending on household 
size and other demographic factors. This would be an increase of between 34,355 and 82,355 
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persons over the City’s 2014 population estimate of 203,645 persons (California Department of 
Finance, May 2014). The 2030 General Plan assumes annexation and full development of the 
TCSP area and the additional nine parcels south of Teal Club Road.   
 

The project area is located geographically near the central-west portion of the City; however, 
cumulative development is spread throughout the City. Some cumulative impacts are not 
necessarily significant in relation to development that occurs further from the proposed project. 
For example, aesthetic and noise impacts associated with this project are not likely to be 
detected in the southern area of the City. Selected cumulative impact discussions rely on a 
smaller geographic area: these are noted as appropriate within the cumulative impact 
discussion for each environmental topic subsection in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis. 
Unless otherwise noted, cumulative development includes all development within the City 
anticipated by the 2030 General Plan. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 

This section discusses the possible environmental effects of the proposed project for the specific 
issue areas that were identified by the City, expert consultation, and NOP responses as having 
the potential to experience significant impacts. “Significant effect” is defined by the CEQA 
Guidelines §15382 as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the 
physical conditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, 
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or 
social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or 
economic change related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the 
physical change is significant.” 
 

The assessment of each issue area begins with an italicized introduction that summarizes the 
environmental effects considered for that issue area. This is followed by the setting and impact 
analysis. Within the impact analysis, the first subsection identifies the methodologies used and 
the “significance thresholds,” which are those criteria adopted by the City, other agencies, 
universally recognized, or developed specifically for this analysis to determine whether 
potential effects are significant. Impacts were evaluated based upon the City’s 2017 CEQA 
Guidelines and/or Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines where appropriate. The next 
subsection describes each impact of the proposed project, mitigation measures for significant 
impacts, and the level of significance after mitigation. Each effect under consideration for an 
issue area is separately listed in bold text, with the discussion of the effect and its significance 
following. Each bolded effect listing also contains a statement of the significance determination 
for the environmental effect as follows: 
 

Class I, Significant and Unavoidable: An impact that cannot be reduced to below the 
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an 
impact requires a Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is 
approved per §15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

 

Class II, Significant but Mitigable: An impact that can be reduced to below the 
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an 
impact requires findings to be made under §15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

 

Class III, Less than Significant: An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed 
the threshold levels and does not require mitigation measures. However, mitigation 
measures that could further lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily 
available and easily achievable. 

 

Class IV, Beneficial: An effect that would reduce existing environmental problems or 
hazards. 

 

Following each environmental effect discussion is a listing of mitigation measures (if required) 
and the residual effects or level of significance remaining after implementation of the 
measures. In those cases where the mitigation measure for an impact could have a significant 
environmental impact in another issue area, this impact is discussed as a residual effect. The 
impact analysis concludes with a discussion of cumulative effects, which evaluates the 
impacts associated with the proposed project in conjunction with other future development in 
the area. 
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4.1 AESTHETICS 
 
This section analyzes the proposed project’s impacts to aesthetics, including the existing visual 
character of the TCSP area and additional Annexation area and whether development 
associated with the TCSP and Annexations would adversely affect surrounding land uses due 
to light or glare. 
 

4.1.1 Setting 
 

a. Visual Character. The 149.72-acre TCSP area is almost entirely occupied by 
agricultural row crops with several agricultural accessory buildings, the largest being a barn 
and several greenhouses in the central-southern portion of the property along Teal Club Road. 
The TCSP area also includes two single-family residences, one just east of the barn and one in 
the northeastern corner of the site at Doris Avenue and North Ventura Road. The 11.4 acres of 
additional Annexation parcels south of Teal Club Road consist of: 1) vacant land on the 
westernmost three parcels, 2) six single-story residences fronting Teal Club Road, and 3) 
commercial or industrial uses located behind them on the easternmost six parcels.  
 
The TCSP area is located near the geographic center of the City. The topography of west 
Ventura County is largely a flat alluvial plain and, in general, the City and surrounding areas 
are relatively flat and characterized by low-rise development. The City’s three tallest structures 
(6-story, 14-story and 21-story buildings), are located near the 101 Freeway, 1.7 miles to the 
northeast of the TCSP area. Agricultural fields are located within the TCSP area and to its west 
and northwest in an area designated as the Ventura-Oxnard Greenbelt (the TCSP area is not 
officially part of the greenbelt, which is bounded at its eastern edge by Patterson Road). A 
mature Eucalyptus windrow (a line of trees designed to block wind) is located along Ventura 
Road and is the only major vertical element in the immediate area. One and two- story detached 
single-family housing neighborhoods with scattered trees and landscaping are located to the 
north and east of the TCSP area.  
 
A community commercial center is located on the northeast corner of Ventura Road and Doris 
Avenue, and smaller commercial centers are located at the southeast corner of the same 
intersection and at the southeast corner of Ventura Road and West Second Street. These three 
centers consist of one story commercial buildings with landscaping and parking areas between 
the street and the buildings. Small scale commercial and light industrial uses are located along 
the south side of Teal Club Road within and adjacent to the TCSP and Annexation area, along 
with several single-family residential properties and vacant lots. The runway of the Oxnard 
Airport is located further south with commercial, office, and airport-related uses located only 
on the south side of the airport (along the north side of West Fifth Street), and are generally one 
and two story buildings but also include hangers and the control tower. 
 
Several schools and parks are located near the project area: Ritchen Elementary, about 1/3 mile 
to the north; Fremont Intermediate School, about 1/3 mile to the northeast; Oxnard Adult 
School, about 0.2 miles to the southeast; and Southwest Community Park, about 0.4 miles to the 
south. In addition, new elementary and middle schools are currently proposed at a site that 
abuts the northwest boundary of the project site.  Major multi-lane roads near the project area 
include Ventura Road, West Fifth Street, and North Patterson Road. Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0, 
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Project Description, provides an aerial view of the TCSP area and the additional Annexation area. 
Views of the project area and views from the project area into surrounding areas are shown on 
figures 4.1-1a through 4.1-1c. 
 

b. Views and Scenic Resources. The most prominent public views of the TCSP area are 
from adjacent roads: Ventura Road (through the windrow), Teal Club Road, Patterson Road, and 
Doris Avenue. Views of the TCSP area and nine additional parcels to be annexed are also 
available from parts of the Oxnard Airport and from parcels to the south and west of the project 
area. Partial views of the TCSP area are also visible, although more distantly, from Victoria 
Avenue, about ¾ mile to the west; and Fifth Street, about 1.6 miles to the southwest. Residents 
that currently have views of the TCSP area are generally limited to those living along the north 
side of Doris Avenue, along the east side of Ventura Road, and along the south side of Teal 
Club Road. However, some views are blocked by the windrow and other trees along the 
boundary of the TCSP area.  
 
The primary visual features of the TCSP area from these roads are the Ventura Road windrow 
and other vegetation (including a smaller windrow) surrounding the single family residence in 
the northeastern corner (see Figure 4.1-1c above). The windrows are somewhat irregular and 
the trees are in various states of health and stature, resulting in moderate aesthetic quality. 
Otherwise, the TCSP area is flat and open. The 11.4-acre additional Annexation area south of 
Teal Club Road consists of a mix of vacant land, one-story residences, and commercial and 
industrial uses. Farmland and the windrow are considered to be the primary scenic resources 
within the project area. 
 
Five roads adjacent to or near the project site are (Ventura Road, Patterson Road, Doris Avenue, 
Victoria Avenue, and Fifth Street) identified in the Oxnard 2030 General Plan as routes within 
the City’s Scenic Highways and Roadways with potential view corridors have views of the of 
the project area and expansive views through the TCSP area over active farmland towards the 
Pacific Ocean and Channel Islands (west) and the Los Padres mountain range (north). Views of 
the Los Padres Mountains are available from the following roadways immediately surrounding 
the TCSP area: Ventura Road to the east, Patterson Road to the west, and Doris Avenue to the 
north. These views are also visible, although more distantly, from Victoria Avenue, about ¾ 
mile to the west; and Fifth Street, about 1.6 miles to the southwest. Teal Club Road, which 
parallels the southern boundary of the TCSP area and the northern boundary of the nine 
additional parcels to be Annexed, has views of the site and of the mountains, but this road is not 
identified in the Oxnard 2030 General Plan as within the City’s Scenic Highway System. 
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Figure 4.1-1a Views of TCSP Area 

 
Photo 1: View of existing row crops from Teal Club Road looking north.  

 
Photo 2: View of existing single-family residence on north side of Teal Club Road.  
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Figure 4.1-1b Views from Plan Area 

 
Photo 3: View of single-family housing north of the Teal Club Specific Plan Area.  

 
Photo 4: View of shopping center at intersection of Ventura Road and Doris Avenue.  
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Figure 4.1-1c Views of Full and Partial Windrows 

 
Photo 5: View of Plan Area looking northwest from Ventura Road near its intersection with 
Teal Club Road.  

 
Photo 6: View of partial windrow on Doris Area from Doris Avenue looking southeast.  
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c. Light and Glare. The TCSP area currently has low light levels, being almost entirely in 
agricultural production. The 11.4 additional Annexation acres south of Teal Club Road, which 
consists of a mix of vacant land, single story residences, and commercial or industrial uses, have 
somewhat higher light levels but still have light levels that would be consistent with a semi-
rural area due to the relatively low intensity of development. Sources of light in the project 
area’s immediate surroundings include street lighting on the north side of Doris Avenue and on 
the east side of Ventura Road, but not on the other surrounding roads; several lit commercial 
signs in the commercial buildings in the immediate vicinity; and some exterior building lighting 
and security lighting in other surrounding uses. Because of the limited amount and relatively 
low profile of existing development, interior lighting does not contribute substantially to 
nighttime light.  
 
Because of the small amount of structures within the TCSP area and additional Annexation 
area, and their low visibility from surrounding areas and lack of high glare building materials, 
daytime glare levels from the project area are also relatively low. Land uses in the vicinity that 
would be most sensitive to night lighting are immediately surrounding residential areas on the 
north side of Doris Avenue, the east side of Ventura Road, and the south side of Teal Club 
Road. 
 

d. Shade and Shadow Conditions. As indicated above, the TCSP area, additional 
Annexation area, and surrounding area are developed primarily with agricultural row crops 
and one- to two-story buildings. At these heights, morning and afternoon winter shadows do 
not extend offsite and do not significantly shade any on or off-site residential structures.  

  
e. Regulatory Setting. The City’s 2030 General Plan includes a number of policies 

pertaining to aesthetics and visual resources in the Community Development, Infrastructure 
and Community Services, and Environmental Resources chapters. As discussed above, the 2030 
General Plan identifies five roads (Ventura Road, Patterson Road, Doris Avenue, Victoria 
Avenue, and Fifth Street) as routes within the City’s Scenic Highway System.  

 
Community Development (Chapter 3). This chapter replaced and augments the Growth 

Management, Land Use, Economic Development, and Community Design elements of the 2020 
General Plan. It lays out a basic development framework for the City, including definition of 
Oxnard’s City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB), identification and mapping of the City’s 
various planning areas, and definition of land use designations, standards, goals, and policies. 
The following policies in this element are among those most relevant to the aesthetic resources 
impact discussion: 

 
CD-1.7 Compact Development. Promote the use of development patterns that 

are more compactly built and use space in an efficient aesthetic manner 
as part of the community vision. 

 
CD-4.5 Commercial Signage. Require that signage in commercial development 

improve, rather than detract, from the quality of the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

 
CD-7.2 Urban Village Compatibility Guidelines. Develop Urban Village 

Guidelines than ensure that each urban village area provides appropriate 
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transitional features with the surrounding area, and that each urban 
village incorporates uses compatible with existing uses. 

 
CD-9.1 Neighborhood Identity. Recognize, preserve, and improve the visual 

identity and character of existing neighborhoods. Infill development shall 
respect historic structures and be of compatible scale and character with 
historic areas. 

 
CD-9.3 Gateway Enhancement. Designate major entryways as gateways into 

the City. The City shall use landscaping, decorative lighting, signage 
and/or other streetscape design techniques to enhance the City’s identity, 
sense of place, and provide visual emphasis to the streetscapes into the 
City. 

 
CD-9.4 View Corridor Preservation. Ensure all public and private 

investments positively contribute to the overall character of the City by 
minimizing impacts on important view corridors by creating edge 
treatments along greenbelt areas and a landscaped buffer corridor of at 
least 30 feet along designated scenic corridors and other major 
transportation corridors. 

 
CD-9.5 Unique Character Preservation. Ensure that new public and private 

investment maintains the unique coastal and agricultural character of 
the City. 

 
CD-10.1 Human-Scale Development. In the evaluation of development 

proposals, require urban development on a human scale, by emphasizing 
the pedestrian experience over the movement and storage of vehicles. 

 
CD-10.2 Neighborhood Themes. In the evaluation of development proposals, 

require neighborhood themes and principles of design, such as 
neotraditional town planning, which include central parks, schools, and 
community and commercial facilities, strong pedestrian orientation and 
de-emphasis of automobile related elements in new development projects. 

 
CD-14.1 Design Review Process. In the evaluation of development proposals, 

continue to ensure that public and private development projects comply 
with City design policies, plans, and guidelines. 

 
Infrastructure and Community Services (Chapter 4). This chapter replaced and 

augments the Circulation, Public Facilities, and Open Space elements of the 2020 General Plan. 
It describes Oxnard’s existing infrastructure and community services facilities (such as public 
and private utilities; roads and other transportation infrastructure; police and fire services; and 
public facilities such schools, parks, and libraries), and also includes goals and policies for their 
future development. The following policies are relevant to the aesthetic resources impact 
discussion: 
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ICS-2.12 Gateway Enhancements. Continue to enhance gateways (including 
but not limited to Ventura Road, Oxnard Boulevard, Vineyard Avenue, 
Rose Avenue, Rice Avenue, Del Norte Boulevard, Highway-101, 
Highway 1, Fifth Street, Channel Islands Boulevard, Pleasant Valley 
Road, Harbor Boulevard, Victoria Avenue, and Hueneme Road). 

 
ICS-13.3 Stormwater Detention Basins. Design stormwater detention basins to 

ensure public safety, to be either visually attractive or unobtrusive, 
provide temporary or permanent wildlife habitats, and recreational uses 
where feasible in light of safety concerns. 

 
ICS-23.7 Park Signage. Utilize uniform signage, and employ other unifying 

design features to integrate parks and other municipal facilities and 
encourage use by residents. 

 
Environmental Resources Element Policies (Chapter 5). This chapter presents a vision 

for the City to increase its responsible stewardship of the environment in full compliance with 
state and Federal laws, and strive to exceed in a position of leadership in these areas. The 
following policies in this Element are relevant to the aesthetic resources impact discussion: 

 
ER-1.1 Protect Oxnard’s Natural and Cultural Resources. Protect the 

City’s natural resource areas, fish and wildlife habitat, scenic areas, open 
space areas, parks, and cultural and historic resources from unnecessary 
encroachment or harm and if encroachment or harm is necessary, fully 
mitigate the impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 

 
ER-6.1 Incorporate Views in New Development. Preserve important public 

views and viewsheds by ensuring that the scale, bulk and setback of new 
development does not significantly impede or disrupt them and ensure 
that important vistas and view corridors are enhanced. Require 
development to provide physical breaks to allow views into these vistas 
and view corridors. 

 
ER-6.2 Protect and Enhance Major Scenic Resources. Protect and enhance 

the scenic resources of the beaches, Channel Island Harbor, windrows, 
farmland, the Channel Islands, and surrounding mountains. 

 
ER-6.5 Control of Lighting and Glare. Require that all outdoor light fixtures 

including street lighting, externally illuminated signs, advertising 
displays, and billboards use low-energy, shielded light fixtures which 
direct light downward and, where public safety would not be 
compromised, encourage the use of low-pressure sodium lighting for all 
outdoor light fixtures. 

 
ER-6.6 New Development Private Open Space. Ensure that new 

development incorporates open space areas that provide community and 
neighborhood identity, private quality exterior private open space for 
each housing unit, and minimize conflicting land uses and noise 
generators. 
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ER-7.1 Medians and Parkways. Ensure that major arterials include 
landscaped medians and parkways. 

 
ER-7.2 Design of Sound or Zone Walls. When sound or zone walls are used, 

ensure that they are visually interesting and well landscaped. 
 
ER-9.3 Residential Street Lighting. Provide residential street lighting that is 

appropriate in appearance, scale, and intensity for residential use. 
 
ER-9.4 Human Scale Development. Ensure that all new development 

emphasizes a human, pedestrian scale and minimizes its effect on the 
area’s sensitive visual resources. 

 
Oxnard City Code. The Oxnard City Code (OCC) contains regulations governing the 

physical appearance of development within the City. Most of these are contained within 
Chapter 16: Zoning Code. For example, Article III , Zones, Uses, and Requirements, contains 
regulations pertaining to each zoning designation within the City, including (among others) 
permitted uses and regulations relating to architectural standards, minimum lot areas, building 
sizes, height limits, and setbacks. These regulations are required to be consistent with the goals 
and policies of the 2030 General Plan, and have the general effect of setting the basic parameters 
for the physical form of development within the City.  
 
Article IV of the Zoning Code, Standards for All Zones, contains various regulations applicable to 
all property in the City. For example, Section 16-320 of the OCC requires the following 
regarding lighting: 
 

Lighting within physical limits of the area required to be lighted shall not exceed seven 
footcandles, nor be less than one footcandle at any point. A light source shall not shine 
upon, or illuminate directly any surface other than the area required to be lighted. No 
lighting shall be of a type or in a location that constitutes a hazard to vehicular traffic, 
either on private property or on abutting streets. The height of light standards shall not 
exceed 26 feet. To prevent damage from automobiles, standards shall be mounted on 
reinforced concrete pedestals or otherwise protected. 

 
Oxnard Design Review Process & Guidelines. The City of Oxnard Attention to 

Detail Design Review Process & Guidelines, adopted in 1992, outlines the design review 
process for projects in Oxnard. The document also provides design guidelines, including 
guidelines related to building design, site planning, landscaping, signs, and 
maintenance. Some of guidelines relevant to the proposed project are below: 

 
Building and Design Principal 1: Different structures and parts of structures 
should “fit” together. When new construction is proposed where structures 
already existing, the new should harmonize with the old, in most cases.  
 
Building and Design Principal 2: An individual building should be similar in 
scale to the buildings near it; and parts of the building should be appropriate in 
scale for the size and style of the building.  
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Site Planning 1: Generally a designer should plan a project to fit a site’s natural 
conditions rather than altering a site to accommodate a stock building plan.  
 
Site Planning 5: Exterior lighting, when used, should be subdued. It should 
enhance and accept building design and landscaping, as well as provide safety 
and security. It must not create glare for occupants on neighboring properties or 
on adjacent streets.  
 
Oxnard Landscape Standards. The City of Oxnard Landscape Standards, 

adopted in 1986, are intended to assure that landscaping meets the following criteria:  
 
1. A high level of landscape quality 
2. An abundant quantity of attractive and colorful plants 
3. Conservation of water by use of drought tolerant plants and water saving 

irrigation systems 
4. Labor saving and low maintenance landscape designs 

 
The Landscape Standards require installation of landscaping for all residential, 
commercial, and industrial properties. In addition, the Standards describe the type and 
detail of landscape plans required for new projects, including plans prepared by a 
registered Landscape Architect and specifications for landscaping and irrigation. 
 

4.1.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. The assessment of aesthetic impacts 
involves qualitative analysis that is inherently subjective in nature. Different viewers react to 
viewsheds and aesthetic conditions differently. This evaluation measures the existing visual 
resource against the proposed action, analyzing the nature of the anticipated change. The TCSP 
area and additional Annexation area was observed and photographically documented, as was 
the surrounding area, to assist in the analysis. The City’s adopted policies regarding aesthetic 
resources, cited above, are also considered a guide in the assessment of the value of aesthetic 
resources; project consistency with these policies is discussed in Section 4.8, Land Use and 
Planning. 
 
According to the City of Oxnard 2017 CEQA Guidelines, an impact is considered significant if the 
project would: 
 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista such as an ocean or mountain view 
from an important view corridor or location as identified in the 2030 General Plan or 
other City planning document; 

2. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state-designated scenic highway, or route 
identified as scenic by the County of Ventura or City of Oxnard; 

3. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings such as by creating new development or other physical changes that are 
visually incompatible with surrounding areas or that conflict with visual resource 
policies contained in the 2030 General Plan or other City planning documents;  
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4. Add to or compound an existing negative visual character associated with the project site; 
or, 

5. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area. 

 
The proposed Development Agreement that is part of the project would provide the 
framework for financial commitments paid to the City and would not change the 
physical elements of the project or result in physical environmental effects. 
 

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Table 4.1-1 lists the thresholds under 
consideration in the aesthetics analysis and whether the impact was found to be significant and 
unavoidable (Class I), significant but mitigable (Class II), less than significant (Class III), or 
beneficial (Class IV).  
 

Table 4.1-1 
Summary of Aesthetics Impact Conclusions 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
(Class I) 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 
(Class II) 

Less than 
Significant 
(Class III) 

Beneficial 
(Class IV) 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista such as an ocean or mountain view from an 
important view corridor or location as identified in 
the 2030 General Plan or other City planning 
document? 

  X  

2. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state-designated scenic 
highway, or route identified as scenic by the County 
of Ventura or City of Oxnard? 

 X   

3. Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings 
such as by creating new development or other 
physical changes that are visually incompatible with 
surrounding areas or that conflict with visual 
resource policies contained in the 2030 General 
Plan or other City planning documents? 

 X   

4. Add to or compound an existing negative visual 
character associated with the project site? 

 X   

5. Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in 
the area? 

  X  

 
Impact AES-1 Scenic vistas, including views of the project area, as well as 

vistas of the mountains to the north and the Santa Monica 
Mountains to the east, would be partially blocked from certain 
public roads by buildout of the TCSP area, including five roads 
identified as view corridors in the City’s 2030 General Plan. 
However, given the limited extent to which the proposed 
project would affect scenic vistas, required buffers along scenic 
corridors, and the fact that views of the elements of these 
vistas, such as distant mountains and nearby agricultural lands, 
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are readily available from nearby areas, this would be a Class 
III, less than significant, impact. 

 
As discussed above, the development envisioned under the proposed TCSP and additional 
annexations would be visible from a number of roads in the vicinity of the project area. As 
illustrated in Figure 4.1-1a, mountain views from surrounding areas towards the east could be 
affected by the project. 
 
Five roads (Ventura Road, Patterson Road, Doris Avenue, Victoria Avenue, and Fifth Street) 
identified in the Oxnard 2030 General Plan as routes within the City’s Scenic Highway System 
with potential view corridors have views of the project area and expansive views through the 
TCSP area over active farmland towards the Pacific Ocean and Channel Islands (west) and the 
Los Padres mountain range (north). Views of the Los Padres Mountains are available from the 
following roadways immediately surrounding the TCSP area: Ventura Road to the east, 
Patterson Road to the west, and Doris Avenue to the north. These views are also visible, 
although more distantly, from Victoria Avenue, about ¾ mile to the west; and Fifth Street, about 
1.6 miles to the southwest. Teal Club Road, which parallels the southern boundary of the TCSP 
area and the northern boundary of the nine additional parcels to be Annexed has views of the 
site and of the mountains, but the Oxnard 2030 General Plan does not identify this road as part 
of the City’s Scenic Highway System. 
 
Views of the mountains northward and westward through the TCSP area from Ventura Road 
are currently blocked by the windrow along the eastern site boundary, and would not be 
further blocked by the proposed project. The existing views towards the mountains north from 
Ventura Road would not be through the TCSP area, and would thus not be affected by the 
project. Views of the mountains to the northwest from Patterson Road would not be through the 
TCSP area and would not be blocked by the proposed project. Views of the Santa Monica 
Mountains to the east from Patterson Road may be fully or partially blocked by development in 
the TCSP area, although the immediate foreground of views from this location would be 
developed with a park, which may provide enough unobstructed space for this view to remain 
visible from this location. Views of the Santa Monica Mountains to the southwest from Doris 
Avenue would be blocked by low-medium density residential uses proposed under the TCSP 
along the south side of Doris Avenue. Views of the mountains from Victoria Avenue and Fifth 
Street would not be blocked by TCSP area development because of the distance to the TCSP 
area from these locations, which would make the buildings constructed under the proposed 
project appear as small, low-profile elements of the view. In addition, consistent with General 
Plan Policy CD-9.4, a landscaped buffer corridor of at least 30 feet would be required along 
designated scenic corridors. This buffer would preserve views from the public right-of-way.  
The TCSP area is part of the scenic vista of agricultural lands in the central-west part of Oxnard. 
Because implementation of the proposed TCSP would involve conversion of agriculture to 
urban uses, it would affect this scenic vista from certain locations. The most affected locations 
would be those immediately surrounding the TCSP area, where the TCSP area’s agricultural 
lands are part of the foreground view. For example, views of agricultural lands in the TCSP area 
are available from Ventura Road, especially from the intersection of Ventura Road and Teal 
Club Road. Views of agricultural land within the TCSP area from the rest of Ventura Road in 
this vicinity are largely blocked by the windrow along the eastern site boundary, and the project 
would not lead to a loss of a scenic vista of agricultural lands from these areas. Doris Avenue 
and Patterson Road have more unobstructed views of the TCSP area, and would thus lose more 
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of their view of agricultural areas. However, Patterson Road would retain views of agricultural 
lands to the west. The TCSP area is viewed only in the distance from Victoria Avenue and Fifth 
Street, views of other agricultural lands in the foreground of views from these locations would 
remain, and thus the project would not have a significant impact on scenic vistas of agricultural 
lands from these locations.  
 
The 11.4 additional acres in the project area but outside the TCSP area proposed for Annexation 
on the south side of Teal Club Road may eventually be developed with higher-intensity 
industrial uses following Annexation and Pre-zoning as proposed under the project. These 
areas are developed with a mix of vacant land, single-story residences, and commercial or 
industrial uses, and are currently zoned Agricultural Exclusive by Ventura County. As part of 
the project, they are proposed to be zoned Light Manufacturing (M-1) after Annexation. These 
areas are not currently part of a scenic vista and scenic vistas are not available from 
immediately surrounding, publicly accessible areas through them. Article III, Division 14, 
Section 16-164 of the OCC limits the height of buildings in this zone to 55 feet and the height 
restricted zone for the Oxnard Airport limits the height to 195 feet above mean sea level. Any 
further development with urban uses enabled by their Annexation would not tend to directly or 
indirectly have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 
 
Given the limited extent to which the proposed project would affect scenic vistas and the fact 
that views of the elements of these vistas, such as distant mountains and nearby agricultural 
lands, are readily available from nearby areas, the project would not have a significant adverse 
impact on scenic vistas. 
 

Mitigation Measures. As described above, while the project would partially block scenic 
vistas, the project would not have a significant adverse impact on scenic vistas; therefore no 
mitigation is necessary. 
 

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 
Impact AES-2 Scenic resources in the project area consist of farmland and tree 

windrows along the eastern boundary of the project area. These 
resources help define the project area’s visual character and 
quality. Implementation of the proposed project would replace 
these visual resources with urban development. Therefore, the 
project would both eliminate scenic resources and substantially 
alter the visual character and quality of the site. However, 
impacts would be Class II, significant but mitigable. 

 
As cited in Section d. Regulatory Setting, Policy ER-6.2 of the Oxnard General Plan identifies 
windrows and farmland as “major scenic resources” in Oxnard that should be protected and 
enhanced. Although the TCSP area is surrounded by urbanized uses on three sides, the area 
itself consists of farmland and does not represent an urbanized visual character. The vast 
majority of the project area is farmland, and a windrow is located along the eastern boundary. 
The visual quality of the TCSP area is moderate. Because implementation of the TCSP would 
develop the entire TCSP area with urban uses, it would eventually eliminate all farmland 
within the TSCP boundaries. Implementation of the TCSP would also eliminate windrow trees 
and landscaping trees along the eastern and northeastern boundaries of the TCSP area. While 
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these scenic resources would be eliminated in the TCSP area, other agricultural lands and 
windrows are present nearby, such as in the block of land located between Doris Avenue, 
Victoria Avenue, Gonzales Road, and Patterson Road. Nevertheless, because these scenic 
resources help define the TCSP area’s visual character and quality as actively farmed 
agricultural land, their loss would substantially alter this visual character and quality. 
 
Implementation of the proposed TCSP would represent a fundamental change in the type, 
intensity, and scale of development within the TCSP area. Existing agricultural fields, two farm 
houses, a barn, and greenhouses would be replaced by the complete development of the TCSP 
area with the range of urban uses described in Section 2.0, Project Description. The proposed 
change from agricultural to urban use would change the visual character of the TCSP area 
substantially. Community Design Element Policies 14.1 and 14.2 (listed in Section 4.1e, 
Regulatory Setting) require that development proposals and projects undergo a Design Review 
Process and Development Advisory Committee (DAC) review prior to approval, which would 
help ensure that the Specific Plan’s design guidelines meet the City’s aesthetic goals and would 
not produce an aesthetically offensive development. In addition, proposed landscaping in and 
at the borders of the TCSP area, including trees such as the ones shown on the project site plan 
(Figure 2-5 in Section 2.0, Project Description) would help offset the loss of windrows and 
scattered ornamental trees and other existing area landscaping, which is currently minimal 
because the TCSP area is almost exclusively occupied by low-lying agricultural row crops. 
Further, the TCSP area is surrounded on three sides by urban development, and its conversion 
to urban uses would be generally compatible with its surroundings. Nevertheless, because of 
the magnitude of the proposed changes and the loss of scenic resources as discussed above, 
changes to the visual character of the TCSP area would be substantial. However, these changes 
were anticipated in the 2030 General Plan and analyzed in the 2030 General Plan EIR, which 
concludes that impacts would be less than significant. However, the 2030 General Plan EIR does 
not specifically analyze impacts related to the loss of agricultural land under the TCSP. 
Specifically, the loss of the windrows, a primary aesthetic feature of the project area would be a 
significant visual impact. Adherence to Mitigation Measure AES-2, which would replace 
existing windrows with new landscaping trees in the proposed linear open space, thereby 
reducing impacts to visual character of the area to a less than significant level. 
 
The 11.4 additional acres in the project area, but outside the TCSP area proposed for Annexation 
on the south side of Teal Club Road, which consists of a mix of vacant land, single story 
residences, and commercial or industrial uses, may eventually be developed with higher-
intensity urban uses following their Annexation as proposed under the project. These areas are 
currently zoned Agricultural Exclusive by Ventura County, but are proposed under the project 
to be zoned Light Manufacturing (M-1) after Annexation. These areas do not currently contain 
scenic resources and any further development with urban uses enabled by their Annexation and 
Pre-Zone would not tend to directly or indirectly have a substantial adverse effect on scenic 
resources. 
 
While the 11.4 additional acres are zoned for agriculture by the County, they are not currently 
in agricultural production and do not exhibit an agricultural or primarily rural character. 
Various provisions in Article III, Division 14, of the OCC, which governs development within 
the M-1 zone, regulate its physical appearance. For example, Section 16-160 requires the 
following: 
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Development standards are required for the purpose of achieving an orderly arrangement 
of land, buildings and other structures and providing necessary amenities for industry 
which exhibit attractive and pleasant characteristics. Development standards are 
designed to achieve compatibility among the variety of operations and activities 
functioning within the industrial district, to create a desirable working environment for 
the industrial labor force, and to effect a harmonious relationship with surrounding 
nonindustrial properties and the community in general. 

 
Division 14 also contains requirements governing lot area and width, building heights, 
minimum setbacks, and maximum lot coverage. These regulations would help ensure that, 
although future development after Annexation may gradually change the visual character of 
the area from its present state to one of greater intensity of development as individual 
development projects are proposed, such development would not tend to directly or indirectly 
have a substantial adverse effect on the visual character and quality of these nine parcels. 
 

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation Measure AES-2 is required to address impacts related 
to loss of scenic resources in the project area. Please see Section 6.0, Alternatives for an analysis 
of the potential impacts of “no project” and reduced project alternatives. 
 

AES-2 Windrows in Project Landscaping. A windrow shall be created 
throughout the length of the Beverly Drive greenbelt. In addition, in 
order to reinforce the project’s boundaries, windrows shall be created 
between the project area and the proposed school project, which 
abuts the project area, and between the Phase 1 and Phase 2 
boundaries. The windrows shall be designed to emulate traditional 
regional windrows originally planted for farming operations, 
including spacing of trees and tree species of like stature as 
determined by the Community Development Director. The windrow 
plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the Oxnard 
Planning Department prior to issuance of grading permits or 
building permits in the TCSP area. The windrows shall be 
maintained for the life of the project, including necessary irrigation 
and protection for tree establishment and tree maintenance and 
replacement to maintain the aesthetic look and tree safety for the life 
of the project. 

 
Significance After Mitigation. With implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-2, 

impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Impact AES-3 The proposed project would result in new sources of light and 

glare in and around the project area. However, these light and 
glare sources would be regulated by the Oxnard City Code, and 
would be consistent with the urbanized nature of the project site’s 
surroundings and the urban land uses envisioned for the site 
under the City’s 2030 General Plan. This is considered a Class III, 
less than significant, impact. 
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 Lighting. Implementation of the proposed project would increase the development 
intensity of the project area, and thus introduce into it new sources of light. Potential sources of 
new nighttime light include light spillover from the windows of residences and businesses, as 
well as from outdoor security lighting, lighted signs, and streetlights. Although the project area 
is primarily agricultural in character and has relatively low on-site light levels, it is surrounded 
on three sides by urban uses with relatively high light levels, the most intensely lit of which is 
the Fremont Square Shopping Center. The proposed project would substantially increase on-site 
light levels, and would contribute to a lesser increase in off-site light levels. However, on- and 
off-site light levels after project implementation would be consistent with the urbanized nature 
of surrounding areas and with the urban land uses planned for the project area under the City’s 
2030 General Plan. As discussed in Section 4.1.1e, Regulatory Setting, Section 16-320 of the OCC 
contains various requirements that would help ensure that development under the project 
would not have negative aesthetic or safety impacts. For these reasons, the project would not 
have significant adverse effects related to lighting 
 

Glare. Glare is primarily a daytime phenomenon, caused by sunlight reflecting from 
structures, roadways, and cars. However, glare can also be created at night by vehicle headlights. 
Potential sources of glare associated with the proposed project would consist of glazing 
(windows) and other reflective materials used in the façades of proposed structures, the reflective 
surfaces of vehicles parked and travelling within and around the project area, and nighttime 
vehicle headlights. As noted above, the project area is surrounded on three sides by urban uses 
with numerous existing sources of glare. The project would also be subject to Section 16-320 of the 
OCC (as shown in Section 4.1.1e, Regulatory Setting), which is designed to limit light overspill and 
off-site lighting impacts. For these reasons, the project would not have significant adverse effects 
related to lighting. 
 

Mitigation Measures. The proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact 
related to light and glare; therefore, no mitigation is necessary. 
 

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 

c. Cumulative Impacts. The proposed project combined with other planned and 
pending projects near the project area would contribute toward expanding the urban 
environment of Oxnard, with corresponding changes to the area’s visual environment. The 
City’s 2030 General Plan Program EIR (certified in October 2011) considered the potential 
environmental impacts of buildout of the 2030 General Plan, which would accommodate a 
population in a range of 238,000 to 286,000 in Oxnard by 2030, depending on household size 
and other demographic factors. The 2030 General Plan Program EIR concludes that, while this 
development would have impacts related scenic resources and vistas, visual character, and light 
and glare, such impacts would be less than significant and would not require mitigation. The 
land uses proposed under the current proposal make up a part of the total development called 
for under the 2030 General Plan and were included in the development analyzed in the 2030 
General Plan Program EIR. The current proposal is consistent with the development of the 
project area and other cumulative projects envisioned in the 2030 General Plan and determined 
in the 2030 General Plan Program EIR to be less than significant. Therefore, although area-
specific impacts associated with visual quality and character would occur, project’s contribution 
to cumulative aesthetic impacts in a citywide context would be less than significant with 
incorporation of project-specific Mitigation Measure AES-2. 
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4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
This section evaluates impacts to agricultural resources from implementation of the proposed 
TCSP, Annexation of 11.4 acres south of Teal Club Road, and associated widening of Teal Club 
Road from Patterson Road to Victoria Avenue and Patterson Road between Doris Avenue and 
Teal Club Road. Both direct impacts associated with the conversion of agricultural land to non-
agricultural use and potential indirect impacts to adjacent agricultural operations are discussed. 
 

4.2.1 Setting 
 

a. Regional Agriculture. A Mediterranean climate with mild summer and winter 
temperatures, low frost occurrence, flat and fertile soil, and an average of about 14 inches of rain 
per year combine to create high quality and productive agricultural land in the Oxnard plain.  

 
Table 4.2-1 shows the 2017 and 2018 values of major crop groupings in Ventura County. Gross 
revenue sales of agricultural products in the County increased from approximately $2.100 
billion in 2017 to approximately $2.103 billion in 2018. The largest increases in crop values from 
2017 to 2018 were in the livestock and poultry and vegetable crops groupings. The largest 
decreases in crop values from 2017 to 2018 were in the nursery stock and sustainable agriculture 
groupings.  
 

Table 4.2-1 
Ventura County Annual Agricultural Crop Report 

Crop Grouping 2017 Crop Value 2018 Crop Value 

Fruit and Nut Crops $1,270,397,000 $1,272,715,000 

Vegetable Crops $569,471,000  $572,631,000 

Livestock and Poultry  $4,578,000  $5,564,000 

Apiary Products  $3,746,000  $3,972,000 

Nursery Stock $197,969,000  $194,495,000 

Cut Flowers  $49,904,000  $48,442,000 

Field Crops   $1,552,000  $3,566,000 

Sustainable Agriculture  $2,272,000  $1,847,000 

Total $2,099,889,000 $2,103,232,000 

Source: Ventura County Agricultural Commissioner, Ventura County’s 2018 Crop & Livestock Report, July 2019.  
 
 Regional Conversion of Farmlands. Conversion of farmlands is the loss of farmlands 
due to non-agricultural development or land use changes that do not support agricultural 
production. The California Department of Conservation (DOC) has developed a classification 
system to categorize the quality of agricultural land resources. The DOC Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program (FMMP) provides biannual agricultural land conversion information 
by class for decision makers to use in their planning for the present and future of California’s 
agricultural land resources.  
 

Important Farmlands. The U.S. Soil Conservation Service’s Important Farmlands 
Inventory (IFI) system is used to inventory lands with high agricultural value. This system 
divides farmland into classes based on productive capability of the land (rather than the mere 
presence of ideal soil conditions). The important farmlands map identifies five agriculture-
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related categories: 1) prime farmland, 2) farmland of statewide importance, 3) unique farmland, 
4) farmland of local importance, and 5) grazing land. A description of each of these categories is 
provided below.   
 

● Prime Farmland. Prime farmland is land with the best combination of physical and chemical 
features able to sustain long-term production of agricultural crops. This land has the soil 
quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields. The 
land must have been used for the production of irrigated crops at some time during the two 
update cycles prior to the most recent mapping date (the most recent map update for the 
region is 2016). 

● Farmland of Statewide Importance. Farmland of statewide importance is land similar to 
prime farmland, but with minor shortcomings, such as greater slopes or with less ability to 
hold and store moisture. The land must have been used for the production of irrigated drops 
at some time during the two update cycles prior to the mapping date. 

● Unique Farmland. Unique farmland is land of lesser quality soils used for the production of 
the State’s leading agricultural crops (i.e., crops of high economic value, such as oranges, 
olives, avocados, rice, grapes, and cut flowers). This land is usually irrigated, but may 
include non-irrigated orchards or vineyards, as found in some climatic zones of California. 
The land must have been cultivated at some time during the two update cycles prior to the 
mapping of 2016. 

● Farmland of Local Importance. Farmland of local importance to the local agricultural 
economy, as determined by each County’s Board of Supervisors and a local advisory 
committee. In Ventura County, farmland of local importance has been identified as soils that 
are listed as prime farmland or farmlands of statewide importance that are not irrigated, and 
soils growing dryland crops – beans, grain, dryland walnuts, and dryland apricots. 

● Grazing Land. Grazing land is land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the grazing 
of livestock. The minimum mapping unit for this category is 40 acres. 

 
The conversion of farmland in Ventura County from 2014 to 2016 (the most recent information 
available) is based on information from the FMMP and is illustrated in Table 4.2-2 on the 
following page.  
 
As indicated in Table 4.2-2, the County experienced a 0.1% (acres) increase of important 
farmland and 0.03% (65 acre) increase in grazing land from the period of 2014 to 2016 
(Department of Conservation, July 2016).  
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Table 4.2-2 
Important Farmland Conversion in Ventura County 

Importance Category 

Acreage Inventoried Acreage 
Change  

(+/-) % Change (+/-) 2014 2016 

Prime Farmland 41,143 40,976 -167  -0.4 

Farmland of Statewide Importance 33,045 32,992 -53  -0.2 

Unique Farmland 28,699 28,950 +251  +0.9 

Farmland of Local Importance 15,560 15,590 +30  +0.2 

Important Farmland Subtotal 118,447 118,508 +61  +0.1 

Grazing Land 197,794 197,859 +65  +0.03 

Agricultural Land Total 316,241 316,367 +126  +0.04 

Source: California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resources Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program, Ventura County 2014-2016 Land Use Conversion, July 2016. 

 
b. TCSP Area Agricultural Uses. The 149.72-acre TCSP portion of the project area is in 

active agricultural use and is currently cultivated with row crops. The Annexation parcels south 
of Teal Club Road are a mix of vacant land (the westernmost three parcels) and residential and 
industrial development (the easternmost six parcels). Lands west of Patterson Road also 
currently support agricultural production (see Figure 4.2-1).  
 
Figure 4.2-1 shows farmland designations in the TCSP area and the surrounding area. As 
described in Table 4.2-3, almost all of the agricultural land in the TCSP area (approximately 
145.4 acres) is classified as Farmland of Statewide Importance. An approximately 4.3-acre area 
in the northeast corner of the TCSP area is designated as “urban and built up land.” The 
additional annexation area is designated as “urban and built-up land” and “other land.” The 
TCSP area, plus the area that would be affected by the associated widening of Teal Club Road 
from Patterson Road to Victoria Avenue and Patterson Road adjacent to the TCSP area, includes 
approximately 149.5 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance. Therefore, there are about 
149.5 overall acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance in the project area and road widening 
areas.  
 

Table 4.2-3 
Project Area Farmland Designations 

 
Farmland of 

Statewide Importance 
Urban and  

Built-Up Land Other Land 

TCSP Area 145.4 4.3 0 

Additional Annexation Area 0 5.0 6.4 

Road Widening Area 4.1 0 0 

Total 149.5 9.3 6.4 
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Figure 4.2-1 Farmland Designation Map 
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 c. Soil Characteristics. Agricultural classifications of the soil type found within the 
TCSP area were analyzed based on their Capability Class, California Revised Storie Index 
grade, and Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) farmland designation. Capability 
Classes provide insight into the suitability of a soil for field crop uses based on factors that 
include texture, erosion, wetness, permeability, and fertility. As defined in Government Code 
Section 51201 (California Land Conservation Act of 1965), Capability Class 1 and Class 2 soils 
qualify as prime soils. The Storie Index is a soil rating based on soil properties that govern a 
soil's potential for cultivated agriculture in California. The Storie Index assesses the 
productivity of a soil from the following four characteristics: Factor A, degree of soil profile 
development; Factor B, texture of the surface layer; Factor C, slope; and Factor X, manageable 
features, including drainage, micro relief, fertility, acidity, erosion, and salt content. As defined 
in Government Code Section 51201 (California Land Conservation Act of 1965), soils with a 
Storie Index from 80 to 100 qualify as prime soils. Under the California Revised Storie Index, 
this translates to Grade 1 (excellent) index rating. The NRCS farmland classification identifies 
the location and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed 
crops. It identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of 
local importance, or unique farmland. 
 
Prime soils are defined as those with a Land Capability Class (LCC) of 1 or 2, a California 
Revised Storie Index of Grade One (Excellent), or an NRCS farmland classification of “prime 
farmland if irrigated.” The California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) 
Model (results contained in Appendix B) was run for the proposed TCSP area (149.72 -acres) as 
part of the 2007 Initial Study (California Agricultural LESA Model, 2007). According to the 
results of the LESA model (Appendix B), soils in the TCSP area consist of Camarillo Loam, have 
a LCC class between 1 and 2, and a Storie index of 75 (Grade 2). As the soils on the TCSP area 
have a LCC of 1 or 2, the soils are classified as prime soils. 

 
d. Agricultural/Urban Interface Issues. Large agricultural parcels in and around the 

TCSP area abut urban land uses, including Oxnard Airport, business and research park uses, 
and light manufacturing development. Development in and adjacent to agricultural areas in 
Ventura County in the past has created a variety of potential conflicts for both growers and 
urban uses. Existing areas of potential conflict are north of Doris Avenue and west of Ventura 
Road. Potential agricultural/urban land use conflicts can arise from the following activities, 
among others: 

 
  Potential Concerns for Urban Neighbors 

• Use of pesticides/dust problems in vicinity of residential neighborhoods, particularly 
near schools. 

• Odors and health concerns associated with fertilizer/pesticide application and 
livestock. 

• Noise related to farming equipment or farm worker activities. 

• Farm worker parking. 
 

Potential Concerns for Agricultural Interests 

• Restrictions on activity arising from neighbor concerns/complaints 

• Loss of revenue and competitiveness due to loss of high-quality soil and high-
productivity agricultural land 
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• Competition for water and land  

• Pilferage, trespassing, and littering 

• Dust from adjacent construction activity 

• Consistency with agricultural protection policies 
 
 e. Regulatory Setting. Several regulatory measures intended to preserve agriculture 
have been adopted at the state and local levels. These include Land Conservation Act (LCA) 
contracts, greenbelt agreements, the Save Open Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) 
Ordinance, City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB), and the Ventura County Agricultural 
Commissioner’s Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy. The County of Ventura also adopted a 
revised Right-to-Farm Ordinance in October 1997 that protects existing agricultural lands 
against nuisance lawsuits from adjacent urban development. Existing programs and policies 
intended to preserve and protect agriculture in the region are described below.  
 
 Williamson Act/Land Conservation Act (LCA) Contracts. A primary tool to preserve 
farmlands is the California Land Conservation Act (LCA) or Williamson Act contract program, 
established in 1965. Under provisions of the Act, private landowners may voluntarily enter into 
a long-term contract (minimum of 10 years) with cities and counties to form agricultural 
preserves and maintain their property in agricultural or open space uses in return for a reduced 
property tax assessment based on the agricultural value of the property. The term of an LCA 
contract is generally ten years and the contract automatically renews itself each year for another 
ten-year period, unless a Notice of Non-Renewal is filed or the contract is cancelled. State 
Government Code Section 51282 provides specific findings that must be made for the approval 
of LCA contract cancellations. Ventura County entered the program in 1969 and in 2016 the 
County had 123,404 acres under LCA (10-year) contracts and 3,766 acres under Farmland 
Security Zone Act (FSZA)/LCA (20-year) contracts in the unincorporated area, for a total of 
approximately 127,170 acres under contract (California Department of Conservation, 2016). 
There are no lands under LCA contracts in the project area (California Department of 
Conservation, 2009). However, the project area is located approximately 1.26 miles east of 
several properties under LCA contracts. See Figure 4.2-2 for the location of lands under LCA 
contract. 
 

Greenbelts. Greenbelts are policies adopted by resolution or ordinance among public 
agencies with land use control. They represent a form of mutual policy control between two or 
more jurisdictions concerning urban form, the protection of farmland and open space, and the 
future extension of urban services/facilities and annexations. Greenbelts are intended to 
operate as “community separators” or “buffers” and participating cities agree not to extend 
municipal services into the greenbelts or annex greenbelt lands. Greenbelt agreements usually 
have no binding legal authority to regulate land uses except that they require amendment and 
consent of all parties to remove an area from the greenbelt. That authority is found in the 
particular jurisdictions’ general plans and zoning ordinances. 
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Figure 4.2-2 CURB Boundary and Williamson Act Property 
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The City of Oxnard is party to two greenbelt agreements, the Oxnard-Camarillo Greenbelt 
Agreement and the Ventura-Oxnard Greenbelt Agreement. The Oxnard-Camarillo Greenbelt 
Agreement was established in 1982 and covers 27,000 acres in unincorporated Ventura County. 
The Ventura-Oxnard Greenbelt covers approximately 5,104 acres of unincorporated County 
territory and begins on the west side of Patterson Road. The TCSP area is not located in either of 
these greenbelts, but is immediately adjacent to the Oxnard-Ventura Greenbelt. The areas where 
road widening would occur on Teal Club Road and Patterson Road are in the Ventura-Oxnard 
Greenbelt.  
 

Save Open Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR). The City adopted the SOAR 
ordinance establishing the Oxnard City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB) in November 1998. 
The City’s 2030 General Plan incorporates the 1998 SOAR ordinance. In 2016 the City renewed 
the SOAR ordinance through the year 2050. The purpose of this ordinance is to establish a 
CURB line to limit conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural lands without public 
debate and a vote of the people. The Oxnard CURB includes the following goals: 

 
1. Encourage efficient growth patterns and protect the City of Oxnard’s quality of life 

by concentrating future development largely within existing developed areas, or, in 
some cases, directly adjacent to them, consistent with the availability of 
infrastructure and services; 

2. Promote agricultural and other natural resource and open space uses as defined in 
Government Code section 65560(b) on lands outside of the CURB, such as 
preservation of natural resources, public and private outdoor recreation, uses that 
foster public health and safety, and productive investment for farming enterprises; 

3. Manage the City’s growth in a manner that fosters and protects the “small town” 
character of Oxnard while encouraging appropriate economic development in 
accordance with the City’s unique local conditions; 

4. Allow the City to continue to meet its reasonable housing needs for all economic 
segments of the population, especially low and moderate income households, by 
directing the development of housing into areas where services and infrastructure are 
more efficiently available; and 

5. Promote stability in long term planning for the City by establishing a cornerstone 
policy within the General Plan designating the geographic limits of long term urban 
development and allowing sufficient flexibility within those limits to respond to the 
City's changing needs over time. 

 
The Oxnard SOAR Ordinance states that until December 31, 2050, the City must restrict urban 
services and urbanized uses of land to within the CURB, except for the purpose of completing 
roadways designated in the Infrastructure and Community Services chapter of the 2030 General 
Plan, construction of public potable water facilities, public schools, public parks or other 
government facilities, or any development project that has obtained, as of the effective date of 
the SOAR Ordinance, a vested right pursuant to state or local law (City of Oxnard, November 
2016). The SOAR Ordinance defines urbanized uses of land as “any development which would 
require the establishment of new city sewer systems or the significant expansion of existing city 
sewer infrastructure; or would create residential lots less than 10 acres in area per primary 
residence; or would result in the establishment of commercial or industrial uses which are 
neither exclusively related to agriculture nor exclusively related to the production of mineral 
resources.” 
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Future urbanized uses of land and urban services associated with the TCSP are fully located 
within the Oxnard CURB line. Therefore, voter approval is not required to allow conversion of 
the TCSP area to non-agricultural use. See Figure 4.2-2 for a map of lands under CURB 
provisions. The widening of two roadways in support of the TCSP would occur outside the 
CURB line: Teal Club Road on its north side between Patterson Road and Victoria, and 
Patterson Road on its west side for 1,000 feet to the north of Teal Club Road. These roadway 
modifications would be consistent with the Infrastructure and Community Services chapter of 
the 2030 General Plan. Therefore, they are exempt under the SOAR Ordinance from voter 
approval of the conversion of land to non-agricultural use.  
 

Ventura County Right-to-Farm Ordinance. Ventura County has adopted a Right-to-
Farm Ordinance. This ordinance protects commercial agricultural operations against nuisance 
lawsuits, and requires disclosure to potential land buyers that agricultural operations are 
protected from such actions. To resolve potential landowner disputes, the Agricultural 
Commissioner’s office is to provide non-binding mediation. While the County Right-to-Farm 
Ordinance specifically applies to commercial agricultural operations in the unincorporated area, 
all commercial agricultural operations that comply with agricultural standards currently are 
protected from nuisance claims under State law (Section 3482.5 of the California Civil Code), 
whether located in cities or unincorporated areas.  

 
Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy. The Ventura County Agricultural/Urban Buffer 

Policy was established by the Ventura County Agricultural Commissioner to prevent impacts 
related to agricultural and urban use conflicts. The policy is intended to lessen public and 
animal exposure to agricultural chemicals, dust, noise and odors and protect agricultural 
operations and land from vandalism, pilferage, trespassing and complaints against standard 
legal agricultural practices. These guidelines apply to projects requiring discretionary approval 
by the County or a city where the proposed non-farming activity is abutting or on land zoned 
Agricultural Exclusive (AE), Open Space (OS), or Rural Exclusive (RE), and the farming activity 
is located outside a Sphere of Influence, as adopted by LAFCO. As a result, urban developments 
are to be conditioned to provide and maintain a 300-foot setback and chain-link fence on the 
non-agricultural property between the urban use and the agricultural use, or a 150-foot 
buffer/setback if a vegetative screen is installed. 
 

Ventura County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo). The Ventura County 
LAFCo operates according to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization 
Act of 2000 (California Government Code §56000 et seq.). State law provides for LAFCos to be 
formed as independent agencies in each county in California. LAFCos implement state 
requirements and state and local policies relating to boundary changes for cities and most 
special districts, including spheres of influence, incorporations, annexations, reorganizations 
and other changes of organization. In this capacity, the Ventura County LAFCo is the boundary 
agency for cities and most special districts in Ventura County. LAFCo maintains review and 
permitting authority over City boundary change requests, including annexations for identified 
expansion areas. 
 
LAFCo will approve a proposal for a change of organization or reorganization which is likely to 
result in the conversion of prime agricultural or open space land use to other uses only if the 
Commission finds that the proposal will lead to planned, orderly, and efficient development 
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(Ventura County LAFCo, October 2007). For the purposes of this policy, a proposal for a change 
of organization or reorganization leads to planned, orderly, and efficient development only if all 
of the following criteria are met: 

 
1. The territory involved is contiguous to either lands developed with an urban use or 

lands which have received all discretionary approvals for urban development; 
2. The territory is likely to be developed within five years and has been pre-zoned for 

non-agricultural or open space use. In the case of very large developments, 
annexation should be phased whenever possible; 

3. Insufficient non-prime agricultural or vacant land exists within the existing 
boundaries of the agency that is planned and developable for the same general type of 
use; 

4. The territory involved is not subject to voter approval for the extension of services or 
for changing general plan land use designations. Where such voter approval is 
required by local ordinance, such voter approval must be obtained prior to LAFCO 
action on any proposal unless exceptional circumstances are shown to exist; and 

5. The proposal will have no significant adverse effects on the physical and economic 
integrity of other prime agricultural or open space lands. 

 

4.2.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. Agricultural impacts were evaluated 
based upon the City’s 2017 CEQA Guidelines and review of DOC farmland classifications, 
regulatory requirements that apply to the various agricultural lands within the TCSP area, and 
the potential of future development to create agricultural/urban interface. For analysis 
purposes, “important farmlands” include the following DOC classifications: Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland. 

 
Significance criteria found in the City’s 2017 CEQA Guidelines provide a means to identify 
potentially significant impacts. Impacts to agriculture would be significant if implementation of 
the proposed project would: 
 

1) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
to nonagricultural use 

2) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or an existing Williamson Act 
contract 

3) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use 

 
As discussed in the Section 4.2.1, Setting, no properties within the TCSP area are under a 
Williamson Act/LCA contract. The entire TCSP area is currently zoned Agricultural Exclusive 
with a minimum lot size of 40 acres (AE-40) by the County of Ventura. With approval of the 
proposed TCSP and annexation of this area into the City of Oxnard, future development would 
be consistent with the City’s zoning standards. Therefore, the proposed TCSP would not 
conflict with zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. Also, no properties are 
zoned for timberland or contain forest land. Therefore, there would be no impacts with respect 
to timberland or forest resources. As previously discussed, the TCSP is within the established 
Oxnard CURB and adoption of the TCSP and eventual development does not require voter 
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approval. The proposed Development Agreement that is part of the project would provide the 
framework for financial commitments paid to the City and would not change the physical 
elements of the project or result in physical environmental effects. 
 

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Table 4.2-4 lists the thresholds under 
consideration in the agricultural resources analysis and whether the impact was found to be 
significant and unavoidable (Class I), significant but mitigable (Class II), less than significant 
(Class III), or beneficial (Class IV).  
 

Table 4.2-4 
Summary of Agricultural Resources Impact Conclusions 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
(Class I) 

Significant 
but  

Mitigable 
(Class II) 

Less than 
Significant 
(Class III) 

Beneficial 
(Class IV) 

1. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance to non-agricultural use?  

X    

2. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for 
Agricultural use or an existing Williamson Act 
contract? 

  X  

3. Would the project involve other changes in the 
existing environment that, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of off-site 
farmland to non-agricultural use? 

  X  

 
Impact AG-1 Implementation of the proposed TCSP would result in the 

conversion of approximately 149.5 acres of “important 
farmland” with prime soils to non-agricultural uses. This would 
result in the permanent loss of agricultural lands. Therefore, 
impacts would be Class I, significant and unavoidable. 

 
As shown in Table 4.2-3, the TCSP area contains approximately 145.4 acres of farmland of 
statewide importance. Also, the areas where road widening would occur along Patterson Road 
and Teal Club Road contain approximately 4.1 acres of farmland of statewide importance. 
Therefore, approximately 149.5 acres of farmland of statewide importance would be affected by 
the proposed project. In addition to falling into this state-identified category, farmland in the 
project area represents a limited and diminishing resource in California due to a confluence of 
high quality soils (soils are prime soils), relatively flat aspect, and the region’s temperate coastal 
Mediterranean climate. Development under the proposed project would involve permanently 
removing 149.5 acres of land identified as farmland of statewide importance from agricultural 
production. Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant. 
 
The 2030 General Plan Program EIR, incorporated by reference, identified the conversion of the 
TCSP to urban use and made the same significant impact finding. A Statement of Overriding 
Consideration was adopted with the 2030 General Plan that included the TCSP area. 
 
 Mitigation Measures. Potential mitigation, such as conservation easements, would not 
replace converted agricultural land or avoid a net decrease in available agricultural lands in the 
City. Furthermore, 149.5 acres of “important farmland” is not available in the City, thereby 
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precluding acquisition of such land. Nonetheless, the loss of important farmland is an issue of 
regional importance, and it is possible to help avert future loss on a regional scale. Therefore, 
the following mitigation measure is required to offset the regional impact to important 
farmland to the extent feasible. 
 

AG-1 Agricultural Conservation. The applicant shall implement one of 
the two options below. The applicant for projects involving the 
Phase 1 properties shall implement Option 1, the Agricultural 
Conversion Conservation In-Lieu fee. For the applicants for Phase 
2 properties, Option 1 is also the preferred option, though the City 
may review and allow Option 2. 

 
 Option #1: Agricultural Conversion Conservation In-Lieu Fee. 

Prior to issuance of the first grading permit, the applicant shall 
have paid an agricultural conservation in-lieu fee to the City of 
Oxnard. The final fee amount shall be determined by the City of 
Oxnard at its discretion. The funds shall be used for land 
acquisition (land or structure), refurbishment and/or construction 
of farmworker housing units within Oxnard. The use of such 
funds shall be determined at the discretion of the City Manager, 
Community Development Director, and Housing Director.  

 
 Option #2: Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easements. 

Prior to recordation of the first final map in the TCSP area, the 
applicant shall have recorded permanent agricultural 
conservation easements on at least 50 acres in either the Oxnard 
Plain area of Ventura County, the Santa Clara River floodplain, or 
a location otherwise deemed acceptable by the City of Oxnard 
Community Development Department. Prior to issuance of a 
building permit for construction of the 500th residential unit, the 
applicant shall have recorded permanent agricultural 
conservation easements on at least 100 acres in the Oxnard Plain 
area of Ventura County, the Santa Clara River floodplain, or a 
location otherwise deemed acceptable by the City of Oxnard 
Community Development Department. Prior to issuance of a 
building permit for construction of the 990th residential unit, the 
applicant shall have recorded permanent agricultural 
conservation easements on at least 149.5 acres in the Oxnard Plain 
area of Ventura County, the Santa Clara River floodplain, or a 
location otherwise deemed acceptable by the City of Oxnard 
Community Development Department. All agricultural lands to 
be preserved via conservation easement shall be of comparable 
quality to the farmland of statewide importance that would be 
converted under implementation of the TCSP, containing row 
crops or tree crops and high soil fertility. Agricultural 
conservation easements shall perpetually restrict non-farm 
development and other uses that are inconsistent with commercial 
agriculture. To the extent feasible, the applicant shall coordinate 
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with and provide funding for qualified land conservation entities 
(i.e., land trusts) to secure and hold the easements in perpetuity. 

 
 Significance After Mitigation. Feasible mitigation measures were considered that would 
reduce impacts associated with the conversion of important farmland. Mitigation Measure AG-
1 Option #1 would involve funding to be used towards the provision of farmworker housing. 
Farmworkers are needed to support and sustain agricultural production, but as local and 
regional housing prices increase, farmworkers face a shortage of affordable housing. Therefore, 
supporting local farmworker housing would also support the viability of agricultural 
operations in Ventura County. Mitigation Measure AG-1 Option #2 would involve recording of 
agricultural conservation easements which would help avert the future regional loss of 
agricultural lands to the extent feasible. Off-site preservation of important farmland through the 
purchase of agricultural conservation easements, or in-lieu payments to a qualified land trust, 
may mitigate impacts from the conversion of farmland on-site. An agricultural conservation 
easement is an easement that is recorded against an agricultural use property establishing such 
agricultural use as the only use of the property in perpetuity. Land trusts, both public and 
private, have been created throughout the State to negotiate, acquire, hold and manage 
agricultural conservation easements within the region specific to the land trust. Research 
indicates that obtaining agricultural conservation easements in the City or County of Ventura 
cannot be reasonably achieved for several reasons. Foremost, the owners of the remaining 
important farmland in the City have not expressed an active interest in conservation easements 
because all of the remaining important farmland in the City is within the CURB line and is 
either already slated for development for non-agricultural use or is planned for conversion in 
the long-term. Accordingly, it is not reasonable to conclude that the pursuit of conservation 
easements will result in any success or actual mitigation, particularly within the City or Ventura 
County. No other feasible mitigation measures have been identified. Nonetheless, Tthe impact 
to important farmland would remain significant and unavoidable even with implementation of 
either mitigation option due to the permanent, irreversible loss of important farmland within 
the TCSP area. Payment of fees associated with either mitigation option would not result in 
residual environmental impacts.  
 

Impact AG-2 Development of non-agricultural uses in the TCSP area could 
potentially cause compatibility conflicts with on-site and nearby 
agricultural uses. Impacts would be Class II, significant but 
mitigable.  

 
TCSP development adjacent to agricultural operations west of Patterson Road could result in 
conflicts for both urban and agricultural interests. New residents and businesses may be subject 
to the effects of various activities associated with standard agriculture operations. Impacts to 
residents and businesses may result from the use of pesticides/dust problems, odors associated 
with pesticides and livestock, and noise related to farming equipment.  
 
In addition, potential conflicts could occur as phases of development are built adjacent to 
existing agricultural lands. As discussed in Section 4.2.1 (a) above, construction would be 
phased, rather than built all at one time. Phase 1 would include 91.83 acres of the project area. 
Interim agricultural buffers are proposed to allow Phase 2 owners to continue farming 
indefinitely as well as all internal roadway circulation needed to service Phase 1 (see Figure 2-5 
in Section 2.0, Project Description). Proposed buffers would be 300 feet or 150 feet with a double 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.2 Agricultural Resources 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.2-14 

row of appropriate trees (windrows). All proposed Phase 1 roads would be built and operable; 
residences for lots in the Phase 1 area within 150-foot buffers would not be built until Phase 2 is 
committed to development.  
 
Upon buildout, internal conflicts would be eliminated as on-site agricultural uses are replaced 
with urban uses, but interim impacts would be potentially significant, particularly to residential 
development, if the buffers were not sufficient to preclude conflicts. It is anticipated that interim 
buffering and site treatments would be required and implemented consistent with the Ventura 
County Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy. 
 
Impacts to agricultural operations from nearby urban development may include dust 
generation during construction activities, trespassing, pilfering, and vandalism. Excessive dust 
generation could impact lands in agricultural production by causing reduced growth or 
premature death of crops (Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, June 2003). The dust control 
measures proposed in Section 4.4, Air Quality, would address concerns about the effects of 
construction-generated dust on agricultural operations. Trespassing, vandalism, and pilferage 
impacts would be reduced through the development of the Community Park separating the 
land uses.  
 
The Environmental Resources Chapter and the Community Development Chapter of the 
Oxnard 2030 General Plan addresses agricultural resources and the importance of defining 
agricultural/urban boundaries. Applicable goals and policies include: 
 

ER-1.2. Protect open space and agricultural uses around Oxnard through 
continued adherence to the Guidelines for Orderly Development, 
Ventura County Greenbelt programs, the Save Open-Space and 
Agricultural Resources Ordinance, and other programs or policies that 
may subsequently be adopted such as the SB 375 Sustainable 
Communities Strategy. 

 
ER-12.11.  To ensure adequate buffers between residential and agricultural uses, 

such as open space, recreational facilities, utility easements, windrows, 
and parking areas. Adequate fencing should be provided around 
agricultural areas to prevent vandalism. 

 
CD-6.1. Require that agricultural land uses designated for long-term protection 

and production be buffered from urban land uses through the use of 
techniques including, but not limited to, greenbelts, open space setbacks, 
fencing, berming, and windrows. 

 
CD-6.2. Preserve agricultural land and uses within the Oxnard Planning Area 

unless other uses are allowed through a future CURB amendment and/or 
applicable exemptions. 

 
As indicated in goals ER-1.2, ER-12.11, CD-6.1, and CD-6.2 of the City’s 2030 General Plan, 
boundaries and separations between urban/agricultural land uses are promoted to reduce 
potential conflicts. The TCSP proposes a 7.38-acre Community Park in PA 10 (see Figure 2-3 in 
Section 2.0, Project Description). As indicated in Section 4.2.1, Setting, agricultural production is 
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located to the west of Patterson Road. The Community Park area would create an 
approximately 300-foot (0.5 miles) buffer between agricultural production and proposed 
residential uses in PA 11. Under the Ventura County Agricultural Buffer/Urban Buffer policy 
(County of Ventura Office of Agricultural Commission, 2006), a park may qualify as an 
acceptable buffer under the criteria “Low human-intensity use” with approval by the Ventura 
County Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee (APAC).  
 
In addition, active agricultural operations are located immediately east of Patterson Road and 
immediately south of Doris Avenue. As stated in Section 2.0, Project Description, this site is a 
planned future site for Oxnard School District educational facilities. However, depending on 
the timing of school facility development, agricultural operations may still be active in that area 
during TCSP development. Due to the distance between proposed residential uses and adjacent 
agricultural production, and compliance with existing buffer requirements, impacts related to 
potential conflicts with agricultural operations outside of the TCSP area would be less than 
significant. Therefore, the proposed TCSP would not cause changes in the environment that 
could result in the offsite conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. However, as 
discussed above, impacts of Phase 1 development on agricultural operations on the Phase 2 
properties would be potentially significant.Therefore, potential conflicts with agricultural 
operations outside of the TCSP area could occur and this impact is potentially significant.  
 
 Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure would reduce potential internal 
agricultural/urban conflicts between the proposed TCSP phases. 
  

AG-2 Interim Agricultural Buffers. TCSP development adjacent to 
active agricultural operations shall provide fencing and a 
minimum buffer of 300 feet to the agricultural operations, 
consistent with the Ventura County Agricultural Commissioner’s 
Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy (2006). If this distance is not 
practical due to project design or features, a minimum 150-foot 
buffer is acceptable if a vegetative screen is provided as specified 
in the Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy. Consistent with 
Mitigation Measure AES-2, vegetative screens shall be windrows 
designed to emulate traditional regional windrows originally 
planted for farming operations, including spacing of trees and tree 
species of like stature as determined by the Community 
Development Director. 

 
 Significance After Mitigation. The above mitigation measure would allow for interim 
agricultural buffers between proposed residential and existing active agricultural uses, 
minimizing potential land use compatibility issues between these land uses. With interim 
agricultural buffers, the proposed TCSP would not introduce other changes to the environment 
that could result in additional conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use, above and 
beyond the loss of important farmland discussed in Impact AG-1. Therefore, this impact would 
be less than significant. 
 

c. Cumulative Impacts. The proposed project combined with other planned and 
pending projects would contribute to the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural 
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uses. The City’s 2030 General Plan Program EIR, which was certified in October 2011, found 
significant and unavoidable impacts related to the conversion of agricultural land to non-
agricultural uses, as no feasible mitigation measures were available to reduce this impact to a 
less than significant level. Project development would convert approximately 149.5 acres of 
important farmland to non-agricultural uses and would therefore substantially contribute to 
this significant impact, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-1 to avert the 
future regional conversion of important farmland with agricultural conservation easements. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.2.1, Setting, a number of regulatory mechanisms are in place to 
minimize the conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural use outside of the CURB, 
including the County SOAR ordinances, City CURB, and greenbelt agreements between 
Camarillo and Oxnard and between the City of Oxnard and City of Ventura. Nevertheless, 
planned development of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique 
Farmland within the CURB line would result in cumulatively significant agricultural resource 
impacts, as the conversion of such land to non-agricultural uses cannot be fully mitigated. 
According to the City’s 2030 General Plan Program EIR (recirculated November 2009 version), 
cumulative development would result in the conversion of up to 2,215 acres of important 
farmland, of which 1,048 acres would be farmland of statewide importance. The specific 149.5 
acre loss of farmland associated with buildout of the proposed project is included in General 
Plan assessment as shown on Figure 5-1, Important Farmland Updates, of the recirculated 2030 
General Plan Program EIR and represents approximately 14% of the total cumulative loss of 
“important” farmlands within the CURB. Thus, the cumulative impact to agricultural would be 
significant and the project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable.  
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4.3 AIR QUALITY 
 
This section assesses the impacts of the proposed Teal Club Specific Plan and development of 
the additional Annexation area on local and regional air quality. Both temporary impacts 
relating to onsite construction activity and long-term impacts associated with operation of the 
proposed project are discussed. Discussions regarding greenhouse gas emissions and climate 
change are contained in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change, of this EIR. 
 

4.3.1 Setting 
 

a. Climate and Meteorology. The semi-permanent high-pressure system west of the 
Pacific Coast strongly influences California’s weather. It creates sunny skies throughout the 
summer and influences the pathway and occurrence of low-pressure weather systems that 
bring rainfall to the area during October through April. As a result, wintertime temperatures in 
Oxnard are generally mild while summers are warm and dry. During the day, the predominant 
wind direction is from the west and southwest, and at night, wind direction is from the 
northeast. 
 
These predominant wind patterns are occasionally broken during the winter by storms coming 
from the north and northwest and by episodic Santa Ana winds. Santa Ana winds are strong 
northerly to northeasterly winds that originate from high-pressure areas centered over the 
desert of the Great Basin. These winds are usually warm, very dry, and often full of dust. They 
are particularly strong in the mountain passes and at the mouths of canyons. 
 
Average daytime summer temperatures in the area are usually in the high 60s to low 70s 
(Fahrenheit). Nighttime low temperatures during the summer are typically in the high 50s, 
while the winter high temperature tends to be in the 60s. Characteristic of Oxnard’s 
Mediterranean-type climate, typical winter low temperatures are in the 40s. Annual average 
rainfall in Oxnard is about 14 to 16 inches with most rainfall occurring between November and 
April (City of Oxnard General Plan Background Report, 2006). 
 
Two types of temperature inversions (warmer air on top of colder air) are created in the 
Ventura County area: subsidence and radiational (surface). The subsidence inversion is a 
regional effect created by the Pacific high in which air is heated as it is compressed when it 
flows from the high-pressure area to the low-pressure areas inland. This type of inversion 
generally forms at about 1,000 to 2,000 feet and can occur throughout the year, but is most 
evident during the summer months. Surface inversions are formed by the more rapid cooling of 
air near the ground at night, especially during winter. This type of inversion is typically lower 
and is generally accompanied by stable air. Both types of inversions limit the dispersal of air 
pollutants within the regional airshed. The primary air pollutant of concern during the 
subsidence inversions is ozone, while carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxides are of greatest 
concern during winter inversions. 
 

b. Regulatory Jurisdiction. The federal and state governments have been empowered by 
the federal and state Clean Air Acts to regulate the emission of airborne pollutants and have 
established ambient air quality standards for the protection of public health. The United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is the federal agency designated to administer air 
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quality regulations, while the Air Resources Board (ARB) in the California Environmental 
Protection Agency is the state agency that administers air quality regulations. Local control in 
air quality management is provided by the ARB through county-level Air Pollution Control 
Districts (APCDs) and multi-county Air Quality Management Districts (AQMDs). The ARB has 
established state air quality standards and is responsible for control of mobile emission sources, 
while the local APCDs and AQMDs are responsible for enforcing standards and regulating 
stationary sources. The ARB has established 14 air basins statewide. The project site is located in 
the South Central Coast Air Basin and is in the jurisdiction of the Ventura County Air Pollution 
Control Districts (VCAPCD).  
 

c. Air Quality Standards. Federal and state standards have been established for six 
criteria pollutants, including ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur 
dioxide (SO2), particulates less than 10 microns and 2.5 microns in diameter (PM10 and PM2.5), 
and lead (Pb). California has additional standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, 
and visibility reducing particles. Table 4.3-1 lists the current ambient air quality standards. 
 

Table 4.3-1 
Current Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Primary Standards California Standard 

Ozone 1-Hour --- 0.09 ppm 

8-Hour 0.070 µg/m3 0.070 µg/m3 

PM10 24-Hour 150 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 

Annual --- 20 µg/m3 

PM2.5 24-Hour 35 µg/m3 --- 

Annual 12 µg/m3 12 µg/m3 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

8-Hour 9.0 ppm 9.0 ppm 

1-Hour 35.0 ppm 20.0 ppm 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide 

Annual 0.053 ppm 0.030 ppm 

1-Hour 0.100 ppm 0.18 ppm 

Sulfur Dioxide 24-Hour 0.14 ppm 0.04 ppm 

3-Hour --- --- 

1-Hour 0.075 ppm (primary) 0.25 ppm 

Lead 30-Day Average --- 1.5 µg/m3 

3-Month Average 0.15 µg/m3 --- 

ppm = parts per million  µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
Source: California Air Resources Board, http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf, last updated May, 2016. 

 
Air pollution is hazardous to health, diminishes the production and quality of many 
agricultural crops, reduces visibility, degrades soils materials, and damages native vegetation. 
Of these effects, human health effects are of the greatest concern and are the key determinant 
for the establishment of the primary air quality standards discussed in this section of the EIR. 
The health and safety effects of air pollutants are described in the VCAPCD Air Quality 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf
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Assessment Guidelines (October 2003). The criteria pollutants and their potential health effects 
are described below. 
 

Carbon Monoxide. Carbon monoxide, a colorless, odorless, poisonous gas, is a local 
pollutant that in high concentrations is found only very near the source. Carbon monoxide is a 
by-product of fuel combustion, but is generally not a concern with typical residential stationary 
sources (gas water and space heaters, gas dryers) since these are required by law to be properly 
vented. Automobile traffic is a major source of carbon monoxide with elevated concentrations 
usually found only near areas of high traffic volumes. Carbon monoxide’s health effects are 
related to its affinity for hemoglobin in the blood. At high concentrations, carbon monoxide 
reduces the amount of oxygen in the blood, causing heart difficulties in people with chronic 
diseases, reduced lung capacity and impaired mental abilities. 
 

Ozone. Ozone is produced by a photochemical reaction (triggered by sunlight) between 
nitrogen oxides (NOX) and reactive organic gases (ROG)1. Nitrogen oxides are formed during 
fuel combustion while reactive organic gases are formed during combustion and evaporation of 
organic solvents. Because ozone requires sunlight to form, it mostly occurs in concentrations 
considered serious between the months of May and October. Ozone is a pungent, colorless toxic 
gas that can cause detrimental health effects including respiratory and eye irritation and 
possible changes in lung functions. Groups most sensitive to ozone include children, the 
elderly, persons with respiratory disorders, and people who exercise strenuously outdoors. 
 

Nitrogen Dioxide. Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is a by-product of fuel combustion, with the 
primary source being motor vehicles and industrial boilers and furnaces. The principal form of 
nitrogen oxide produced by combustion is nitric oxide (NO), but NO reacts rapidly to form 
NO2, creating the mixture of NO and NO2 commonly called NOX. Nitrogen dioxide is an acute 
irritant, but at typical atmospheric concentrations, it is only potentially irritating. A relationship 
between NO2 and chronic pulmonary fibrosis may exist, and an increase in bronchitis in young 
children at concentrations below 0.3 parts per million (ppm) may occur. Nitrogen dioxide 
absorbs blue light and causes a reddish brown cast to the atmosphere and reduced visibility. It 
can also contribute to the formation of PM10 and acid rain. 
 

Suspended Particulates. PM10 is small particulate matter measuring no more than 10 
microns in diameter, while PM2.5 is fine particulate matter measuring no more than 2.5 microns 
in diameter. Suspended particulates are mostly dust particles, nitrates, and sulfates. Suspended 
particulates are a by-product of fuel combustion and wind erosion of soil and unpaved roads, 
and are directly introduced into the atmosphere through these processes. Suspended 
particulates are also created in the atmosphere through chemical reactions. The characteristics, 
sources, and potential health effects associated with the small particulates (those between 2.5 
and 10 microns in diameter) and fine particulates (PM2.5) can be very different. The small 
particulates generally come from windblown dust and dust kicked up from mobile sources. The 

 
1Organic compound precursors of ozone are routinely described by a number of variations of three terms: hydrocarbons (HC), 

organic gases (OG), and organic compounds (OC). These terms are often modified by adjectives such as total, reactive, or volatile, 
and result in a rather confusing array of acronyms: HC, THC (total hydrocarbons), RHC (reactive hydrocarbons), TOG (total organic 
gases), ROG (reactive organic gases), TOC (total organic compounds), ROC (reactive organic compounds), and VOC (volatile 
organic compounds). While most of these differ in some significant way from a chemical perspective, from an air quality perspective 
two groups are important: non-photochemically reactive in the lower atmosphere, or photochemically reactive in the lower 
atmosphere (HC, RHC, ROG, ROC, and VOC). VCAPCD uses the abbreviations ROG and ROC interchangeably to denote organic 
precursors. 
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fine particulates are generally associated with combustion processes as well as being formed in 
the atmosphere as a secondary pollutant through chemical reactions. Fine particulate matter is 
more likely to penetrate deeply into the lungs and poses a serious health threat to all groups, 
but particularly to the elderly, children, and those with respiratory problems. More than half of 
the small and fine particulate matter that is inhaled into the lungs remains there, which can 
cause permanent lung damage. These materials can damage health by interfering with the 
body’s mechanisms for clearing the respiratory tract or by acting as carriers of an adsorbed toxic 
substance.  
 

d. Current Ambient Air Quality. VCAPCD is required to monitor air pollutant levels to 
assure that the applicable air quality standards are met and, in the event they are not, to 
develop strategies to meet these standards. Depending on whether the standards are met or 
exceeded, the local air basin is classified as being in “attainment” or “nonattainment.” Ventura 
County was designated as in attainment for the federal 1-hour ozone standard as of May 27, 
2009. Furthermore, as of August 30, 2012, the EPA has found Ventura County in attainment of 
the federal 1997 8-hour ozone standard. Ventura County is designated under the federal 2008 
standard as in nonattainment for 8-hour ozone (AQMP, 2016) and under the state standards as 
in nonattainment for ozone, PM2.5, and PM10.  
 
The ARB provides data from the network of air monitoring locations throughout the state. The 
monitoring station located closest to the project area and most representative of air quality in 
Oxnard is the El Rio-Rio Mesa School Station in Oxnard (about 7 miles northeast of the project 
area). Table 4.3-2 summarizes the annual air quality data for in the local airshed for the criteria 
pollutants of greatest concern in Ventura County. 
 
As shown, the ozone concentrations at the El Rio-Rio Mesa School Monitoring Station in 
Oxnard did exceed the state eight-hour standards for one day in 2017. The PM10 and PM2.5 
concentrations exceeded federal standards a few days each year from 2017 to 2019. The PM10 

concentration exceeded state standards 29 days in 2017, 21 days in 2018, and 14 days in 2019.  
 
Ozone is a secondary pollutant that is not produced directly by a source, but rather is formed by 
a reaction between NOX and ROG in the presence of sunlight. Reductions in ozone 
concentrations are dependent upon reducing emissions of these precursors. The major sources 
of ozone precursors in Ventura County are motor vehicles and other mobile equipment, solvent 
use, pesticide application, the petroleum industry, and electric utilities. The major sources for 
PM10 are road dust, construction equipment and activities, mobile sources, and farm operations. 
Locally, Santa Ana winds are responsible for entraining dust and occasionally causing elevated 
PM10 levels. 
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Table 4.3-2 
Ambient Air Quality at the El Rio-Rio Mesa School Monitoring Station  

Pollutant 2017 2018 2019 

Ozone, ppm - Worst Hour  0.084 0.072 0.078 

 Number of days of State exceedances (>0.09 ppm) 0 0 0 

Ozone, ppm – Worst 8 Hours 0.071 0.062 0.070 

Number of days of State exceedances (>0.070) 1 0 0 

Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.075) 1 0 0 

Carbon Monoxide, ppm - Worst 8 Hours N/A N/A N/A 

 Number of days of State/Federal exceedances (>9.0 ppm) N/A N/A N/A 

Nitrogen Dioxide, ppm - Worst Hour  36.0 49.0 41.0 

 Number of days of State exceedances (>0.18 ppm) 0 0 0 

Particulate Matter <10 microns, μg/m3 Worst 24 Hours* 287.9 209.0 192.4 

 Measured Number of Days of State exceedances (>50 μg/m3 ) * 29 21 14 

 Measured Number of Days of Federal exceedances (>150 μg/m3 ) * 1 2 2 

Particulate Matter <2.5 microns, μg/m3 Worst 24 Hours* 81.3 41.2 25.5 

 Measured Number of Days of Federal exceedances (>35 μg/m3 ) * 4 1 0 

N/A = not available 
Source: California Air Resources Board, 2017-2019 Annual Air Quality Data Summaries available at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/topfour/topfour1.php 
* California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter are not to be exceeded. Federal standard for CO not 
to be exceeded more than once per year. Federal ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest eight-hour concentration in 
a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard for PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when the 
expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 μg/m3 is equal to or less than one. 
For PM2.5, the 24 hour standard is attained when 98 % of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or 
less than the standard. 

 
e. Ventura County Air Quality Management Plan. The Federal Clean Air Act 

Amendments (CAAA) mandates that states submit and implement a State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) for areas not meeting air quality standards. The SIP includes pollution control measures to 
demonstrate how the standards will be met through those measures. The SIP is established by 
incorporating measures established during the preparation of an Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP) and adopted rules and regulations by each local air quality management district, 
which are submitted for approval to the ARB and the USEPA. The goal of an AQMP is to 
reduce pollutant concentrations below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
through the implementation of air pollutant emissions controls.  
 
In 2008, the USEPA classified Ventura County as a serious 8-hour ozone nonattainment area. 
VCAPCD adopted the Final 2016 AQMP in February 2017, which presented strategies and 
control measures that were intended to bring the County into compliance. The 2016 AQMP 
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indicates that Ventura County can expect to attain the 2008 federal 8-hour ozone standard by 
2020. 2020 data is not available to indicate if Ventura County has achieved attainment.  
 

f. City of Oxnard Energy Action Plan (EAP). The City of Oxnard adopted its Energy 
Action Plan in April 2013, as required by the 2030 General Plan. The EAP builds upon existing 
energy conservation efforts and identifies energy conservation and production programs 
consistent with 2030 General Plan goals and policies, utility company programs, and State and 
Federal legislation and initiatives. The EAP focuses primarily on electricity efficiency and 
conservation, but also includes natural gas and renewable energy production strategies. The 
City proposes a reduction target of 10% below the 2005 baseline for electricity and natural gas 
consumption provided by Southern California Edison and SoCal Gas Company.  
 

g. Sensitive Receptors. Ambient air quality standards have been established to 
represent the levels of air quality considered sufficient, with an adequate margin of safety, to 
protect public health and welfare. They are designed to protect that segment of the public most 
susceptible to respiratory distress. Certain population groups are considered more sensitive to 
air pollution than others. Sensitive population groups include children, the elderly, the acutely 
ill, and the chronically ill, especially those with cardio-respiratory diseases. Residential uses are 
also considered sensitive to air pollution because residents (including children and the elderly) 
tend to be at home for extended periods of time, resulting in sustained exposure to any 
pollutants present. The TCSP area encompasses 149.72 acres and the additional Annexation area 
encompasses 11.4 acres. Sensitive receptors near the project area include residences 130 feet east 
of the project site across Ventura Road, 75 feet north of the project area across Doris Ave, and 50 
feet south of the project area across Teal Club Road. An elementary and middle school are 
proposed adjacent to the northern boundary of the TCSP area and Community Memorial 
Hospital is approximately 0.4 miles northeast of the project area. 
 

4.3.2 Impact Analysis  
 

a. Significance Thresholds. Based on the City’s 2017 Threshold Guidelines, air quality 
impacts would be considered significant if the proposed project would: 
 

1. Conflict with population or other growth forecasts contained in the Ventura County 
AQMP or otherwise obstruct implementation of the Ventura County AQMP;  

2. Violate any state or federal air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing 
or projected air quality standard violation. 

3. Result in a net increase of any criteria air pollutant in excess of quantitative thresholds 
recommended by the VCAPCD;  

4. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations  
5. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people  

 
The threshold guidelines used to analyze air quality impacts are derived from those of the 
VCAPCD. The most recent VCAPCD comprehensive publication regarding air quality 
assessment is the Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines (October 2003). The 
VCAPCD’s Air Quality Assessment Guidelines recommend significance thresholds for projects 
proposed in Ventura County. Under these guidelines, projects that generate more than 25 
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pounds per day of ROG or NOX are considered to jeopardize attainment of the federal ozone 
standard and thus have a significant adverse impact on air quality. 
 
The VCAPCD has not established quantitative thresholds for particulate matter. However, a 
project that may generate fugitive dust emissions in such quantities as to cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons, or which may 
endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such person, or which may cause or have 
a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property is considered to have a 
significant air quality impact by the VCAPCD. This threshold is particularly applicable to the 
generation of fugitive dust during construction grading operations. 
 
The VCAPCD’s 25 lbs per day thresholds for ROG and NOX are not intended to be applied to 
construction emissions since such emissions are temporary. For construction impacts, the 
VCAPCD recommends minimizing fugitive dust through various dust control measures. 
Therefore, as outlined in the VCAPCD’s 2003 Air Quality Assessment Guidelines, the project’s 
impact is considered significant if it would: 
 

● Generate daily emissions exceeding 25 lbs of reactive organic compounds (ROG) or 
nitrogen oxides (NOX); 

● Cause an exceedance or making a substantial contribution to an exceedance of an 
ambient air quality standard;2 

● Directly or indirectly cause the existing population to exceed the population 
forecasts in the most recently adopted AQMP; 

● Be inconsistent with goals and policies of the Ventura County AQMP and emit 
greater than two lbs of ROG or NOX per day; 

● Create a human health hazard by exposing sensitive receptors to toxic air 
emissions; or 

● Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 
 

Construction Emissions. As discussed above, the VCAPD does not recommend any 
thresholds of significance for construction emissions. As stated in the Guidelines, 
“Construction-related emissions….of ROC and NOx are not counted towards the two 
significance thresholds, since these emissions are temporary. However, construction-related 
emissions should be mitigated if estimates of ROC and NOx emissions from the heavy-duty 
construction equipment anticipated to be used for a particular project exceed the 5 pounds per 
day threshold in the Ojai Planning Area, or the 25 pounds per day threshold in the remainder of 
the county.” 

 
Operational Emissions Estimates. The California Emissions Estimator Model 

(CalEEMod) software was used to perform emissions estimates. When project specific 
information was not available, default assumptions were used to calculate area, energy, and 

 
2 “Substantial” is defined as making measurably worse an existing exceedance. Since the VCAPCD does not provide a numerical 

value for “substantial contribution,” changes in carbon monoxide concentrations were determined to be significant and substantial 
for this analysis if concentrations including project traffic caused an exceedance of the California one-hour standard of 20 parts per 
million (ppm) carbon monoxide or the federal and state eight-hour standard of 9.0 (ppm) is exceeded. This latter standard follows 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) definition of significance for CO impacts (SCAQMD, CEQA 
Handbook,1993). 
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mobile source emissions associated with the project. The estimated number of vehicle trips used 
to estimate air pollutant emissions impacts is from the EIR traffic study (Appendix I).  

 
Carbon Monoxide “Hot Spot” Analysis. According to the Ventura County Air Quality 

Assessment Guidelines, a CO screening analysis should be conducted for intersections that would 
be significantly affected by a proposed project and that experience, or are anticipated to 
experience, level of service (LOS) E or F. “Hot spots” are defined as locations where local 
ambient CO concentrations exceed the State or Federal ambient air quality standards. Such 
concentrations typically occur near heavily congested roadway intersections. 

 
The proposed Development Agreement that is part of the project would provide the 

framework for financial commitments paid to the City and would not change the physical 
elements of the project or result in physical environmental effects. 
 

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Table 4.3-3 lists the thresholds under 
consideration in the air quality analysis and whether the impact was found to be significant and 
unavoidable (Class I), significant but mitigable (Class II), less than significant (Class III), or 
beneficial (Class IV).  
 

Table 4.3-3 
Summary of Air Quality Impact Conclusions 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
(Class I) 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 
(Class II) 

Less than 
Significant 
(Class III) 

Beneficial 
(Class IV) 

1. Would the project conflict with population or other 
growth forecasts contained in the Ventura County 
AQMP or otherwise obstruct implementation of the 
Ventura County AQMP? 

 X   

2. Would the project violate any state or federal air 
quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality standard violation? 

X    

3. Would the project result in a net increase of any 
criteria air pollutant in excess of quantitative 
thresholds recommended by the VCAPCD? 

X    

4. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations? 

  X  

5. Would the project create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people? 

  X  

 
 
Impact AQ-1 Project construction would generate temporary air pollutant 

emissions of ozone precursors ROG and NOX, as well as fugitive 
dust (PM10 and PM2.5). VCAPCD recommends that lead agencies 
include mitigation measures to reduce construction emissions; 
therefore, temporary construction-related air quality impacts 
would be Class II, significant but mitigable. 

 
As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, buildout of the TCSP would occur in three 
phases (two phases for the TCSP and a third phase for the additional Annexation area), with 
full buildout estimated to occur in 2030. Construction activity and associated emissions of ozone 
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precursors (ROG and NOX) and dust (PM10) would occur periodically during construction over 
the approximately 10 years.  
 
The proposed project would allow for the development of 990 residential units, 132,000 gross 
square feet (gsf) of business park and commercial space, 12.3 acres of community and 
neighborhood parks and open space, and new and widened arterials and collector streets, 
utility infrastructure, transportation improvements, and the Annexation of 11.4 acres south of 
Teal Club Road that would be Pre- zoned Light Manufacturing (M-1). As described in Section 
2.0, Project Description, the assumed buildout is 173,804 gsf of manufacturing space and 173,804 
gsf of warehouse space. 
 
The VCAPCD does not classify short-term construction impacts as significant because of their 
temporary nature, nor does the VCAPCD have quantitative thresholds for construction 
emissions. Nevertheless, because air pollutant levels in Ventura County exceed state and federal 
ozone standards and the state PM10 standard, VCAPCD recommends that lead agencies include 
measures to reduce fugitive dust, and ROG and NOX for all construction activity to minimize 
emissions of ozone precursors and fugitive dust.  
 

Mitigation Measures. The Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines (October 
2003) recommends various techniques to reduce construction-related emissions. Mitigation 
measures AQ-1(a) and (b) are recommended by the VCAPCD to minimize emissions of ozone 
precursors ROG and NOX, as well as PM10 during construction. Mitigation measure AQ-1(c) 
would further reduce construction emissions of volatile organic gases associated with off-
gassing from architectural coatings. 

 
AQ-1(a) Dust Control Measures. The following shall be implemented 

during grading and construction to control dust. 

1. The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation 
operations shall be minimized to prevent excessive amounts of dust.  

2. Pre-grading/excavation activities shall include watering the area to 
be graded or excavated before commencement of grading or 
excavating activities. Application of water (preferably reclaimed, if 
available) should penetrate sufficiently to minimize fugitive dust 
during grading activities. 

3. Fugitive dust produced during grading, excavation, and 
construction activities shall be controlled by the following activities: 
a. All trucks shall be required to cover their loads as required by 

California Vehicle Code Section 23114. 
b. All graded and excavated material, exposed soil areas, and active 

portions of the construction site, including unpaved on-site 
roadways, shall be treated to prevent fugitive dust. Treatment 
shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, periodic 
watering, application of environmentally-safe soil stabilization 
materials, and/or roll-compaction as appropriate. Watering shall 
be done as often as necessary and reclaimed water shall be used 
whenever possible. 

4. Graded and/or excavated inactive areas of the construction site shall 
be monitored at least weekly for dust stabilization. Soil stabilization 
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methods shall be periodically applied to portions of the construction 
site that are inactive for over four days. If no further grading or 
excavation operations are planned for the area within three weeks, it 
shall be seeded and watered until grass growth is evident, or 
periodically treated with environmentally safe dust suppressants, to 
prevent excessive fugitive dust. 

5. Signs shall be posted on-site limiting traffic to 15 miles per hour or 
less. 

6. During periods of high winds (i.e., wind speed sufficient to cause 
fugitive dust to affect adjacent properties), all clearing, grading, 
earth moving, and excavation operations shall be curtailed to the 
degree necessary to prevent fugitive dust from being an annoyance 
or hazard, either off-site or on-site. 

7. Adjacent streets and roads shall be swept at least once per day, 
preferably at the end of the day, if visible soil material is carried over 
to adjacent streets and roads. 

8. Personnel involved in grading operations, including contractors and 
subcontractors, shall wear respiratory protection in accordance with 
California Division of Occupational Safety and Health regulations. 

9. Shaker plates shall be installed at all truck exits from the site. 
10. Dust control requirements shall be shown on all grading plans. 
11. Signs displaying the APCD Complaint Line Telephone number for 

public complaints shall be posted in a prominent location visible off 
the site: (805) 645-1400303-3708 during business hours and (805) 
654-2797303-3700 after hours. 

 
AQ-1(b) Construction Equipment Controls. The following shall be 

implemented during construction to minimize emissions of ozone 
precursors. 

1. Construction contractors shall minimize equipment idling time 
throughout construction. Engines shall be turned off if idling would 
be for more than five minutes. 

2. Equipment engines shall be maintained in good condition and in 
proper tune as per manufacturers’ specifications. 

3. The number of pieces of equipment operating simultaneously shall be 
minimized. 

4. Construction contractors shall use alternatively fueled construction 
equipment (such as compressed natural gas, liquefied natural gas, or 
electric) when feasible. 

5. The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum 
practical size. 

6. Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment manufactured 
after 1996 (with federally mandated clean diesel engines) shall be 
utilized. 

7. During the smog season (May through October), the construction 
period should be lengthened so as to minimize the number of vehicles 
and equipment operating at the same time.  
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8.  Use of minimum of Tier 4 diesel rating for off-road construction 
equipment and engine model year 2010 and above for on-road 
construction vehicles. 

 
AQ-1(c) Low Volatile Paints. Low volatile interior and exterior paints (less 

than 50 g/L ROC/VOC) shall be used for architectural coatings 
wherever painted surfaces are proposed.  

  
Significance After Mitigation. Based on guidance from VCAPCD, implementation of 

these required mitigation measures would ensure that construction-related air emissions, and 
impacts would remain less than significant.  
 

Impact AQ-2 Operational emissions of ROG and NOX would exceed 
VCAPCD’s daily thresholds. While the impacts of vehicle 
emissions and related impacts are mitigable with payment of 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) fees, not all 
operational emissions are mitigable. Therefore, the project 
would have a Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact to 
regional air quality. 

 
Full buildout of the TCSP and development of the additional annexation area south of Teal 
Club Road were modeled in CalEEMod to estimate total emissions associated with operation of 
the project. Emissions include area sources, energy sources, and mobile emissions. Area sources 
include use of consumer products, use of gas-powered landscaping equipment, re-application 
of architectural coating (re-painting), and use of fireplaces/hearths. Energy sources include 
natural gas for uses such heating/air conditioning, appliances, lighting, and water heating. 
Mobile emissions include vehicle trips (including residents, employees, deliveries, visitors, and 
customers to the commercial areas). The majority of project-related operational emissions 
would result from vehicle trips to and from the site. 
 
Maximum daily emissions of ROG, NOX, CO, PM10 and PM2.5 were estimated based on the 
proposed uses of the project, as well as the estimated number of project-generated vehicle trips. 
Vehicle trips are discussed in detail in Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic.  
 
Table 4.3-4 includes the results of the emissions modeling and provides the VCAPCD 
significance thresholds for comparison. As indicated, the increase in ROG emissions would 
exceed the VCAPCD 25 pounds per day threshold during Phase 1 development. This 
exceedance results from high emissions associated with project-generated area and energy 
sources (consumer products, fireplaces, natural gas, etc. as described in more detail below). The 
increase in NOX emissions, which are due almost entirely to project-generated traffic, would 
also exceed the VCAPCD 25 pounds-per-day threshold during Phase 1 development. Emissions 
associated with operation of the additional annexation area would not exceed VCAPCD 
thresholds. However, total emissions from the three combined phases of development would 
exceed VCAPCD thresholds. This would be a potentially significant impact.  
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Table 4.3-4  
Estimated Operational Emissions 

Emission Source 

Emissions Estimate (lbs/day) 

ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

Teal Club Specific Plan – Phase 1: 
Area 
Energy 
Mobile 

Subtotal 

30.8 
0.4 

10.7 

41.9 

0.7 
3.1 

40.5 

44.3 

59.5 
1.4 

111.9 

172.8 

0.3 
0.3 

55.9 

56.5 

0.3 
0.3 

15.1 

15.7 

Teal Club Specific Plan – Phase 2: 
Area 
Energy 
Mobile 

Subtotal 

10.0 
0.1 
3.1 

13.3 

0.3 
1.3 

12.1 

13.6 

22.0 
0.7 

36.6 

59.3 

0.1 
0.1 

19.6 

19.9 

0.1 
0.1 
5.3 

5.5 

Additional Annexation Area – Phase 3: 
Area 
Energy 
Mobile 

Subtotal 

 
8.0 
0.1 
0.9 

9.0 

 
<0.01 

1.2 
3.4 
4.6 

 
<0.01 

1.0 
10.8 

11.8 

 
<0.01 

0.1 
5.9 

6.0 

 
<0.01 

0.1 
1.6 

1.7 

Total Emissions 64.2 62.5 243.9 82.4 22.9 

VCAPCD Significance Threshold 25 25 N/A N/A N/A 

Exceeds Threshold? Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A 

Source: Calculations using CalEEMod 2013.2.2version 2016.3.2. See Appendix C for calculations. 
Note: Numbers may not add up due to rounding. 

 
The TCSP would include facilities to accommodate cyclists and pedestrians and reduce 
operational emissions from traffic. In accordance with Title 24 California Building Code energy 
efficiency requirements, the development would be designed with flat roofs to support 
installation of solar panels or other renewable energy equipment on all buildings within the 
TCSP, including the nine parcels proposed for Annexation. The TCSP area would be 
interconnected by sidewalks along public streets, pedestrian and bike paths within greenbelts, 
and bike lanes on major public streets. Public plazas and gathering places in the commercial 
mixed-use area would be designed for easy access to the pedestrian network. The model 
incorporates a number of these project elements, some of which reduce overall emissions.  
 

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures would reduce impacts related 
to air pollutant emissions associated with operation of the TCSP. Mitigation measures AQ(c) 
through AQ(e), while intended to reduce operational emissions, are also required in order to 
adhere to policies in the City’s 2030 General Plan. 
 

AQ-2(a) TDM Fees. The TCSP project developer shall provide payment of 
fees to a suitable the City’s Transportation Demand Management 
Plan Fund Fee for Mitigation for Air Quality. Fees will be based 
on the formula provided by the Ventura County APCD. The fees 
will be based on the exceedance of the threshold for ROG and 
NOx that is attributable to mobile emissions for Phase 1 and Phase 
2. The fees shall be based on the unit cost for ROG and NOx, in 
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effect at the time the fee is to be paid using the VCAPCD 
guidelines formula of:  

● (excess emissions lbs/day) x (unit cost ROG) x (days in operation) x 
(3 years) = Total cost 

● (excess emissions lbs/day) x (unit cost NOx) x (days in operation) x 
(3 years) = Total cost 

 
Payment of Phase 1 fees is required prior to issuance of the first 
certificate of occupancy for Phase 1. Payment of Phase 2 fees is 
required prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for 
Phase 2. Payment of fees associated with the additional Annexation 
area is required for future developers prior to issuance of certificate 
of occupancy.  

 
AQ-2(b) Increased Efficiency. Applicants for all projects in the TCSP area 

and in the nine parcels south of Teal Club Road proposed for 
Annexation shall include in construction and building 
management contracts the following energy saving requirements, 
or measures shown to be equally effective: 

● Residential and commercial land use shall increase efficiency 15% 
beyond Title 24 to achieve a Tier 1 “green building” designation 
within the California Green Building Code, or equivalent as 
determined by the Community Development Director.  

● Use of solar or low-emission water heaters in new buildings. 
● Require that commercial landscapers providing services at the 

common areas of the TCSP area use electric or battery-powered 
equipment, or other internal combustion equipment that is either 
certified by the California Air Resources Board or is three years old 
or less at the time of use, to the extent that such equipment is 
reasonably available and competitively priced in Ventura County 
(meaning that the equipment can be easily purchased in stores in 
Ventura County and the cost of the equipment is not more than 20% 
greater than the cost of standard equipment). 
 

Applicants for all projects in the TCSP area shall provide 

documentation of energy savings associated with materials 
proposed for use at time of building permit application. 

 
AQ-2(c) Passive Energy Conservation Design. Applicants for all projects 

in the TCSP area and the nine parcels south of Teal Club Road 
proposed for Annexation shall include passive energy 
conservation design elements, including building material 
massing, orientation, architectural elements (deeply recessed 
windows, eave overhangs, etc.), landscape shading, recycled or 
low-impact materials, window glazing to increase insulation, and 
water circulation pumps to reduce water use, and/or similar 
measures shown to be equally effective. 
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Applicants for all projects in the TCSP area and the nine parcels 
south of Teal Club Road proposed for Annexation shall provide 

documentation of energy savings associated with materials and 
methods proposed for use at time of building permit application. 
These documents shall be reviewed by City staff for achievement 
of adequate energy conservation. 

 
AQ-2(d) Natural Ventilation. Applicants for all projects in the TCSP area 

and the nine parcels south of Teal Club Road proposed for 
Annexation shall include natural ventilation in building design 
plans. 

 
Significance After Mitigation. Implementation of the recommended mitigation measures 

would reduce ROG and NOX emissions associated with the operation of the TCSP and projects 
on the nine parcels south of Teal Club Road proposed for Annexation. Payment of TDM fees 
would mitigate the impacts from ROG and NOX emissions to the extent feasible provided that 
the final square footage and dwelling units does not exceed those described in Section 2.0, 
Project Description. At this programmatic stage of planning for the TCSP, there are no specific 
building design plans and therefore it cannot be ensured that individual projects would include 
the design components necessary to reduce the impacts from area emissions to a less than 
significant level. Due to the exceedance of VCAPCD thresholds for ROG and NOX that are not 
attributable to mobile emissions and therefore not mitigable by payment of fees, impacts would 
remain significant after mitigation. (However, mitigation measures AQ-2(b) through AQ-2(e) do 
ensure that the projects would be consistent with City of Oxnard General Plan policies intended 
to reduce operational emissions.) 

 
Impact AQ-3 The proposed project would not create carbon monoxide 

concentrations exceeding state or federal standards. Localized 
air quality impacts would therefore be Class III, less than 
significant.  

 
Areas with high vehicle density, such as congested intersections, have the potential to create 
high concentrations of CO. These areas are known as CO “hot spots.” Localized CO hotspots 
can occur at intersections with heavy peak hour traffic. Specifically, hotspots can be created at 
intersections where traffic levels are sufficiently high such that the local CO concentration 
exceeds the federal one-hour standard of 35.0 parts per million (ppm) or the federal and state 
eight-hour standard of 9.0 ppm (CARB 2016).  
 
The entire South Central Coast Air Basin is in conformance with state and federal CO standards, 
and none of the air quality monitoring stations report CO levels. No stations in the vicinity of 
the project area have monitored CO in the last three years.  
 
As shown in Table 4.3-3, total daily CO emissions would be 243.9 pounds. The VCAPCD does 
not have thresholds for CO because the County is in attainment of CO standards. Based on the 
low background level of CO in the project area and ever-improving vehicle emissions standards 
for new cars in accordance with state and federal regulations, the project would not create new 
hotspots or contribute substantially to existing hotspots. Localized air quality impacts related to 
CO hot spots would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures would be required.  
 

 Significance after Mitigation. Carbon monoxide concentrations would not exceed state 
and federal thresholds and would therefore be less than significant without mitigation.  
 

Impact AQ-4 The proposed project would not generate population growth 
beyond AQMP forecasts. It would not inhibit the City’s 
ability to meet the goals of its EAP with implementation of 
energy efficiency measures described in Impact AQ-2. Impacts 
relating to AQMP and EAP consistency are therefore 
considered Class II, significant but mitigable. 

 
A significant impact to air quality would occur if the proposed project would conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the Ventura County AQMP or City of Oxnard EAP. Although any 
development project would represent an incremental negative impact on air quality in the 
basin, of primary concern is that project-related impacts have been properly anticipated in the 
regional air quality planning process and reduced whenever feasible.  
  
Per the Ventura County AQMD Assessment Guidelines project consistency with the AQMP can 
be determined by comparing the actual population growth in the county with the projected 
growth rates used in the AQMP. However, if there are more recent population forecasts that 
have been adopted by the Ventura Council of Governments (VCOG) where the total county 
population is lower than that included in the most recently adopted AQMP population 
forecasts, lead agencies may use the more recent VCOG forecasts for determining AQMP 
consistency.  
 
The current City population is estimated at 206,352 (DOF, 2020). Therefore, the proposed project 
would result in a total population of 210,261 persons (206,352 + 3,909, as discussed in Section 
4.11, Population and Housing). As described in the VCAPCD Air Quality Assessment Guidelines, 
consistency with the AQMP can be determined by comparing the project with the most updated 
population forecast from VCOG. VCOG released the 2040 Population Forecast in May 2008, 
which included a 2030 population projection of 277,934 for the City of Oxnard. Based on the 
existing population of 206,352, this population forecast predicts growth of 71,582 and the 
proposed project would account for 5% of this growth projection. Furthermore, the City 
certified the 2030 General Plan Program EIR in October 2011, which considered the possible 
environmental impacts of buildout to 2030, including adding approximately 40,000 people to 
the City’s population with a population range of 238,000 - 286,000. The proposed project would 
result in approximately 10% of this forecast growth. Thus, the project is consistent with the 
current VCOG population projection and 2030 General Plan population growth forecasts, 
therefore the project is consistent with the AQMP and impacts would be less than significant.  
 
The TCSP area is listed as a development area in the 2030 Oxnard General Plan. Development of 
the proposed plan would be consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan and 
relevant strategic planning documents. Project implementation would contribute to long-range 
development goals identified by the City. 
The EAP encourages energy efficiency, use of renewable energy sources, and a reduction of 10% 
in emissions below the 2005 baseline for electricity and natural gas consumption. Mitigation 
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measures AQ-2(b) through AQ-2(d) would support the EAP goals and ensure that impacts 
related to consistency with the EAP would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures AQ-2(b) through AQ-2(d) would ensure that 

impacts related to consistency with the EAP would be less than significant. 
 

 Significance After Mitigation. Implementation of the recommended mitigation measures 
would reduce ROG and NOX emissions associated with the operation of the TCSP and 
development of the nine parcels proposed for Annexation south of Teal Club Road and would 
ensure that impacts related to consistency with air quality policies would be reduced to a level 
of insignificance. 

 
Impact AQ-5 The project would not create objectionable odors that would 

affect neighboring properties. Impacts related to odors would be 
Class III, less than significant.  

 
Land uses typically producing objectionable odors include agricultural uses, wastewater 
treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, 
dairies, and fiberglass molding. The proposed project does not include any uses that would be 
associated with objectionable odors in the TCSP.  
 
Light industrial uses that could be developed on the nine parcels proposed for Annexation 
south of Teal Club Road have the potential to include operations that may result in odors. The 
industrial uses would be adjacent to the Oxnard Airport, the proposed TCSP Business Research 
Park, and other industrial development to the east and west. Existing residences to the east of 
the Annexed parcels would not be significantly affected, as any proposed development would 
be subject to discretionary approval by the City.  
 
Other odor emissions from the proposed project would be limited to odors associated with 
vehicle and engine exhaust and idling. The project does not include any known sources of 
objectionable odors for the long-term operations phase. 
 
During construction activities, temporary odors from vehicle exhaust and construction 
equipment engines would occur. Construction-related odors would be short-term, and would 
cease upon completion. Therefore, the project is not expected to result in significant impacts 
related to objectionable odors during construction and operation. 
 

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required. 
 

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 

c. Cumulative Impacts. The City’s 2030 General Plan Program EIR (certified 2011) 
considered the possible environmental impacts of buildout in accordance with the 2030 General 
Plan to accommodate a population within a range of 238,000 to 286,000 in Oxnard by 2030. The 
EIR found that impacts related to the cumulative increase of criteria pollutants to a non-
attainment basin and exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 
would be significant and unavoidable. The EIR found that impacts related to construction-
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related emissions and conflicts with the applicable air quality plan would be less than 
significant.  
 
The AQMP was prepared to accommodate growth and as discussed in AQ-4, population 
forecasts included in the AQMP would not be exceeded as a result of the TCSP. Therefore, no 
cumulative impacts would occur and the proposed project’s impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 
 
Cumulative development in the City would continue to implement dust control and equipment 
emissions mitigation measures during construction in accordance with City practices. 
Consequently, cumulative development within the City is not expected to cause a significant 
impact associated with construction activities. As described in Impact AQ-1, the proposed 
project would implement all appropriate mitigation measures during construction; therefore, 
the contribution of the project to any cumulative air quality impact would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 
 
Because Ventura County is currently in nonattainment under the federal 2008 standard for 8-
hour ozone (AQMP, 2016) and under the state standards for ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, related 
projects could exceed an air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality 
exceedance. With regard to determining the significance of the proposed project’s contribution, 
the VCAPCD recommends that a project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts should 
be assessed utilizing the same significance criteria as those for project specific impacts. 
Therefore, this EIR assumes that individual development projects that generate operational 
emissions that exceed the VCAPCD recommended daily thresholds for project-specific impacts 
would also cause a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants for 
which the Basin is in nonattainment. As discussed in Impact AQ-2, operational emissions 
associated with full buildout of the proposed project would exceed VCAPCD thresholds for 
ROG and NOX. Therefore, the emissions generated by the proposed project would be 
cumulatively considerable regarding a substantial contribution to an existing or projected air 
quality violation. 
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
This section assesses potential impacts to biological resources associated with the proposed 
project. This section also assesses potential impacts to biological resources associated with the 
proposed widening of Teal Club Road, Patterson Road, Doris Avenue, and Victoria Avenue 
near the TCSP area. The discussion is based on review of the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), U.S. Geological Survey 
(USGS) topographic maps, and a field reconnaissance survey conducted by a Rincon 
Consultants biologist in July 2019. 
 

4.4.1 Setting 
 
The project area includes both the TCSP area and the additional Annexation area. The TCSP 
area is primarily composed of agricultural land currently cultivated with row crops. There are a 
barn and greenhouses in the central-southern portion and two occupied single -family 
residences in the northeast corner. The additional Annexation area south of Teal Club Road 
consists of a mix of vacant parcels and approximately six residences with ancillary vehicle 
storage and shop uses. The project area is generally flat with a gradual slope west. The project 
area is bordered to the west by agricultural land, to the north and east by residential 
development, and to the south by mixed-use development including the Oxnard Airport. 
 

a. Vegetation. Existing vegetation consists of farmed agricultural row crops throughout 
the majority of the project area. Along the eastern boundary of the agricultural fields a tree 
windrow consisting of non-native mature blue gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus), Monterey 
cypress (Cupressus macrocarpa) and coast beefwood (Allocasuarina verticillata) is present. 
Remnant citrus and avocado trees, ornamental trees, shrubs, groundcover and five native coast 
live oaks (Quercus agrifolia) are present at the residences.  

 
Two lots across Teal Club Road (not connected to the agricultural land) have previously been 
disturbed, but have not been developed and contain bare areas of soil with patches of annual 
brome grasslands which is comprised of non-native bromes (Bromus sp.) and other non-native 
herbaceous species such as wild radish (Raphanus sativus) and summer mustard (Hirschfeldia 
incana). The remaining lots (across the road) are developed with structures and parking lots as 
well as various ornamental shrubs.  

 
b. Wildlife. The majority of the project area is farmed for agricultural production and as 

a result this land is used by a limited number of native wildlife species. A few common species 
(primarily birds), and species that have adapted to urbanized conditions, are expected to 
frequent the project area. Birds observed during the July 2019 project area survey included 
common species such as American crow (Corvus brachyrynchos), European starling (Sturnus 
vulgaris), Eurasian collared-dove (Streptopelia decaocto), house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), and 
northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos). No nests were observed during the field 
reconnaissance, but it is probable that the non-native and ornamental trees in and adjacent to 
the project area serve as foraging, nesting, and/or roosting habitat for common birds.  
  

c. Regulatory Setting. Regulatory authority over biological resources is shared by 
federal, state, and local authorities under a variety of statutes and guidelines. Primary authority 
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for general biological resources lies within the land use control and planning authority of local 
jurisdictions (in this instance, the City of Oxnard). The California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) is a trustee agency for biological resources through the state under CEQA and 
also has direct jurisdiction under the Fish and Game Code of California. Under the State and 
Federal Endangered Species Acts, the CDFW and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
also have direct regulatory authority over species formally listed as Threatened or Endangered.  

 
The USFWS implements the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 United States Code (USC) Section 
703-711), the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC Section 668), and the Federal 
Endangered Species Act (FESA) (16 USC § 153 et seq). Projects that would result in a “take” of 
any federally listed threatened or endangered species are required to obtain permits from the 
USFWS through either Section 7 (interagency consultation) or Section 10(a) (incidental take 
permit) of FESA, depending on the involvement by the federal government in permitting or 
funding the project. The permitting process is used to determine whether a project would 
jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species and what mitigation measures would be 
required to avoid jeopardizing the species. “Take” under federal definition means to harass, 
harm (which includes habitat modification), pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or 
collect an individual, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct. 
 
Wetland and riparian habitats are protected on a federal, state, and local level. Wetland and 
riparian habitats may be subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) jurisdiction as 
“waters of the United States,” pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Pursuant 
to authority granted under the CWA, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 
USACE finalized the Navigable Waters Protection Rule and the definition of “waters of the 
United States” contained in that rule. The rule became effective in all states, with the exception 
of Colorado, on June 22, 2020. This new rule streamlines the definition of WOTUS and provides 
guidance for property owners, developers and others as to the reach of federal jurisdiction. 
Significantly, the 2020 rule scales back the definition of “waters of the United States” and 
excludes the following from the definition (JDSUPRA, 2020):  
 

• Ephemeral features that flow only in direct response to precipitation, including 
ephemeral streams, swales, gullies, rills and pools; 

• Ditches that are not traditional navigable waters, tributaries or constructed in adjacent 
wetlands, subject to certain limitations; 

• Prior converted cropland; 

• Artificially irrigated areas that would revert to upland if artificial irrigation ceases (e.g., 
fields flooded for agricultural purposes); 

• Artificial lakes and ponds that are not jurisdictional impoundments and that are 
constructed or excavated in upland or non-jurisdictional waters (e.g., farm, irrigation 
and stock watering ponds or water storage reservoirs); 

• Water-filled depressions constructed or excavated in upland or in non-jurisdictional 
waters incidental to mining or construction activity, and pits excavated in upland or in 
non-jurisdictional waters for the purpose of obtaining fill, sand or gravel; 

• Stormwater control features constructed or excavated in upland or in non-jurisdictional 
waters to convey, treat, infiltrate or store stormwater runoff; 
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Protection for wetlands and riparian habitat is also afforded through CDFW, pursuant to 
Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC). Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) asserts jurisdiction over waters of the State, pursuant to 
Section 401 of the CWA. Any activity that would remove or otherwise alter wetland and 
riparian habitats is subject to scrutiny by the regulatory agencies through the CEQA review 
process and then later through the CDFW, USACE, and RWQCB permitting processes. 
 
Sensitive species are classified in a variety of ways, both formally (e.g., State or Federally 
Threatened and Endangered Species) and informally (“Special Animals”). Species may be 
formally listed and protected as Threatened or Endangered by the CDFW or USFWS or as 
California Fully Protected (CFP). Informal listings by agencies include CDFW California Species 
of Special Concern (SC) (a broad database category applied to species, roost sites, or nests); or as 
USFWS Candidate taxa. CDFW and local governmental agencies may also recognize special 
listings developed by focal groups (i.e., Audubon Society Blue List, California Native Plant 
Society [CNPS] Rare and Endangered Plants, and U.S. Forest Service regional lists). Section 
3503.5 of the CFGC protect birds of prey, and their nests and eggs against take, possession, or 
destruction. 
 
Vegetation in California is accorded sensitivity ranking by the CDFW using the community 
classification system of Holland (1986, 1990), and the more recently accepted series concepts of 
Sawyer et al. (2009). 
 
In response to legislative mandates, regulatory authorities have defined sensitive biological 
resources as those specific organisms that have regionally declining populations such that they 
may become extinct if declining population trends continue. Habitats are also considered 
sensitive biological resources if they have limited distributions, have high wildlife value, 
include sensitive species, or are particularly susceptible to disturbance. 
 

d. Special-Status Species & Habitats. Special-status species are those plants and 
animals listed, proposed for listing, or candidates for listing as threatened or endangered by the 
USFWS under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA); those considered “species of 
concern” by the USFWS; those listed or proposed for listing as rare, threatened, or endangered 
by the CDFW under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA); animals designated as 
“Species of Special Concern (SC)” by CDFW; and CDFW Special Plants, specifically those 
occurring with a California Rare Plant Rank 1A, 1B and 2 of the CNPS’s Inventory of Rare and 
Endangered Vascular Plants of California, Seventh Edition. During the USFWS listing process for 
federal species, “critical habitat” may also be designated. A number of special-status wildlife 
species are also considered to be of “local concern.” Animals in this category are of concern 
because they have limited distributions, are experiencing local or regional population declines, 
are vulnerable to current or future threats to their preferred habitat, and/or are of unusual 
scientific, recreational, or educational value.  

 
A target list of special-status plant and animal species that could potentially occur in the project 
area was developed based on a review of the most recent version of the CNDDB (CDFW 2019), 
general knowledge of the region, and general knowledge of the species that use the habitats of 
the region. A Rincon Consultants biologist conducted a site visit of the project area on July 30, 
2019 to identify habitat types, refine the target list of species and assess the actual or potential 
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for occurrence of special-status species on the project area. No sensitive plants or animals were 
observed in the project area at that time.  
 
 Special-Status Plants. The CNDDB identified occurrences of seven special-status plant 
species within a 5-mile radius of the project area (Table 4.4-1). However, all seven plant species 
require habitats specific to salt marsh or coastal conditions, and these types of habitat are not 
present in the project area. Special-status plant species (including those mentioned above) are 
not expected to occur in the project area. Table 4.4-1 lists sensitive plant species known to occur 
within a 5-mile radius of the project area. 
 
 Special-Status Wildlife. The CNDDB identified occurrences of 13 special-status wildlife 
species within a 5-mile radius of the project area (Table 4.4-2). Analysis of the potential of these 
species to occur in the project area is based on the availability, quantity, and quality of suitable 
habitat. The species’ habitat requirements and likelihood to occur on the project area are 
outlined below in Table 4.4-2. Two species identified by the CNDDB, California horned lark 
(Eremophila alpestris actia) and monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus), could potentially occur on 
the project area. The California horned lark is a CDFW Special Animal and is on the agency’s 
Watch List because declining population levels, limited ranges, and/or continuing threats have 
made them vulnerable to extinction. The overwintering population of the monarch butterfly is 
also a CDFW Special Animal, and the species is under review by USFWS for possible federal 
listing. The overwintering population in California has declined by more than 99% in recent 
decades (Xerces Society 2019). 
 
Horned lark has a moderate potential to forage and nest in the project area, as fallow fields are 
present, and the closest known occurrence is reported within 1 mile of the project area in an 
agricultural field surrounded by other agricultural fields. The overwintering population of 
monarch butterfly is on the CDFW Special Animals list. Overwintering roosts are not expected 
to occur in the project area, but temporary aggregations of monarch butterflies during 
migration do have low potential to occur in the windrow present in the project area. 
 
Eucalyptus groves along the coast of central and southern California are sometimes used as 
clustering (aggregation) sites during migration and overwintering of monarch butterflies. 
Aggregation activity normally occurs from November through February on the California coast. 
Monarch butterflies typically use the same overwintering sites year after year, and there has 
been a sustained effort to map and track these sites. No overwintering of monarch butterflies in 
the project area has been documented (CDFW 2019, Xerces Society 2016). No monarch butterfly 
aggregations were observed along the windrow during the July 2019 project area visit, although 
none would be expected at that time of year. It is unlikely that the project area windrow of blue 
gum eucalyptus, Monterey cypress, and coast beefwood will be used for overwintering in the 
future, because the positioning of the trees makes them susceptible to high winds, and the trees 
are located immediately adjacent to North Ventura Road which experiences high human 
activity. However, the trees could be used temporarily for aggregation during migration to the 
more permanent overwintering sites.  
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Table 4.4-1 
Potential Special-Status Plant Species Reported Within 5 Miles of the Project Area 

Common Name 
Scientific 
Name 

Species Status: 
Fed/State Listing  

Global /State 

CNPS CRPR Habitat Requirements 
Potential for 
Occurrence 

Astragalus 
pycnostachyus var. 
lanosissimus 

Ventura 
Marsh milk-
vetch 

FE/SE 
G2T1/S1 

1B.1 

Coastal salt marsh. Within reach 
of high tide or protected by 
barrier beaches, more rarely 
near seeps on sandy bluffs. 1 -
115 ft. 

Not expected. No salt 
marsh habitat present 
in the project area. 

Atriplex serenana 
var. davidsonii 
 

Davidson's 
saltscale 

-/- 
G5T1/S1 

1B.2 
 

Coastal and coastal bluff scrub. 
Alkaline soil. From sea level to 
1,500 feet elevation. 

Not expected. No 
coastal scrub habitat 
present on the project 

area 

Chaenactis 
glabriuscula var. 
orcuttiana 

Orcutt's 
pincushion 

-/- 
G5T1/S1 

1B.1 

Coastal bluff scrub, coastal 
dunes. Sandy sites. 9 -330 ft. 

Not expected. No 
coastal or dune habitat 
present in the project 

area. 

Chloropyron 
maritimum ssp. 
Maritimum 

Salt marsh 
bird's-beak 

FE/SE 
G4?T1/S1 

1B.2 

Coastal salt marsh, coastal 
dunes. Limited to the higher 
zones of the salt marsh habitat. 
0 – 100ft. 

Not expected. No salt 
marsh habitat present 
in the project area. 

Lasthenia glabrata 
ssp. Coulteri 

Coulter's 
goldfields 

-/- 
G4T3/S2.1 

1B.1 

Coastal salt marshes, playas, 
valley and foothill grassland, 
vernal pools. Usually found on 
alkaline soils in playas, sinks, 
and grasslands. 3 - 4,600 ft. 

Not expected. No salt 
marsh habitat present 
in the project area. 

Malacothrix similis Mexican 
malacothrix 

-/- 
G2G3/SH 

1A 

Coastal dunes. 0 - 130 ft. Not expected. No 
coastal dune habitat 
present in the project 
area. 

Pseudognaphalium 
leucocephalum 
 

white rabbit-
tobacco 

-/- 
G4/S2 
2B.2 

Riparian woodland, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, and 
chaparral. Sandy, gravelly sites. 
From 115 to 1,700 feet 
elevation.   

Not expected. No 
suitable habitat present 
in the project area. 

 

Status: 

FE = Federally Endangered             SE = State Endangered 

FT = Federally Threatened          ST = State Threatened 

FC = Federal Candidate                   SR = State Rare 

              

G-Rank/S-Rank = Global Rank and State Rank as per NatureServe and CDFW’s CNDDB RareFind3. 

CNPS CRPR (California native Plant Society California Rare Plant Rank; formerly CNPS List):  

   1A=Presumed Extinct in California 
   1B=Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and elsewhere 
   2=Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, but more common elsewhere 
   3=Need more information (a Review List) 
   4=Plants of Limited Distribution (a Watch List) 
CRPR Threat Code Extension: 
   .1=Seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy of threat) 
   .2=Fairly endangered in California (20-80% occurrences threatened) 

   .3=Not very endangered in California (<20% of occurrences threatened) 
 
Note: the “project area” includes the TCSP area and the additional annexation area 
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Table 4.4-2 
Special-Status Wildlife Species Reported Within 5 Miles of the Project Area 

 

Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

Species 
Status: 

Fed/State 
Listing 

Global/State 
CDFW Habitat Requirements 

Potential for 
Occurrence 

Invertebrates 

Cicindela 
hirticollis 
gravida 

Sandy beach 
tiger beetle 

-/- 
G5T2/S1 

- 

Inhabits areas adjacent to non-
brackish water along the coast 
of California from San 
Francisco Bay to northern 
Mexico. Clean, dry, light-
colored sand in upper zone. 
Subterranean larvae prefer 
moist sand not affected by 
wave action. 

Not expected. 
Coastal water/sand 
habitat is not present 
in the project area. 

Coelus 
globosus 

Globose dune 
beetle 

-/- 
G1/S1 

- 

Inhabitant of coastal sand dune 
habitat, from Bodega Head in 
Sonoma County south to 
Ensenada, Mexico. Inhabits 
foredunes and sand 
hummocks; it burrows beneath 
the sand surface and is most 
common beneath dune 
vegetation. 

Not expected. Sand 
dune habitat is not 
present in the project 
area. 

Danaus 
plexippus pop. 
1 

Monarch 
butterfly – 
California 
overwintering 
population 

-/- 
G5/S3 

- 

Winter roost sites extend along 
the coast from northern 
Mendocino to Baja California, 
Mexico. Roosts located in wind-
protected tree groves 
(eucalyptus, Monterey pine, 
cypress), with nectar and water 
sources nearby. 

Low. No 
overwintering has 
been documented at 
the site. Temporary 
resting aggregations 
could occur in the 
windrow in the project 
area. 

Fish 
Catostomus 
santaanae 

Santa Ana 
sucker 

FT/- 
G1/S1 

SC 

Endemic to Los Angeles Basin 
south coastal streams. Habitat 
generalists, but prefer sand-
rubble-boulder bottoms, cool, 
clear water, & algae. 

Not expected. 
Permanent stream 
habitat is not present 
in the project area. 

Eucyclogobius 
newberryi 

Tidewater goby FE/- 
G3/S2S3 

SC 

Brackish water habitats along 
the California coast from Agua 
Hedionda Lagoon, San Diego 
Co to the mouth of the Smith 
River. Found in shallow lagoons 
and lower stream reaches, they 
need fairly still but not stagnant 
water & high oxygen levels. 

Not expected. 
Brackish water 
habitat is not present 
in the project area. 

Reptiles 

Anniella pulchra Silvery legless 
lizard 

-/- 
G3G4T3T4Q/S

3 
SC 

Sandy or loose loamy soils 
under sparse vegetation. Soil 
moisture is essential. They 
prefer soils with high moisture 
content. 

Not expected. 
Populations within 5 
miles are known in 
intact dune habitat, 
sandy soil habitat is 
not present in the 
project area. 
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Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

Species 
Status: 

Fed/State 
Listing 

Global/State 
CDFW Habitat Requirements 

Potential for 
Occurrence 

Emys 
marmorata 

Western pond 
turtle 

-/- 
G3G4/S3 

SC 

A thoroughly aquatic turtle of 
ponds, marshes, rivers, 
streams & irrigation ditches, 
usually with aquatic vegetation. 
Need basking sites and suitable 
(sandy banks or grassy open 
fields) upland habitat up to 0.5 
km from water for egg-laying. 

Not expected. 
Aquatic habitat is not 
present in the project 
area. Closest known 
location is associated 
with the Santa Clara 
River. 

Phrynosoma 
blainvillii 

Coast horned 
lizard 

-/- 
G4G5/S3S4 

SC 

Frequents a wide variety of 
habitats, most common in 
lowlands along sandy washes 
with scattered low bushes. 
Open areas for sunning, 
bushes for cover, patches of 
loose soil for burial & abundant 
supply of ants & other insects. 

Not expected. Sandy 
wash habitat not 
present in the project 
area. Nearest wash 
and known location 
are associated with 
the Santa Clara 
River.  

Birds 

Athene 
cunicularia 

Burrowing owl -/- 
G4/S2 

SC 

Open, dry annual or perennial 
grasslands, deserts & 
scrublands characterized by 
low-growing vegetation. 
Subterranean nester, 
dependent upon burrowing 
mammals, most notably, the 
California ground squirrel. 

Not expected. 
Grasslands, dry 
annual scrublands 
with burrows were not 
observed during July 
2019 project area 
visit.  

Charadrius 
alexandrinus 
nivosus 

Western snowy 
plover 

FT/- 
G4T3/S2 

SC 

Sandy beaches, salt pond 
levees & shores of large alkali 
lakes. Needs sandy, gravelly or 
friable soils for nesting. 

Not expected. Sandy, 
gravelly or friable soil 
habitat is not present 
in the project area.  

Coccyzus 
americanus 
occidentalis 

Western yellow-
billed cuckoo 

FT/SE 
G5T3Q/S1 

- 

Riparian forest nester, along 
the broad, lower flood-bottoms 
of larger river systems. Nests in 
riparian jungles of willow, often 
mixed with cottonwoods, w/ 
lower story of blackberry, 
nettles, or wild grape. 

Not expected. 
Riparian habitat not 
present in the project 
area. Nearest known 
location is 2 miles 
north, associated with 
the Santa Clara 
River. 

Eremophila 
alpestris actia 

California 
horned lark 

-/- 
G5T3Q/S3 

- 

Coastal regions, chiefly from 
Sonoma Co. to San Diego Co. 
Also, main part of San Joaquin 
Valley & east to foothills. Short-
grass prairie, "bald" hills, 
mountain meadows, open 
coastal plains, fallow grain 
fields, alkali flats. 

Moderate potential for 
foraging and nesting. 
Fallow fields are 
present in the project 
area. Closest known 
occurrence was 
within 1 mile in an 
agricultural field, 
surrounded by other 
agricultural fields.  

Laterallus 
jamaicensis 
coturniculus 

 

California black 
rail 

-/ST 
G3G4T1/S1 

FP 
 

Inhabits freshwater marshes, 
wet meadows, and shallow 
margins of saltwater marshes 
bordering larger bays. Needs 
water depths of about one inch 
that do not fluctuate during the 
year and dense vegetation for 
nesting habitat. 

Not expected. Marsh 
habitat is not present 
in the project area. 
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Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

Species 
Status: 

Fed/State 
Listing 

Global/State 
CDFW Habitat Requirements 

Potential for 
Occurrence 

Passerculus 
sandwichensis 
beldingi 

Belding's 
savannah 
sparrow 

-/S 
G5T3/S3 

- 

Inhabits coastal salt marshes, 
from Santa Barbara south 
through San Diego County. 
Nests in Salicornia on and 
about margins of tidal flats. 

Not expected. Salt 
marsh habitat is not 
present in the project 
area. Closest known 
occurrence is in 
association with the 
coast. 

Riparia Bank swallow -/ST 
G5S2/S3 

- 

Colonial nester; nests primarily 
in riparian and other lowland 
habitats west of the desert. 
Vertical banks/cliffs with fine-
textured/sandy soils near 
streams, rivers, lakes, ocean to 
dig nesting hole. 

Not expected. 
Riparian habitat, 
vertical banks and 
fine-textured/sandy 
soil habitat is not 
present in the project 
area. 

Sternula 
antillarum 
browni 

California least 
tern 

FE/SE 
G4T2T3Q/S2S3 

FP 

Nests along the coast from San 
Francisco Bay south to northern 
Baja California. Colonial 
breeder on bare or sparsely 
vegetated, flat substrates: sand 
beaches, alkali flats, landfills, or 
paved areas. 

Not expected. 
Substrate, beach, 
alkali flat, or landfills 
are not present in the 
project area. Nearest 
known location is, 
associated with the 
Santa Clara River 
mouth and/or coastal 
habitat.  

Vireo bellii 
pusillus 

Least Bell's 
vireo 

FE/SE 
G5T2/S2 

- 

Summer resident of southern 
California in low riparian in 
vicinity of water or in dry river 
bottoms; below 2000 ft. Nests 
placed along margins of bushes 
or on twigs projecting into 
pathways, usually willow, 
baccharis, mesquite. 

Not expected. 
Riparian habitat is not 
present in the project 
area. Closest known 
occurrence is 
associated with the 
Santa Clara River. 

 

FT = Federally Threatened    SE = State Endangered 

FC = Federal Candidate Species  ST = State Threatened 

FE = Federally Endangered   SR = State Rare 

FS = Federally Sensitive   FP = Fully Protected 

G-Rank/S-Rank = Global Rank and State Rank as per NatureServe and CDFW’s CNDDB RareFind3. 
SC = CDFW Species of Special Concern 
Note: “project area” includes the TCSP area and the additional annexation area 

 

 

Nesting habitat for birds exists in portions of the project area and birds that are protected by the 
Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the CFGC 3503 likely nest in the various habitats, such 
as the tree windrows in the project area. 
 

In general, suitable raptor foraging habitat consists of open space at least 70 feet wide that is 
vegetated with naturalized grassland that provides suitable habitat for prey species and is 
connected to adjacent suitable foraging areas (Ormond Beach AMP, 2011). The agricultural 
fields on the project area provide marginal foraging habitat for common raptor species. The 
habitat is marginal because it is routinely maintained, consists of agricultural crops and is 
adjacent to disturbed, commercial, and residential areas. While some common raptor species, 
such as red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), are less sensitive to nesting in urbanized 
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environments, the trees located on the project area offer marginal nesting habitat given there is 
minimal suitable foraging habitat in the surrounding area. Furthermore, the project area lacks 
nesting and foraging habitat for sensitive species including burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) 
and white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) based on the habitat types and disturbances present.  
 

 Sensitive Plant Communities. The CNDDB identified three sensitive plant communities 
within a 5-mile radius of the project area: Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh, Southern 
Coastal Saltwater Marsh, and Southern Riparian Scrub. The closest known Coastal and Valley 
Freshwater Marsh and the Southern Coastal Saltwater Marsh communities are associated with 
the Pacific Ocean, approximately 2.5 miles away. The closest known Southern Riparian Scrub 
community is associated with the Santa Clara River, approximately two miles to the north of the 
project area. None of these sensitive plant communities or other sensitive habitats were 
observed in or in the vicinity of the project area.  
 
 Final Critical Habitat. The CNDDB identified, within a 5-mile radius of the project area, 
designated Critical Habitat for southern California steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), 
southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius 
newberryi), western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus), and Ventura marsh milk-
vetch (Astragalus pycnostachyus var. lanosissimus). No Critical Habitat occurs in the project area. 
Critical Habitat for Southern California steelhead and southwestern willow flycatcher is 
associated with the Santa Clara River, approximately two miles north of the project area. 
Critical Habitat for tidewater goby is located at the mouth of the Santa Clara River, 
approximately 3.5 miles to the northwest. Critical Habitat for western snowy plover and 
Ventura marsh milk-vetch is associated with the coast, approximately two miles to the west.  
 
 e. Jurisdictional Areas. Irrigation drainage ditches surround and bisect the project area. 
The ditches are not natural hydrological features and have been created for agricultural 
purposes. The agricultural ditches have discernible bed, bank, and channel characteristics in 
various locations. The ditches are frequently maintained and are left un-vegetated; however, 
immediately adjacent to some portions of the ditches, sparse upland non-native vegetation 
(such as summer mustard) is present. Drainage from the project area flows along the plowed 
row crops to the shallow above-ground ditches, then is conveyed under unpaved access roads 
by small-diameter culverts of various sizes and materials. Drainage is then directed toward a 
24-inch arched corrugated metal pipe culvert under Patterson Road in the southwest corner of 
the project area. These ditches do not appear to be jurisdictional.  
 
 f. Wildlife Movement. The project area has been under agricultural production 
historically, as it is presently, and is surrounded by other agricultural and urban uses with high 
human activity and is not located in a known or mapped wildlife corridor. Although project 
area drainages may serve as limited and interrupted habitat for some common wildlife species, 
they are not likely to provide habitat for native or migratory aquatic species. Project area 
windrows may serve as resting sites for monarch butterflies to use during their migration to 
more permanent overwintering sites. For a discussion on monarch butterflies see section d. 
Special Status Species above. 
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4.4.2 Impact Analysis  
 

a. Significance Thresholds. Chapter 1, Section 21001(c) of CEQA states that it is the 
policy of the state of California to “Prevent the elimination of fish and wildlife species due to 
man’s activities, ensure that fish and wildlife populations do not drop below self-perpetuating 
levels, and preserve for future generations representations of all plant and animal 
communities.” Environmental impacts relative to biological resources may be assessed using 
impact significance criteria encompassing the CEQA Guidelines and federal, state, and local 
plans, regulations, and ordinances. Project impacts to flora and fauna may be determined to be 
significant even if they do not directly affect rare, threatened, or endangered species. In 
accordance with the City of Oxnard 2017 CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a 
significant impact if it would: 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

2. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

3. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means  

4. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites  

5. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as 
a tree preservation policy or ordinance 

6. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan  

 
The project area does not contain riparian habitat or a sensitive natural community. The project 
area is not protected by any local policies or ordinances or by an adopted conservation plan. 
Therefore, impacts related to these issues are discussed in Section 6.0, Effects Found Not to Be 
Significant. The proposed Development Agreement that is part of the project would provide the 
framework for financial commitments paid to the City and would not change the physical 
elements of the project or result in physical environmental effects. 

 
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Table 4.4-3 lists the thresholds under 

consideration in the biological resources analysis and whether the impact was found to be 
significant and unavoidable (Class I), significant but mitigable (Class II), less than significant 
(Class III), or beneficial (Class IV).  
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Table 4.4-3 
Summary of Biological Resources Impact Conclusions 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

(Class I) 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

(Class II) 

Less than 
Significant 
(Class III) 

Beneficial 
(Class IV) 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 X   

2. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? 

  X  

3. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

  X  

4. Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

  X  

5. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance? 

  X  

6. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

  X  

 
 Impact BIO-1 In the TCSP area, the additional Annexation area, and where 

Teal Club Road and Patterson Road would be widened, 
construction during the bird nesting season could directly or 
indirectly affect nesting birds protected under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act and the CFGC 3503. This would be a Class II, 
significant but mitigable, impact. 

 
Development in the project area includes the removal of existing trees that may be used by 
birds as nesting habitat. Mature trees such as blue gum eucalyptus, Monterey cypress and coast 
beefwood are located in the project area and provide suitable habitat for nesting birds. 
Construction activity, including tree removal and construction noise, could potentially impact 
active nests. All bird nests are protected under CFGC Section 3503. Additionally, the federal 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act has been incorporated into the CFGC, and protects nesting birds, 
eggs and young. Disturbance of active bird nests (if present), would result in a significant 
impact.  
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Mitigation Measures. The following measures would mitigate potentially significant 
impacts relating to the presence of nesting birds and would ensure compliance with the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and CFGC. These measures would apply to all phases of project 
construction. 
 

BIO-1(a) Nesting Bird Survey. If tree removal is to occur during the bird 
breeding season (February 15 through September 15), at a 
minimum one (1) survey shall be conducted prior to tree removal 
by a City-approved qualified biologist (a person with a biology 
degree and/or established skills in bird recognition). The survey 
shall occur no more than one (1) week prior to tree removal. The 
work limits plus a 250-foot buffer, as feasible, shall be surveyed to 
accommodate potential active raptor nests, as well as other birds 
nesting nearby. A copy of the biologist contract for these services 
shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review and 
approval prior to issuance of grading permits. A preconstruction 
meeting shall occur prior to tree removal and shall include the 
project proponent or designee, the construction foreman, City 
staff, and the City-approved biologist. A report summarizing the 
findings of the survey and the recommended buffers shall be 
provided to the Community Development Department prior to 
vegetation removal activities and vegetation removal and grading 
activities shall not commence until the Community Development 
Department provides an authorization to proceed directive. Work 
may be redirected to other areas by the Community Development 
Director as recommended by the biologist.  

 
BIO-1(b) Establishment of Appropriate Buffers. In the event that nesting 

birds are observed within 250 feet of the disturbance/construction 
area, species-specific exclusionary buffers shall be determined by 
the qualified biologist, and construction timing and location shall 
be adjusted accordingly until the nestlings have fledged and are 
no longer dependent upon the nest. The active nests and 
exclusionary buffers shall be monitored by a qualified biologist (at 
least initially) to determine if the active nests are being adversely 
affected by construction activities and to determine if a buffer 
would need to be increased to reduce such effects. 

 
Significance After Mitigation. With implementation of the above measures, potential 

impacts to nesting birds and raptors would be reduced to a less than significant level because 
preconstruction surveys and maintenance of appropriate buffers would ensure that 
construction activities remain distant from nesting birds. 
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 Impact BIO-2 California horned lark and monarch butterflies, both locally 
sensitive animal species, were not observed in the project area 
during surveys, but may occur within 5 miles of the project area. 
If present during construction, individuals could potentially be 
adversely affected. This would be a Class II, significant but 
mitigable, impact. 

 
The locally sensitive California horned lark was not observed during the July 2019 survey, but 
may occur in the project area based on its location and conditions. Nesting habitat for this 
species includes agricultural row crops where stubble or short vegetation is present. If 
construction activities occur during the bird nesting season, the proposed project could directly 
or indirectly affect the horned lark, which is protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 
the CFGC 3503. Mitigation measures BIO-1(a) and BIO-1(b) would mitigate potentially 
significant impacts related to the potential presence or nesting of the California horned lark and 
would ensure compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and CFGC.  
 
The project area has not been documented as a monarch butterfly overwintering site, and the 
trees in the windrow do not represent suitable habitat for overwintering. However, the 
windrow is moderately suitable habitat for the temporary aggregation (resting) of monarch 
butterflies during migration to more permanent overwintering sites. While it is not expected 
that the project area is used for overwintering, it is possible that monarch butterflies could occur 
in the windrow in temporary aggregations. The potential to disturb monarch butterflies or their 
habitat is a significant impact. 
 

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures BIO-1(a) and BIO-1(b) listed under Impact 
BIO-1 are required and would reduce impacts to California horned lark to a less than significant 
level. Mitigation measures BIO-2(a) and BIO-2(b) are intended to mitigate potentially significant 
impacts relating to the presence of aggregating monarch butterflies. 

 
BIO-2(a) Monarch Butterfly Survey. If tree removal occurs during the 

aggregation season (September through December), a qualified 
biologist (a person with a biology degree and/or established 
experience with butterflies) shall determine the presence/absence 
of monarch butterfly activity in the project area. At a minimum, 
one survey shall be performed no more than one week prior to 
initial tree removal. A copy of the biologist contract for these 
services shall be submitted to the Community Development 
Department for review and approval prior to issuance of grading 
permits. A report summarizing the findings of the survey and the 
recommendations shall be provided to the Community 
Development Department prior to tree trimming/removal 
activities and grading activities shall not commence until the 
Community Development Department provides an authorization 
to proceed directive. A preconstruction meeting shall occur prior 
to tree removal and shall include the project proponent or 
designee, the construction foreman, City staff, and the City-
approved biologist. Work may be redirected to other areas by the 
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Community Development Director as recommended by the 
biologist. 

 
BIO 2(b) Establishment of Appropriate Buffers. If temporary aggregation 

activity is observed, a 100-foot buffer shall be established until 
after the aggregation season or until the monarchs have left the 
project area. 

 
Significance After Mitigation. With implementation of BIO 1(a) and BIO 1(b) listed 

under Impact BIO-1, potential impacts to the California horned lark would be reduced to a less 
than significant level. With the implementation of BIO 2(a) and BIO-2(b), potential impacts to 
the monarch butterfly would be reduced to a less than significant level. 
 

Impact BIO-3 Irrigation ditches are present in the project area and along Teal 
Club Road west of Patterson Road. However, these do not 
appear to be jurisdictional and do not contain riparian habitat or 
sensitive species. Impacts to jurisdictional areas would be Class 
III, less than significant.  

 
Irrigation drainage ditches surround and bisect the project area. The ditches are not natural 
hydrological features and have been created for agricultural purposes. The ditches are 
frequently maintained and are left un-vegetated. Adjacent to some portions of the ditches 
sparse upland non-native vegetation (such as summer mustard) is present. Therefore, the 
ditches do not contain wetlands, riparian habitat, or special status species. Drainage from the 
project area flows along the plowed row crops to the shallow above ground ditches then is 
conveyed under unpaved access roads by small diameter culverts of various sizes and 
materials. Drainage is then directed toward a 24-inch arched corrugated metal pipe culvert 
under Patterson Road in the southwest corner of the project area. These ditches do not appear to 
be jurisdictional and, as noted above, none of the ditches contain wetlands, riparian habitat, or 
special status species. Therefore, alteration of the drainages would not result in any significant 
environmental effects related to biological resources.  
 
Despite the lack of biological habitat in project area ditches, it should be noted that USACE 
could take jurisdiction over one or more of the ditches. This would make any alteration of the 
ditches subject to permit requirements of the USACE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
The proponent for any individual project area development that would alter a potentially 
jurisdictional ditch would be required to consult with USACE prior to development that would 
affect the ditches to determine whether any component of the project would be subject to permit 
requirements. In addition, CDFW could potentially take jurisdiction over project area ditches 
and require a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFW pursuant to Section 1600 et. 
seq. of the CFGC for individual project area proponents. Future project proponents in the 
project area would need to consult with USACE and/or CDFW as appropriate regarding 
jurisdiction and, if any affected ditches are determined to be jurisdictional, would need to 
comply with applicable permit/agreement requirements.  
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Mitigation Measures. No mitigation is required. Development in the Specific Plan 
planning areas that involve developments on drainage ditches may need to comply with the 
requirements of an applicable 404 permit and/or Streambed Alteration Agreement if either the 
USACE or CDFW elects to take jurisdiction of one or more project area drainage ditches.   

 
Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  
 
c. Cumulative Impacts. Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines provides guidance on the 

discussion of cumulative impacts. Two conditions apply to determine the cumulative effect of a 
project: first, the overall effect on biological resources caused by existing and known or 
forecasted projects must be considered significant under the thresholds discussed above; and 
second, the project must have a “cumulatively considerable” contribution to that effect. The 
following are considered with respect to analyzing cumulative impacts to biological resources: 

 
● The cumulative contribution of other approved and proposed projects to fragmentation 

of open space in the project vicinity; 
● The loss of sensitive habitats and species; 
● Contribution of the project to urban expansion into natural areas; and 
● Isolation of open space within the vicinity by proposed/future projects. 

 
The City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan Program EIR (certified 2011) concludes that impacts 
related to a variety of special status and common plant and wildlife species, sensitive natural 
communities, protected wetlands and other waters, as well as to wildlife habitat, nursery sites, 
or movement corridors could occur. However, compliance with 2030 General Plan policies 
related to protection of biological resources were determined to reduce these impacts to a less 
than significant level. Therefore, implementation of the 2030 General Plan would not result in 
cumulative biological resources impacts.   
 
The proposed project is consistent with development analyzed in the 2030 General Plan. The 
areas surrounding the project area are already built out or are agricultural fields. Development 
proposed in the TCSP area would be on agricultural fields and the additional Annexation area 
would involve development of land previously developed. The proposed project would be an 
extension of the existing development of the area and would not result in significant 
fragmentation of open space in the project vicinity. As such, no additional loss of habitats or 
sensitive species is expected. The proposed project, when combined with the approved and 
pending projects, would not increase urban expansion into natural areas or allow for isolated 
open space within the project boundaries. The impacts on vegetation and wildlife habitat as a 
result of the proposed project would not cumulatively contribute to the loss of these resources 
in the region. Additionally, all proposed mitigation measures shall address any potentially 
significant project and cumulative impacts. Potential impacts from future development would 
be addressed on a case-by-case basis, subject to CEQA review as part of future discretionary 
permits, and appropriate mitigation would be designed to mitigate impacts resulting from 
individual projects. Therefore, no significant cumulative impacts would occur and the proposed 
project’s impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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4.5 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
This section assesses potential impacts relating to geologic and soil hazards. The discussion 
below is based on a geological “due diligence” investigation prepared by Geolabs in 2004 
(Appendix D) and other sources referenced herein. Because the geologic conditions of the 
site have not changed, this report is still valid.  
 

4.5.1 Setting 
 

a. Regional Geologic Setting. California is divided geologically into several 
physiographic or geomorphic provinces, including the Sierra Nevada range, the Central 
(Great) Valley, the Transverse Ranges, the Coast Ranges, and others. The TCSP area and 
additional Annexation area south of Teal Club Road are within the Transverse Range 
geomorphic province of California. The Transverse Range includes Ventura County and 
portions of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside counties.  

 
The Transverse Range was formed at the intersection of two tectonic plates: the Pacific and 
the North American plates. The compressive and shearing motions between the tectonic 
plates resulted in a complex system of active strike-slip faults, reverse faults, thrust faults 
and related folds (bends in rock layers). Locally, the Transverse Ranges are characterized by 
east-west trending mountains and faults. Major basins and ranges in the Transverse Ranges 
include the Ventura basin and the San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains.  

 
b. Seismic Setting. The project area is located in a highly active earthquake region of 

Southern California and thus is subject to various seismic and geologic hazards, including 
ground shaking, surface rupture, and landslides. Each potential geological hazard is 
described below. 

 
c. Seismic Hazards. Faults generally produce damage in two ways: ground shaking 

and surface rupture. Seismically induced ground shaking covers a wide area and is greatly 
influenced by the distance of a site to the seismic source, soil conditions, and depth to 
groundwater. Surface rupture is limited to very near the fault. Other hazards associated with 
seismically induced ground shaking include earthquake-triggered landslides, liquefaction, 
and settlement. As with any location in Southern California, in the event of a strong or major 
earthquake , damage to onsite structures could be severe and loss of life could occur. 
 

Faulting. A fault is a plane or surface in the earth along which failure has occurred 
and materials on opposite sides have moved relative to one another in response to the 
accumulation and release of stress. The U.S. Geological Survey defines active faults as those 
that have had surface displacement within Holocene time (about the last 11,000 years). 
Holocene surface displacement can be recognized by the existence of cliffs in alluvium, 
terraces, offset stream courses, fault troughs and aligned saddles, sag ponds, and the 
existence of steep mountain fronts. Potentially active faults are those that have had surface 
displacement during Quaternary time, within the last 1.6 million years. Inactive faults have 
not had surface displacement within the last 1.6 million years. Ground surface displacement 
along a fault, although more limited in area than the ground shaking associated with it, can 
have disastrous consequences when structures are located across or near the fault zone. 
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Alquist-Priolo (A-P) Earthquake Fault Zones encompass surface traces of active faults that 
have the potential for future surface fault rupture. A-P Fault Zones are designated within 
500 feet from a known fault trace. Pursuant to the Alquist-Priolo legislation, no structure for 
human occupancy is permitted on the trace of an active fault. The term “structure for human 
occupancy” is defined as any structure used or intended for supporting or sheltering any 
use or occupancy, which is expected to have a human occupancy rate of more than 2,000 
person-hours per year. If development is proposed within an A-P Fault Zone, a geologic 
study must be conducted for developments of four units or more to determine the location 
of the fault trace. Based on the findings in the geologic study, all structures for human 
occupancy must be set back a minimum of 50 feet from the fault trace because, unless 
proven otherwise, an area within 50 feet of an active fault is presumed to be underlain by 
active traces of the fault. The TCSP area and additional Annexation area are not located in an 
Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone (otherwise known as an Earthquake Fault Zone) and do not 
contain any known active or potentially active faults. 
 

Seismically Induced Ground Shaking. Seismically induced ground acceleration is the 
shaking motion that is produced by an earthquake. Seismically induced ground shaking 
covers a wide area and is greatly influenced by the distance from the site to the seismic 
source, soil conditions, and depth to groundwater. Amounts of movement during an 
earthquake can reach up to tens of feet. Fault displacement may also occur gradually, not as 
a result of earthquakes, but as the nearly imperceptible continual movement known as 
creep. Creep can produce the rupture or bending of buildings, fences, railroads, streets, 
pipelines, curbs, and other linear structures. 

 
Based on California Department of Conservation earthquake regulatory maps, there are no 
known earthquake faults in the City of Oxnard. Several active or potentially active faults 
may affect Oxnard, including the San Andreas Fault, northeast of the project area, and 
onshore and offshore segments of the Oak Ridge Fault, which is the nearest potentially 
active fault. The most likely active faults to seismically affect the City and the project area 
are the Oak Ridge, Ventura, Simi, and San Andreas faults (Figure 4.5-1): 
 

• Oak Ridge Fault, located approximately 1 mile north of the project area, is 
considered active.  

• Simi-Santa Rosa Fault, located approximately 5 miles east of the project 
area, is considered active.  

• Ventura Fault, located approximately 6 miles north of the project area, is 
considered active, 

• San Andreas Fault, located approximately 65 miles northeast of the project 
area, is considered active. Much of the trace of this fault is mapped as an 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. 

 
Ground Rupture. Ground surface rupture results when the movement along a fault is 

sufficient to cause a gap or rupture along the upper edge of the fault zone on the surface. 
Since there are no known active faults on or adjacent to the project area, the potential for 
ground rupture is considered remote (Geolabs, 2004).



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.5 Geology and Soils 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.5-3 

Figure 4.5-1 Regional Fault Map 

 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.5 Geology and Soils 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.5-4 

d. Other Geologic and Soil Related Hazards. Secondary seismic and soil related 
hazards include liquefaction, hydroconsolidation, expansive soils, settlement, subsidence, and 
hydrocompaction. These types of hazards within the project area are discussed below.  

 
Landslides. A landslide is a perceptible downslope movement of earth mass. It is part of 

the continuous, natural, gravity-induced movement of soil, rock and debris. Landsliding can 
range from downslope creep of soil and rock material to sudden failure of entire hillsides. 
Landslides include rockfalls, slumps, block glides, mudslides, debris flows, and mud flows. 
Landsliding or slope instability may be caused by natural factors such as fractured or weak 
bedrock, heavy rainfall, erosion, earthquake activity, and fire, as well as by human alteration of 
topography and water content in the soil. 
 
The TCSP area and additional annexation area do not contain steep slopes or other potential 
earthquake-induced landslide areas; areas with a previous landslide movement; or local 
topographic, geological, geotechnical, and subsurface water conditions with a potential for 
permanent ground displacements. Therefore, landsliding is not considered a potential hazard in 
the project area. 

 
Liquefaction. Liquefaction is a temporary, but substantial, loss of shear strength in 

granular solids, such as sand, silt, and gravel, usually occurring during or after a major 
earthquake. This occurs when the seismic waves from an earthquake of sufficient magnitude 
and duration shear a soil deposit that has a tendency to decrease in volume. If drainage cannot 
occur, this reduction in soil volume will increase the pressure exerted on the water contained in 
the soil. This process can transform stable granular material into a fluid-like state. The potential 
for liquefaction to occur is greatest in areas with loose, granular, low-density soil, where the 
water table is within the upper 40 to 50 feet of the ground surface. Liquefaction can result in 
slope and/or foundation failure, and also post-liquefaction settlement. 
 
Seismic hazard mapping conducted by the California Geological Survey for the Oxnard 7.5-
Minute Quadrangle shows that the City is located in a State designated Liquefaction Hazard 
Study Zone (Geolabs, 2004). 
 

Hydroconsolidation. Hydroconsolidation is a condition in which dry or moist soils 
undergo settlement upon wetting. In many cases no additional surcharge load is necessary to 
trigger hydroconsolidation. Soils sampled on the project area as part of the geological 
investigation were found to be wet due to shallow groundwater; however, none of the samples 
tested were found to experience substantial consolidation upon inundation. Therefore, the 
project area alluvial soils have low potential for hydroconsolidation (Geolabs, 2004). 

 
Expansive Soils. Expansive soils are generally clayey and swell when wetted and shrink 

when dried. Wetting can occur naturally in a number of ways, (e.g., absorption from the air, 
rainfall, groundwater fluctuations, lawn watering and broken water or sewer lines). In hillside 
areas, as expansive soils expand and contract, gradual downslope creep may occur, eventually 
causing landsliding. Clay soils also retain water and may act as lubricated slippage planes 
between other soil/rock strata, also producing landslides, often during earthquakes or by 
unusually moist conditions. 
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Expansive soils are also often prone to erosion. Foundations of structures placed on expansive 
soils may rise during the wet season and fall during the succeeding dry season. Expansive soils 
can act as a lubricant when between differing soil/rock strata, which can facilitate movement 
triggered during heavy rains or earthquakes. Soils in the project area have very low to low 
expansiveness (Geolabs, 2004).  

 
Settlement, Lateral Spreading, and Subsidence. Extreme settling or ground subsidence 

may result from post-liquefaction reconsolidation. Ground settlement often occurs differentially 
because liquefiable deposits and ground water elevations are seldom distributed evenly over 
broad areas. If the ground surface slopes even gently, liquefaction may lead to lateral spreading 
or low angle landsliding of soft saturated soils. This can result in the rapid or gradual loss of 
strength in the foundation materials, so that structures built upon them settle or break up as the 
foundation soils flow out from beneath them.  

 
Subsidence may be caused by post-liquefaction reconsolidation. It may also be caused by 
groundwater withdrawal, oil or gas withdrawal, and hydroconsolidation. Groundwater 
withdrawal subsidence generally occurs in valley areas underlain by alluvium. This type of 
subsidence results from extraction of a large quantity of water from an unconsolidated aquifer. 
As water is removed from the aquifer, the total weight of the overburden, which the water had 
helped support, is placed on the alluvial structure and it is compressed. If fine-grained silts and 
clays make up portions of the aquifer, the additional load can squeeze the water out of these 
layers and into the coarser-grained portions of the aquifer. All of this compaction produces a 
net loss in volume and hence a subsidence of the land surface. A very similar sequence of events 
leads to subsidence with the oil and gas withdrawals. Hydroconsolidation subsidence can occur 
in dry, unconsolidated, porous, semi-arid and arid deposits that, when wetted, lose their 
strength and develop spontaneous settling, slumping, or cracking. 

 
Damage caused by subsidence generally is not immediate or violent in nature. The 
consolidation of alluvium and settling of the land surface is a process that tends to take many 
years, except when prompted by seismic shaking or wetting of highly collapsible soils. 
However, subsidence that results from groundwater or oil and gas withdrawal can be 
responsible for numerous structural effects. Most seriously affected are long surface 
infrastructure facilities that are sensitive to slight changes in gradient, such as wells, sewers, and 
other underground utility lines.  
 
Lateral spreading is unlikely on the project area and the potential settlement due to an 
earthquake is 0.25 inches or less (Geolabs, 2004). 
 
 Seiche. Seiches are earthquake-generated waves within enclosed or restricted bodies of 
water. Because no sizable lakes or reservoirs are present in or near the City, there are no seiche 
hazards. 
 

e. Soil and Hydrologic Setting. The City is located on the Oxnard Plain, an alluvial 
plain that covers over 200 square miles in the southern portion of Ventura County. The Oxnard 
Plain is comprised of alluvial deposits of sands, silts and clays, which extend approximately 500 
feet below the City. Historical deposition on the plain is related to Santa Clara River flood 
patterns. The San Pedro geologic formation is predominant in the region and underlies 
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alluvium to a depth of 4,500 feet. The San Pedro formation is comprised of moderately 
indurated sandstones and conglomerates. The Oxnard region is relatively flat, with elevations 
ranging from sea level to about 40 feet above mean sea level. Drainage is generally to the south 
toward the Pacific Ocean.  
 
The project area is located in the Oxnard Plain Pressure Basin, which is part of the Oxnard Plain 
Ground Water Basin. The Oxnard Plain Pressure Basin consists of three distinct hydrogeologic 
units (from top to bottom) - the semi-perched aquifer and clay cap, the Upper Aquifer System, 
and the Lower Aquifer System. The semi-perched aquifer extends from the base of developed 
soil horizons to an average depth of approximately 75 feet over most of the Oxnard Plain 
(Ventura County Department of Public Works, Flood Control District; 1975). This aquifer 
consists primarily of geologically recent stream-deposited sands and gravels, with minor silt 
and clay interbeds. The semi-perched zone is generally of poor water quality and limited 
quantity. The clay cap underlies the semiperched aquifer zone and acts as an aquifer for the 
underlying Upper Aquifer System. The Upper and Lower Aquifer Systems have historically 
been used for water supply although water quality varies throughout the Basin as a result of sea 
water intrusion. 

 
Near surface groundwater in the City is associated with an unconfined aquifer extending from 
the surface to a depth of about 7.5 feet (CGS, 2002). This upper semi-perched groundwater zone 
is separated from deeper aquifers by a clay-rich zone that averages over 80 feet in thickness. 
Ground-water recharge in the Oxnard Plain originates mainly from surface and near-surface 
water flow of the Santa Clara River.  
 
Earth materials in the project area were found to consistent of alluvial fan deposits to the 
maximum depths explored (Geolabs, 2004). The soils on the upper two to three feet of the TCSP 
area have been disturbed by agricultural operations and mostly consist of sandy silt and silty 
sand in a loose condition. Below the upper two to three feet are silt mixtures of clayey silt and 
silty clay transitioning to predominantly clay at a depth of seven feet.  

 
At the time of subsurface exploration for the geological investigation (Geolabs, 2004), 
groundwater was encountered at a depth of approximately eight to ten feet. According to the 
California Geological Survey (CGS) Seismic Hazard Evaluation of the Oxnard 7.5 minute 
Quadrangle, Seismic Hazard Zone Report 052, the historical high groundwater table is 
approximately 10 to 20 feet below grade. 
 

f. Regulatory Setting. The International Building Code (IBC), the California Building 
Code (CBC), the California Residential Code (CRC), and the City’s 2030 General Plan and 
Oxnard City Code incorporate policies and measures to safeguard life, health, property and 
public welfare from geologic hazards. Each of these is described below: 

 
International Building Code. The International Building Code (IBC) (2000 and later 

editions) is a model building code that provides the basis for the California Building Code 
(CBC). The IBC replaced the 1997 Uniform Building Code (UBC). The IBC derives seismic 
design forces from two ground motion parameters (SS and S1), site class, and long-period 
transition period (TL). Thus, current building codes use seismic design parameters that vary 
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across a geographic area, as opposed to zones with distinct geographic boundaries (USGS, 
2014). 
 

California Building Code. California law provides a minimum standard for building 
design through the California Building Code (CBC). Chapter 23 contains specific requirements 
for seismic safety. Chapter 29 regulates excavation, foundations, and retaining walls. Chapter 33 
contains specific requirements pertaining to site demolition, excavation, and construction to 
protect people and property from hazards associated with excavation cave-ins and falling 
debris or construction materials. Chapter 70 regulates grading activities, including drainage and 
erosion control. Construction activities are subject to occupational safety standards for 
excavation, shoring, and trenching as specified in California Division of Occupational Safety 
and Health (Cal/OSHA) regulations (Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations [CCR]) and 
in Section A33 of the CBC. 

 
California Residential Code. Similar to the CBC, the California Residential Code (CRC) 

provides a minimum standard for building design. However, the CRC applies only to detached 
one- and two-family dwellings and multiple single-family dwellings (townhouses) not more 
than three stories above grade plane in height. These types of structures are not required to 
comply with the more restrictive requirements contained in the CBC unless the proposed 
structure(s) exceed the design limitations established in the CRC and the code user is 
specifically directed to use the CBC. Chapter 4 of the CRC provides specific seismic design 
standards for foundations and Chapter 6 provides specific seismic design standards for walls.   

 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 

Zoning Act was signed into law in 1972. The purpose of this Act is to prohibit the location of 
most structures for human occupancy across the traces of active faults and to thereby mitigate 
the hazard of fault rupture. Under the Act, the State Geologist is required to delineate 
“Earthquake Fault Zones” along known active faults in California. Cities and counties affected 
by the zones must regulate certain development projects in the zones. They must withhold 
development permits for sites in the zones until geologic investigations demonstrate that the 
sites are not threatened by surface displacement from future faulting. 
 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. The California Geologic Survey, formerly the California 
Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG), provides guidance with 
regard to seismic hazards. Under CDMG’s Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (1990), seismic hazard 
zones are to be identified and mapped to assist local governments in land use planning. The 
intent of this publication is to protect the public from the effects of strong ground shaking, 
liquefaction, landslides, ground failure, or other hazards caused by earthquakes. In addition, 
CDMG’s Special Publications 117, “Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards 
in California,” provides guidance for the evaluation and mitigation of earthquake-related 
hazards for projects within designated zones of required investigations. 
 

City of Oxnard Regulations. The Oxnard 2030 General Plan contains policies intended to 
reduce the potential for geologic hazards to adversely affect people and property, including the 
following: 
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SH-1.3 Building Code Standards. Require that all new buildings and alterations 
to existing buildings be built according to the seismic requirements adopted 
within the most current City of Oxnard Building Code, or its adopted 
equivalent. 

 

SH-1.4 Soil, Geologic, and Structural Evaluation Reports. Require that 
adequate soils, and geologic and structural evaluation reports be prepared by 
registered soils engineers, engineering geologists, and/or structural 
engineers, as appropriate, for applicable development. 

 

SH-1.5 Required Geologic Reports. Continue to require the submission of a 
geological report for proposed development located in a potential liquefaction 
area. 

 

SH-1.7 Soil Investigations. Continue to require a complete site-specific soils 
investigation that addresses liquefaction and compressible soil characteristics 
and identifies construction techniques or other mitigation measures to 
prevent significant impacts on the proposed development. 

 

SH-1.8 Mitigating Seismic Hazards. Where necessary, utilize the expert 
mitigation measures such as those identified in Special Publication 117: 
Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating Seismic hazards in California 
(prepared by the Southern California Earthquake Center) to minimize risk 
associated with seismic activity. 

 
The Oxnard City Code (OCC) adopts the most recent CBC and contains additional 
requirements for construction in the City (OCC Chapter 14, Building Regulations). The City’s 
building codes set procedures and limitations for design of structures based on seismic risk.  
 

4.5.2 Impact Analysis  
 

a. Significance Thresholds. According to City’s 2017 Threshold Guidelines, development 
in the project area would result in potentially significant impacts if the project would: 

 
1. Expose of people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 

injury, or death involving: 
a. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault;  

b. Strong seismic groundshaking that cannot be addressed through compliance with 
standard Code requirements? 

2. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of 
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse that cannot be addressed through compliance with standard code 
requirements? 

3. Be located on expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or property that cannot be addressed 
through compliance with standard Code requirements? 

4. Expose people or structures to inundation by seiche or tsunami? 
5. Rely on dredging or other maintenance activity by another agency that is not guaranteed to 

continue? 
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Potential soil erosion impacts are discussed in Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water 
Quality. The project site is surrounded by urban and agricultural land and would not be 
subject to inundation by seiche or tsunami. The nearest water body to the project site is 
the Pacific Ocean, approximately 2.5 miles west. No dredging or maintenance activities 
are included in the proposed project. Therefore, impacts related to exposure of people or 
structures to inundation by seiche or tsunami are discussed in Section 6.0, Effects Found 
Not to Be Significant. The proposed Development Agreement that is part of the project 
would provide the framework for financial commitments paid to the City and would not 
change the physical elements of the project or result in physical environmental effects. 
 

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Table 4.5-1 lists the thresholds under 
consideration in the geology and soils whether the impact was found to be significant and 
unavoidable (Class I), significant but mitigable (Class II), less than significant (Class III), or 
beneficial (Class IV).  
 

Table 4.5-1 
Summary of Geology and Soils Impact Conclusions 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
(Class I) 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 
(Class II) 

Less than 
Significant 
(Class III) 

Beneficial 
(Class IV) 

1. Expose of people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 

injury, or death involving: 

a. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known fault;  

b. Strong seismic groundshaking that cannot be 
addressed through compliance with standard Code 
requirements? 

  X  

2. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, 
or that would become unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, 
or collapse that cannot be addressed through 
compliance with standard code requirements? 

 X   

3. Be located on expansive soil, creating substantial 
risks to life or property that cannot be addressed 
through compliance with standard Code 
requirements? 

 X   

4. Expose people or structures to inundation by 
seiche or tsunami? 

  X  

5. Rely on dredging or other maintenance activity by 
another agency that is not guaranteed to continue? 

  X  

 
 

Impact GEO-1 Seismically-induced ground failure or ground shaking could 
result in the exposure of people and structures to the risk of 
loss, injury, or death. However, mandatory compliance with 
applicable City of Oxnard and California Building Code or 
California Residential Code requirements would reduce 
impacts to a Class III, less than significant, level. 
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The project area contains no known active or potentially active faults, nor is it within an 
Alquist-Priolo Fault Rupture Hazard Zone (Based on review of Department of Conservation 
fault zone maps and Geolabs, 2004). Therefore, the potential for ground rupture is considered 
low (Geolabs, 2004). 
 
Nearby active and potentially active faults can generate groundshaking that could adversely 
affect the TCSP area and the additional Annexation area. The proximity of active faults is such 
that the area has experienced strong seismically induced ground motion and will likely 
experience strong seismically induced ground motion in the future. The project area is located 
approximately 1 mile from the Oakridge (onshore) fault, 5 miles from the Camarillo 
(Simi/Santa Rosa) fault, 6 miles from the Ventura fault, and 65 miles from the San Andreas 
Fault.  

 
Geolabs modeled peak horizontal ground acceleration with a 10% probability of occurrence at 
the project area over 50 years as 0.62g. Besides the direct physical damage to structures caused 
by ground shaking, slopes and inadequately compacted fill material could move and cause 
additional damage. Gas, water, and electrical lines could be ruptured due to groundshaking, or 
broken during movement of earth caused by ground shaking, which could jeopardize public 
safety. 
 
Development of the TCSP area and additional Annexation area would be subject to the 
requirements of the IBC and the CBC or CRC (depending on the type of building under 
construction), which includes site preparation and construction measures to ensure that the 
design and construction of new structures are engineered to withstand the expected ground 
acceleration that may occur in the project area. The geological investigation (Geolabs, 2004) 
concludes that compliance with standard IBC and CBC/CRC construction methods would 
minimize impacts to structural development from potential groundshaking.  
 
The TCSP area and additional Annexation area does not contain steep slopes or other potential 
earthquake-induced landslide areas. In addition, the project area does not contain areas where 
the previous occurrence of landslide movement, or local topographic, geological, geotechnical, 
and subsurface water conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacements. 
Thus, landsliding is not a potential hazard in the project area. As such, impacts due to seismic 
hazards would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures. With required adherence to existing regulations, impacts related 

to seismic hazards would be less than significant without mitigation.  
 
Significance After Mitigation. The risk of ground shaking from an earthquake with 

higher ground accelerations can never be completely eliminated. Any structure built in 
California is susceptible to failure due to seismic activity. However, implementation of the 
most recent industry standards for structural design, as required in the IBC and CBC or CRC, 
would reduce the potential to a less than significant level without project-specific mitigation. 
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Impact GEO-2 The TCSP area and additional Annexation area is in a State 
designated Liquefaction Hazard Zone. In addition, near-
surface alluvial soils in the project area are not considered 
suitable to support structures and expansive soils may be 
present. However, geotechnical engineering solutions are 
available to remediate these issues and development of the 
residential and other uses envisioned in the TCSP and 
additional Annexation area would be feasible from a 
geotechnical perspective. Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would 
reduce impacts to a Class II, significant but mitigable, level.  

 
Liquefaction is a condition where the soil undergoes a deformation due to the build-up of high 
porewater pressures. The possibility of liquefaction occurring depends on the occurrence of a 
significant earthquake in the vicinity, sufficient groundwater to cause high pore pressures, and 
on the grain size and density and pressures of the soil. The project area is located in a State 
designated Liquefaction Hazard Study Zone. The geological investigation (Appendix D to this 
EIR) found groundwater present at the upper 50 feet of the soil profile. Thin zones of coarse-
grained soils were encountered in a medium-dense state. These thin zones have a potential to 
liquefy; however, the zones of liquefiable material are thin and at sufficient depths that surface 
manifestations from liquefaction of these zones are not anticipated to adversely affect planned 
structures.  
 
Because liquefiable soils are present in the TCSP area, there is also a potential for liquefaction-
induced settlement and later spreading to occur. However, the TCSP geological investigation 
concludes that lateral spreading is considered unlikely. The potential for liquefaction-induced 
settlement would be on the order of 0.25 inches or less.  
 
The TCSP geological investigation concludes that onsite near-surface alluvial soils appear loose 
to medium dense and disturbed. These materials are not considered suitable to support 
structures or engineered fill. Therefore, impacts are potentially significant. 
 
In addition, preliminary information contained in the TCSP geological investigation found that 
materials near the finished pad grade are in the very low to low expansion index range. 
However, the geological investigation recommends that laboratory testing to verify the 
expansive properties of the near-pad-grade materials should be performed at the completion of 
rough grading. Therefore, impacts related to expansive soils are potentially significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures. Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would be required to reduce 

the potential for soil instability. 
 
GEO-2 Geotechnical Recommendations. All recommendations contained 

in the TCSP geological “due diligence” investigation conducted by 
Geolabs in 2004 (Appendix D of this EIR) shall be followed for 
future development proposals in the TCSP area and the 
annexation area south of Teal Club Road. These recommendations 
include the following, unless superseded by a project-specific 
geotechnical report reviewed and approved by the City’s Building 
and Engineering Services Division:  
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● A uniform blanket of compacted fill shall be created for support of 
structural footings in the alluvial area.  

● Areas that are to be paved shall be scarified to at least 12 inches 
below existing or rough grade (whichever is deeper), brought to near 
material’s optimum moisture content, and compacted to appropriate 
relative compaction. 

● Areas with disturbed materials and areas to support structures shall 
be improved by over excavating the unsuitable materials and 
replacing them with engineered fill.  

● Any import materials that are to be used as structural fill shall be 
approved by a qualified geotechnical engineer prior to placement.  

● Compressible soils that lie within areas to receive engineered fill shall 
be removed to relatively incompressible material, moisture 
conditioned, and replaced as properly compacted fill. 

● Conduct laboratory testing to verify the expansive properties of the 
near-pad-grade materials shall be performed at the completion of 
rough grading. 

● Supplemental subsurface investigations shall be performed for each 
specific development project within the project area to more 
thoroughly evaluate the materials within the site and 
update/augment the measures listed above as appropriate. These 
reports shall be submitted for City review and approval prior to 
issuance of grading or building permits within the project area. All 
recommendations of the supplemental investigations shall be 
incorporated into approved grading and construction plans.  

 
Significance After Mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would 

ensure future development would incorporate design features to reduce the potential for 
impacts associated with development on unstable soils. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation.  

 
c. Cumulative Impacts. The City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan EIR found that 

implementation of the General Plan would result in less than significant impacts related to 
geology and soils. Cumulative development in the City would accommodate a population 
within a range of 238,000 to 286,000 people in Oxnard by 2030, depending on household size 
and other demographic factors. Development to accommodate this population growth would 
expose new residents and property to potential seismic and soil hazards similar to those 
identified above. However, seismic and soil hazards would be addressed on a project-by-project 
basis through preparation of required soils and geotechnical engineering studies and adherence 
to recommendations therein, as well as adherence to the existing City and State regulations, 
including the IBC, CBC, and/or CRC depending on the type of structure. Cumulative impacts 
associated with General Plan buildout were found to be less than significant. The potential 
impacts associated with buildout of the TCSP area and additional Annexation area can be 
mitigated to a less than significant level and geologic hazards to which future project area 
developments would be exposed would be addressed on a case-by-case basis; therefore, the 
proposed project’s impacts contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 
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4.6 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS/CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
This section includes a discussion of climate change, its causes and the contribution of human 
activities, as well as a summary of existing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The section 
describes the criteria for determining the significance of climate change impacts, and estimates 
the likely greenhouse gas emissions that would result from vehicular traffic and other emission 
sources. Where appropriate, mitigation measures are recommended to reduce impacts related 
to the proposed Teal Club Specific Plan (TCSP) and buildout of the additional Annexation area 
south of Teal Club Road with industrial land uses. Traffic projections used in emissions 
estimates are based on the traffic study prepared for the project (Appendix I to this EIR). GHG 
emissions modeling results and calculations are included in Appendix C. 
 

4.6.1 Setting 
 

a. Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases. Climate change is the observed increase in 
the average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and oceans along with other substantial 
changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and storms) over an extended period 
of time. The term “climate change” is often used interchangeably with the term “global 
warming,” but “climate change” is preferred to “global warming” because it helps convey that 
there are other changes in addition to rising temperatures. The baseline against which these 
changes are measured originates in historical records identifying temperature changes that have 
occurred in the past, such as during previous ice ages. The global climate is continuously 
changing, as evidenced by repeated episodes of substantial warming and cooling documented 
in the geologic record. The rate of change has typically been incremental, with warming or 
cooling trends occurring over the course of thousands of years. The past 10,000 years have been 
marked by a period of incremental warming, as glaciers have steadily retreated across the 
globe. However, scientists have observed acceleration in the rate of warming during the past 
150 years. Per the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the 
understanding of anthropogenic warming and cooling influences on climate has led to a high 
confidence (95% or greater chance) that the global average net effect of human activities has 
been the dominant cause of warming since the mid-20th century (IPCC,2014). 
 
Gas that absorbs and re-emits infrared radiation in the atmosphere is called greenhouse gas 
(GHG). The gases that are widely seen as the principal contributors to human-induced climate 
change include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxides (N2O), fluorinated gases 
such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). 
Water vapor is excluded from the list of GHG because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its 
atmospheric concentrations are largely determined by natural processes, such as oceanic 
evaporation. 
 
GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 
are emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO2 are largely by-
products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing associated with 
agricultural practices and landfills. Observations of CO2 concentrations, globally-averaged 
temperature, and sea level rise are generally well within the range of the extent of the earlier 
IPCC projections. The recently observed increases in CH4 and N2O concentrations are smaller 
than those assumed in the scenarios in the previous assessments. Each IPCC assessment has 
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used new projections of future climate change that have become more detailed as the models 
have become more advanced. 
 
Man-made GHGs, many of which have greater heat-absorption potential than CO2, include 
fluorinated gases and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) (United States Environmental Protection Agency 
[U.S. EPA] 2019). Different types of GHG have varying global warming potential (GWP). The 
GWP of a GHG is the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere over a 
specified timescale (generally, 100 years). Because GHG absorb different amounts of heat, a 
common reference gas (CO2) is used to relate the amount of heat absorbed to the amount of the 
gas emissions, referred to as “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO2E), and is the amount of a GHG 
emitted multiplied by its GWP. Carbon dioxide has a 100-year GWP of one. By contrast, 
methane CH4 has a GWP of 25, meaning its global warming effect is 25 times greater than 
carbon dioxide on a molecule per molecule basis (IPCC, 2007). 
 
The accumulation of GHG in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature. Without the 
natural heat trapping effect of GHG, Earth’s surface would be about 34° C cooler (CalEPA, 
2006). However, it is believed that emissions from human activities, particularly the 
consumption of fossil fuels for electricity production and transportation, have elevated the 
concentration of these gases in the atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring 
concentrations. The following discusses the primary GHG of concern. 
 

Carbon Dioxide. The global carbon cycle is made up of large carbon flows and 
reservoirs. Billions of tons of carbon in the form of CO2 are absorbed by oceans and living 
biomass (i.e., sinks) and are emitted to the atmosphere annually through natural processes (i.e., 
sources). When in equilibrium, carbon fluxes among these various reservoirs are roughly 
balanced (U.S. Department of State, 2002). CO2 was the first GHG demonstrated to be increasing 
in atmospheric concentration, with the first conclusive measurements being made in the second 
half of the 20th century. Concentrations of CO2 in the atmosphere have risen approximately 40% 
since the industrial revolution. The global atmospheric concentration of CO2 has increased from 
a pre-industrial value of about 280 parts per million (ppm) to 391 ppm in 2011 (IPCC, 2007; 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Association [NOAA], 2010). The average annual CO2 concentration 
growth rate was larger between 1995 and 2005 (average: 1.9 ppm per year) than it has been since 
the beginning of continuous direct atmospheric measurements (1960–2005 average: 1.4 ppm per 
year), although there is year-to-year variability in growth rates (NOAA, 2010). Currently, CO2 
represents an estimated 74% of total GHG emissions (IPCC, 2007). The largest source of CO2 
emissions, and of overall GHG emissions, is fossil fuel combustion. 
 

Methane. Methane (CH4) is an effective absorber of radiation, though its atmospheric 
concentration is less than that of CO2 and its lifetime in the atmosphere is limited to 10 to 12 
years. It has a GWP approximately 25 times that of CO2. Over the last 250 years, the 
concentration of CH4 in the atmosphere has increased by 148% (IPCC, 2007), although emissions 
have declined from 1990 levels. Anthropogenic sources of CH4 include enteric fermentation 
associated with domestic livestock, landfills, natural gas and petroleum systems, agricultural 
activities, coal mining, wastewater treatment, stationary and mobile combustion, and certain 
industrial processes (U.S. EPA, 2016). 
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Nitrous Oxide. Concentrations of nitrous oxide (N2O) began to rise at the beginning of 
the industrial revolution and continue to increase at a relatively uniform growth rate (NOAA, 
2016). N2O is produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including those reactions that 
occur in fertilizers that contain nitrogen, fossil fuel combustion, and other chemical processes. 
Use of these fertilizers has increased over the last century. Agricultural soil management and 
mobile source fossil fuel combustion are the major sources of N2O emissions. The GWP of 
nitrous oxide is approximately 298 times that of CO2 (IPCC, 2007). 

 
Fluorinated Gases (HFCS, PFCS and SF6). Fluorinated gases, such as hydrofluorocarbon 

(HFC), perfluorocarbon (PFC), and sulfurhexafluoride (SF6), are powerful GHG that are emitted 
from a variety of industrial processes. Fluorinated gases are used as substitutes for ozone-
depleting substances such as chlorofluorocarbon (CFC), hydrochlorofluorocarbon (HCFC), and 
halon, which have been regulated since the mid-1980s because of their ozone-destroying 
potential and are phased out under the Montreal Protocol (1987) and Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1990. Electrical transmission and distribution systems account for most SF6 
emissions, while PFC emissions result from semiconductor manufacturing and as a by-product 
of primary aluminum production. Fluorinated gases are typically emitted in smaller quantities 
than CO2, CH4, and N2O, but these compounds have much higher GWPs. SF6 is the most potent 
GHG the IPCC has evaluated. 

 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory. Worldwide anthropogenic emissions of GHGs 

were approximately 46,000 million metric tons (MMT, or gigaton) CO2E in 2010 (IPCC, 2014). 
CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion and industrial processes contributed about 65% of 
total emissions in 2010. Of anthropogenic GHGs, carbon dioxide was the most abundant 
accounting for 76% of total 2010 emissions. Methane emissions accounted for 16% of the 2010 
total, while nitrous oxide and fluorinated gases account for 6 and 2% respectively (IPCC, 2014). 

 
Total U.S. GHG emissions were 6,456.7 MMT CO2E in 2017 (U.S. EPA, 2019). Total U.S. 
emissions have increased by 1.3% since 1990; emissions decreased by 0.5% from 2016 to 2017. 
The decrease from 2016 to 2017 was a result of multiple factors, including: (1) a continued shift 
from coal to natural gas and other non-fossil energy sources in the electric power sector and (2) 
milder weather in 2017 resulting in overall decreased electricity usage. Since 1990, U.S. 
emissions have increased at an average annual rate of 0.05%. In 2017, the transportation and 
industrial end-use sectors accounted for 29% and 30% of CO2 emissions (with electricity-related 
emissions distributed), respectively. Meanwhile, the residential and commercial end-use sectors 
accounted for 15% and 16% of CO2 emissions, respectively (U.S. EPA, 2019). 
 
Based upon the California Air Resources Board (ARB) California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 
2000-2016 (ARB, 2019), California produced 424.1 MMT CO2E in 2017. The major source of GHG 
in California is transportation, contributing 41% of the state’s total GHG emissions. The 
industrial sector is the second largest source, contributing 24 percent of the state’s GHG 
emissions, and electric power accounted for approximately 15 percent. California emissions are 
due in part to its large size and large population compared to other states. However, a factor 
that reduces California’s per capita fuel use and GHG emissions, as compared to other states, is 
its relatively mild climate. In 2016, the State of California achieved its 2020 GHG emission 
reduction targets as emissions fell below 431 MMT of CO2e (CARB 2018). The annual 2030 
statewide target emissions level is 260 MMT of CO2e (CARB 2017). With implementation of the 
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2017 Scoping Plan, regulated GHG emissions are projected to decline to 260 MMT of CO2e per 
year by 2030. Per Executive Order (EO) B-55-18, the statewide goal for 2045 is to achieve carbon 
neutrality and maintain net negative emissions thereafter. This goal supersedes the 2050 goal of 
an 80 percent reduction in GHG emissions below 1990 levels established by EO S-3-05, and 
CARB has been tasked with including a pathway toward the EO B-55-18 carbon neutrality goal 
in the next Scoping Plan update. 
 

Potential Effects of Climate Change. Globally, climate change has the potential to affect 
numerous environmental resources through potential impacts related to future air temperatures 
and precipitation patterns. Scientific modeling predicts that continued GHG emissions at or 
above current rates would induce more extreme climate changes during the 21st century than 
were observed during the 20th century. Long-term trends have found that each of the past three 
decades has been warmer than all the previous decades in the instrumental record, and the 
decade from 2000 through 2010 has been the warmest. The observed global mean surface 
temperature (GMST) for the decade from 2006 to 2015 was approximately 0.87°C (0.75°C to 
0.99°C) higher than the average GMST over the period from 1850 to 1900. Several 
independently analyzed data records of global and regional Land-Surface Air Temperature 
(LSAT) obtained from station observations are in agreement that LSAT as well as sea surface 
temperatures have increased. In addition to these findings, there are identifiable signs that 
global warming is currently taking place, including substantial ice loss in the Arctic over the 
past two decades (IPCC, 2014; 2018).  

 
According to California’s Fourth Climate Change Assessment, statewide temperatures from 1986 to 
2016 were approximately 1°F to 2°F higher than those recorded from 1901 to 1960. Potential 
impacts of climate change in California may include loss in water supply from snow pack, sea 
level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more large forest fires, and more drought years 
(State of California 2018). While there is growing scientific consensus about the possible effects 
of climate change at a global and statewide level, current scientific modeling tools are unable to 
predict what local impacts may occur with a similar degree of accuracy. In addition to statewide 
projections, California’s Fourth Climate Change Assessment includes regional reports that 
summarize climate impacts and adaptation solutions for nine regions of the state as well as 
regionally-specific climate change case studies (State of California 2018). Below is a summary of 
some of the potential effects that could be experienced in California as a result of climate 
change. 

 
Sea Level Rise. According to The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the California Coast, prepared 

by the California Climate Change Center (CCCC) (May 2009), climate change has the potential 
to induce substantial sea level rise in the coming century. The rising sea level increases the 
likelihood and risk of flooding. Sea levels are rising faster now than in the previous two 
millennia, and the rise is expected to accelerate, even with robust GHG emission control 
measures. The most recent IPCC report (2013) predicts a mean sea–level rise of 11-38 inches by 
2100. This prediction is more than 50% higher than earlier projections of 7-23 inches, when 
comparing the same emissions scenarios and time periods. The previous IPCC report (2007) 
identified a sea level rise on the California coast over the past century of approximately eight 
inches. Based on the results of various climate change models, sea level rise is expected to 
continue. The California Climate Adaptation Strategy (December 2009) estimates a sea level rise 
of up to 55 inches by the end of this century. 
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Air Quality. Higher temperatures, which are conducive to air pollution formation, could 
worsen air quality in California. Climate change may increase the concentration of ground-level 
ozone, but the magnitude of the effect, and therefore its indirect effects, are uncertain. If higher 
temperatures are accompanied by drier conditions, the potential for large wildfires could 
increase, which, in turn, would further worsen air quality. However, if higher temperatures are 
accompanied by wetter, rather than drier conditions, the rains would tend to temporarily clear 
the air of particulate pollution and reduce the incidence of large wildfires, thereby ameliorating 
the pollution associated with wildfires. Additionally, severe heat accompanied by drier 
conditions and poor air quality could increase the number of heat-related deaths, illnesses, and 
asthma attacks throughout the state (California Energy Commission [CEC], March, 2009). 

 
Water Supply. Analysis of paleoclimatic data (such as tree-ring reconstructions of stream 

flow and precipitation) indicates a history of naturally and widely varying hydrologic 
conditions in California and the west, including a pattern of recurring and extended droughts. 
Uncertainty remains with respect to the overall impact of climate change on future water 
supplies in California. However, the average early spring snowpack in the Sierra Nevada 
decreased by about 10% during the last century, a loss of 1.5 million acre-feet of snowpack 
storage. During the same period, sea level rose eight inches along California’s coast. California’s 
temperature has risen 1°F, mostly at night and during the winter, with higher elevations 
experiencing the highest increase. Many Southern California cities have experienced their 
lowest recorded annual precipitation twice within the past decade. In a span of only two years, 
Los Angeles experienced both its driest and wettest years on record (California Department of 
Water Resources [DWR], 2008; CCCC, May 2009). 

 
This uncertainty complicates the analysis of future water demand, especially where the 
relationship between climate change and its potential effect on water demand is not well 
understood. The Sierra snowpack provides the majority of California's water supply by 
accumulating snow during the state’s wet winters and releasing it slowly during the state’s dry 
springs and summers. Based upon historical data and modeling DWR projects that the Sierra 
snowpack will experience a 25 to 40% reduction from its historic average by 2050. Climate 
change is also anticipated to bring warmer storms that result in less snowfall at lower 
elevations, reducing the total snowpack (DWR, 2008). 

 
Hydrology. As discussed above, climate change could potentially affect: the amount of 

snowfall, rainfall, and snow pack; the intensity and frequency of storms; flood hydrographs 
(flash floods, rain or snow events, coincidental high tide and high runoff events); sea level rise 
and coastal flooding; coastal erosion; and the potential for salt water intrusion. The rate of 
increase of global mean sea levels over the 2001-2010 decade, as observed by satellites, ocean 
buoys and land gauges, was approximately 3.2 mm per year, which is double the observed 20th 
century trend of 1.6 mm per year (World Meteorological Organization [WMO], 2013). As a 
result, sea levels averaged over the last decade were about 8 inches higher than those of 1880 
(WMO, 2013). Sea level rise may be a product of climate change through two main processes: 
expansion of sea water as the oceans warm and melting of ice over land. A rise in sea levels 
could result in coastal flooding and erosion and could jeopardize California’s water supply due 
to salt water intrusion. Increased CO2 emissions can cause oceans to acidify due to the carbonic 
acid it forms. Increased storm intensity and frequency could affect the ability of flood-control 
facilities, including levees, to handle storm events.  
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Agriculture. California has a $50 billion annual agricultural industry that produces over a 
third of the country’s vegetables and two-thirds of the country’s fruits and nuts (California 
Department of Food and Agriculture 2018). Higher CO2 levels can stimulate plant production 
and increase plant water-use efficiency. However, if temperatures rise and drier conditions 
prevail, water demand could increase; crop-yield could be threatened by a less reliable water 
supply; and greater air pollution could render plants more susceptible to pest and disease 
outbreaks. In addition, temperature increases could change the time of year certain crops, such 
as wine grapes, bloom or ripen, and thereby affect their quality (CCCC, 2006). 

 
Ecosystems and Wildlife. Climate change and the potential resulting changes in weather 

patterns could have ecological effects on a global and local scale. Increasing concentrations of 
GHGs are likely to accelerate the rate of climate change. Scientists project that the annual 
average maximum daily temperatures in California could rise by 4.4 to 5.8°F in the next 50 years 
and by 5.6 to 8.8°F in the next century (State of California 2018). Soil moisture is likely to decline 
in many regions, and intense rainstorms are likely to become more frequent. Rising 
temperatures could have four major impacts on plants and animals: (1) timing of ecological 
events; (2) geographic range; (3) species’ composition within communities; and (4) ecosystem 
processes, such as carbon cycling and storage (Parmesan, August 2006; State of California, 
2018). 
 

b. Regulatory Setting. The following regulations address both climate change and GHG 
emissions. 
 

Federal Regulations. The United States Supreme Court in Massachusetts et al. v. 
Environmental Protection Agency et al. ([2007] 549 U.S. 05-1120) held that the U.S. EPA has the 
authority to regulate motor-vehicle GHG emissions under the federal Clean Air Act. 
 
The U.S. EPA issued a Final Rule for mandatory reporting of GHG emissions in October 2009. 
This Final Rule applies to fossil fuel suppliers, industrial gas suppliers, direct GHG emitters, 
and manufacturers of heavy-duty and off-road vehicles and vehicle engines, and requires 
annual reporting of emissions. The first annual reports for these sources were due in March 
2011. On May 13, 2010, the U.S. EPA issued a Final Rule that took effect on January 2, 2011, 
setting a threshold of 75,000 tons CO2E per year for GHG emissions. New and existing 
industrial facilities that meet or exceed that threshold will require a permit after that date. On 
November 10, 2010, the U.S. EPA published the “PSD and Title V Permitting Guidance for 
Greenhouse Gases.” The U.S. EPA’s guidance document is directed at state agencies responsible 
for air pollution permits under the Federal Clean Air Act to help them understand how to 
implement GHG reduction requirements while mitigating costs for industry. It is expected that 
most states will use the U.S. EPA’s new guidelines when processing new air pollution permits 
for power plants, oil refineries, cement manufacturing, and other large pollution point sources. 
 
On January 2, 2011, the U.S. EPA implemented the first phase of the Tailoring Rule for GHG 
emissions Title V Permitting. Under the first phase of the Tailoring Rule, all new sources of 
emissions are subject to GHG Title V permitting if they are otherwise subject to Title V for 
another air pollutant and they emit at least 75,000 tons CO2E per year. Under Phase 1, no 
sources were required to obtain a Title V permit solely due to GHG emissions. Phase 2 of the 
Tailoring Rule went into effect July 1, 2011. At that time new sources were subject to GHG Title 
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V permitting if the source emits 100,000 tons CO2E per year, or they are otherwise subject to 
Title V permitting for another pollutant and emit at least 75,000 tons CO2E per year. 
 
On July 3, 2012 the U.S. EPA issued the final rule that retains the GHG permitting thresholds 
that were established in Phases 1 and 2 of the GHG Tailoring Rule. These emission thresholds 
determine when Clean Air Act permits under the New Source Review Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (PSD) and Title V Operating Permit programs are required for new and existing 
industrial facilities. 
 
In 2014, the U.S. Supreme Court in Utility Air Regulatory Group v. EPA (134 S. Ct. 2427 [2014]) 
held that USEPA may not treat GHGs as an air pollutant for purposes of determining whether a 
source is a major source required to obtain a PSD or Title V permit. The Court also held that 
PSD permits that are otherwise required (based on emissions of other pollutants) may continue 
to require limitations on GHG emissions based on the application of Best Available Control 
Technology. 
 

California Regulations. The State of California considers GHG emissions and the 
impacts of climate change to be a serious threat to the public health, environment, economic 
well-being, and natural resources of California and has taken an aggressive stance to mitigate 
the State’s impact on climate change through the adoption of policies and legislation. California 
Air Resources Board (ARB) is responsible for the coordination and oversight of State and local 
air pollution control programs in California. California has a numerous regulations aimed at 
reducing the state’s GHG emissions. These initiatives are summarized below. 
 
Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (2002), California’s Advanced Clean Cars program (referred to as 
“Pavley”), requires ARB to develop and adopt regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible 
and cost-effective reduction of GHG emissions from motor vehicles.” On June 30, 2009, U.S. 
EPA granted the waiver of Clean Air Act preemption to California for its greenhouse gas 
emission standards for motor vehicles beginning with the 2009 model year. Pavley I took effect 
for model years starting in 2009 to 2016 and Pavley II, which is now referred to as “LEV (Low 
Emission Vehicle) III GHG” will cover 2017 to 2025. Fleet average emission standards would 
reach 22% reduction by 2012 and 30% by 2016. The Advanced Clean Cars program coordinates 
the goals of the Low Emissions Vehicles (LEV), Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEV), and Clean Fuels 
Outlet programs and would provide major reductions in GHG emissions. By 2025, when the 
rules will be fully implemented, new automobiles will emit 34% fewer GHGs and 75% fewer 
smog-forming emissions from their model year 2016 levels (ARB, 2011). 
 
In 2005, former Governor Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, establishing 
statewide GHG emissions reduction targets. EO S-3-05 provides that by 2010, emissions shall be 
reduced to 2000 levels; by 2020, emissions shall be reduced to 1990 levels; and by 2050, 
emissions shall be reduced to 80% below 1990 levels (CalEPA, 2006). In response to EO S-3-05, 
CalEPA created the Climate Action Team (CAT), which in March 2006 published the Climate 
Action Team Report (the “2006 CAT Report”) (CalEPA, 2006). The 2006 CAT Report identified a 
recommended list of strategies that the state could pursue to reduce GHG emissions. These are 
strategies that could be implemented by various state agencies to ensure that the emission 
reduction targets in EO S-3-05 are met and can be met with existing authority of the state 
agencies. The strategies include the reduction of passenger and light duty truck emissions, the 
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reduction of idling times for diesel trucks, an overhaul of shipping technology/infrastructure, 
increased use of alternative fuels, increased recycling, and landfill methane capture, etc. 
 
California’s major initiative for reducing GHG emissions is outlined in Assembly Bill 32 (AB 
32), the “California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,” signed into law in 2006. AB 32 
codifies the statewide goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 (essentially a 15% 
reduction below 2005 emission levels; the same requirement as under S-3-05), and requires ARB 
to prepare a Scoping Plan that outlines the main State strategies for reducing GHGs to meet the 
2020 deadline. In addition, AB 32 requires ARB to adopt regulations to require reporting and 
verification of statewide GHG emissions. Based on this guidance, CARB approved a 1990 
statewide GHG level and 2020 limit of 427 MMT CO2e. The Scoping Plan was approved by 
CARB on December 11, 2008 and included measures to address GHG emission reduction 
strategies related to energy efficiency, water use, and recycling and solid waste, among other 
measures. Many of the GHG reduction measures included in the Scoping Plan (e.g., Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard, Advanced Clean Car standards, and Cap-and-Trade) have been adopted 
since approval of the Scoping Plan.  
 
In May 2014, ARB approved the first update to the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The 2013 Scoping Plan 
update defines ARB’s climate change priorities for the next five years and sets the groundwork 
to reach post-2020 goals set forth in EO S-3-05. The update highlights California’s progress 
toward meeting the “near-term” 2020 GHG emission reduction goals defined in the original 
Scoping Plan. It also evaluates how to align the State’s longer-term GHG reduction strategies 
with other State policy priorities, such as for water, waste, natural resources, clean energy and 
transportation, and land use (ARB, June 2014). 
 
Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is an 
environmental issue that requires analysis in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
documents. In March 2010, the California Resources Agency (Resources Agency) adopted 
amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the 
effects of GHG emissions. The adopted guidelines give lead agencies the discretion to set 
quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and mitigation of GHGs and climate 
change impacts. 
 
ARB Resolution 07-54 establishes 25,000 MT of GHG emissions as the threshold for identifying 
the largest stationary emission sources in California for purposes of requiring the annual 
reporting of emissions. This threshold is just over 0.005% of California’s total inventory of GHG 
emissions for 2004. 
 
Senate Bill (SB) 375, signed in August 2008, enhances the state’s ability to reach AB 32 goals by 
directing ARB to develop regional GHG emission reduction targets to be achieved from vehicles 
for 2020 and 2035. In addition, SB 375 directs each of the state’s 18 major Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPO) to prepare a “sustainable communities strategy” (SCS) that contains a 
growth strategy to meet these emission targets for inclusion in the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP). On September 23, 2010, ARB adopted final regional targets for reducing GHG emissions 
from 2005 levels by 2020 and 2035. The Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) was assigned targets of an 8% reduction in GHGs from transportation sources by 2020 
and a 13% reduction in GHGs from transportation sources by 2035. In the SCAG region, SB 375 
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also provides the option for the coordinated development of subregional plans by the 
subregional councils of governments and the county transportation commissions to meet SB 375 
requirements.” 
 
In April 2011, Governor Brown signed SB 2X requiring California to generate 33% of its 
electricity from renewable energy by 2020. 
 
Adopted on October 7, 2015, SB 350 supports the reduction of GHG emissions from the 
electricity sector through a number of measures, including requiring electricity providers to 
achieve a 50 percent renewables portfolio standard by 2030, a cumulative doubling of statewide 
energy efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas by retail customers by 2030. 
 
Approved by the governor in September 2016, SB 1383 requires the CARB to approve and begin 
implementing a comprehensive strategy to reduce emissions of short-lived climate pollutants. 
The bill requires the strategy to achieve the following reduction targets by 2030: 

 
● Methane – 40% below 2013 levels 
● Hydrofluorocarbons – 40% below 2013 levels 
● Anthropogenic black carbon – 50% below 2013 levels 

 
The bill also requires CalRecycle, in consultation with the state board, to adopt regulations that 
achieve specified targets for reducing organic waste in landfills. 
 
On September 8, 2016, the governor signed Senate Bill 32 (SB 32) into law, extending AB 32 by 
requiring the State to further reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (the other 
provisions of AB 32 remain unchanged). On December 14, 2017, CARB adopted the 2017 
Scoping Plan, which provides a framework for achieving the 2030 target. The 2017 Scoping Plan 
relies on the continuation and expansion of existing policies and regulations, such as the Cap-
and-Trade Program, as well as implementation of recently adopted policies and policies, such 
as SB 350 and SB 1383 (see below). The 2017 Scoping Plan also puts an increased emphasis on 
innovation, adoption of existing technology, and strategic investment to support its strategies. 
As with the 2013 Scoping Plan Update, the 2017 Scoping Plan does not provide project-level 
thresholds for land use development. Instead, it recommends that local governments adopt 
policies and locally-appropriate quantitative thresholds consistent with statewide per capita 
goals of six metric tons (MT) CO2e by 2030 and two MT CO2e by 2050 (CARB 2017). As stated in 
the 2017 Scoping Plan, these goals may be appropriate for plan-level analyses (city, county, 
subregional, or regional level), but not for specific individual projects because they include all 
emissions sectors in the state (CARB 2017). 
 
Adopted on September 10, 2018, SB 100 supports the reduction of GHG emissions from the 
electricity sector by accelerating the state’s Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) Program, 
which was last updated by SB 350 in 2015. SB 100 requires electricity providers to increase 
procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 
44 percent by 2024, 60 percent by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045.  
 
Also on September 10, 2018, the governor issued Executive Order B-55-18, which established a 
new statewide goal of achieving carbon neutrality by 2045 and maintaining net negative 
emissions thereafter. This goal is in addition to the existing statewide GHG reduction targets 
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established by SB 375, SB 32, SB 1383, and SB 100. EO B-55-18 also tasks CARB with including a 
pathway toward the EO B-55-18 carbon neutrality goal in the next Scoping Plan update. 
 
For more information on the Senate and Assembly Bills, Executive Orders, and reports 
discussed above, and to view reports and research referenced above, please refer to the 
following websites: www.climatechange.ca.gov and www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cc.htm. 
 

California Environmental Quality Act. Pursuant to the requirements of SB 97, the 
Resources Agency has adopted amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation 
of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. The adopted CEQA Guidelines provide 
general regulatory guidance on the analysis and mitigation of GHG emissions in CEQA 
documents, but contain no suggested thresholds of significance for GHG emissions. Instead, 
they give lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the 
assessment and mitigation of GHGs and climate change impacts.  

 
Local Regulations. The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 

adopted a Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) in April 
2012September 2020, which applies to the County of Ventura. The plan charts a path toward a 
more mobile, sustainable and prosperous region by making key connections: between 
transportation networks, between planning strategies and between the people whose 
collaboration can make plans a reality. The following implementation strategies are included in 
the SCS: 

 
● Promoting a land use pattern that accommodates future employment and housing 

needs; 
● Using land in ways that make developments more compact and improve linkages 

among jobs, housing, and major activity centers; 
● Protecting natural habitats and resource areas; 
● Implementing a transportation network of public transit, managed lanes and highways, 

local streets, bikeways, and walkways built and maintained with available funds; 
● Managing demands on the transportation system (TDM) in ways that reduce or 

eliminate traffic congestion during peak periods of demand; 
● Managing the transportation system (TSM) through measures that maximize the 

efficiency of the transportation network; and 
● Utilizing innovative pricing policies to reduce vehicle miles traveled and traffic 

congestion during peak periods of demand 
 
The County of Ventura has established a Climate Protection Plan (CPP) which includes six 
action areas and fifteen “Commitments to Climate Protection” (Commitments) with the goal of 
meeting a GHG reduction target of 15% over a 2005 baseline inventory. The Commitments 
include items such as integrating full-cost financial analysis and GHG consideration into the 
County’s Capital Planning and Budgeting process, reviewing County’s building policies to 
ensure use of latest environmental standards for materials and systems, capturing and storing 
carbon on County property, and implementing a comprehensive energy action plan (Ventura 
County Climate Protection Plan, 2012). No specific GHG emission thresholds are included in 
the CPP.  
 

http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cc.htm
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The City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan Sustainable Community Chapter (2011) includes 
strategies such as emphasizing pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly environments, shifting toward 
renewable energy sources, strategic landscaping to increase air filtration by plants, and 
increasing project design efficiency to reduce GHG emissions. The City of Oxnard Energy 
Action Plan (EAP) includes similar strategies and a more complete list of goals to reduce energy 
use and associated GHG emissions (Energy Action Plan, 2013). No specific GHG emission 
thresholds are included in the Sustainable Community Chapter or the EAP.  
 

4.6.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. According to the City’s 2017 CEQA 
Guidelines, impacts related to GHG emissions from the proposed project would be significant if 
the project would: 
 

1. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment; 

2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases or otherwise conflict with state goals for 
reducing GHG emissions in California; and/or 

3. Contribute or be subject to potential secondary effects of climate change (e.g., sea 
level rise, increase fire hazard). 

 
In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) states that a lead agency should consider the 
following factors, among others, when assessing the significance of impacts from GHG 
emissions on the environment: 
 

● The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the 
existing environmental setting; 

● Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency 
determines applies to the project; and 

● The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to 
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG 
emissions. Such requirements must be adopted by the relevant public agency through a public 
review process and must reduce or mitigate the project’s incremental contribution of GHG 
emissions. 

 
The vast majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to create a 
project-specific impact through a direct influence to climate change; therefore, the issue of 
climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards an 
impact is cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental 
effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15355). 
 
For future projects, the significance of GHG emissions may be evaluated based on locally 
adopted quantitative thresholds, or consistency with a regional GHG reduction plan (such as a 
Climate Action Plan). Neither VCAPCD nor the City of Oxnard has adopted GHG emissions 
thresholds. The VCAPCD staff has, however, examined options for GHG thresholds for CEQA 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.6-12 

documents. Among the approaches discussed, VCAPCD prefers consistency with the South 
Coast AQMD (SCAQMD) (VCAPCD, 2011). The SCAQMD is considering a tiered approach 
with locally adopted GHG reduction plans followed by GHG threshold values set to capture 
90% of project GHG emissions by project type. SCAQMD’s current proposed threshold for 2020 
is 6.6 metric tons CO2E/year per service population (residents and employees) for Specific 
Plans. Therefore, the contribution to cumulative impacts to GHG emissions and climate change 
of the TCSP and buildout of the additional annexation parcels with industrial land uses would 
be cumulatively considerable if the project would produce in excess of 6.6 metric tons 
CO2E/year per service population. It is important to note that the City does not recommend 
adoption of this threshold for any other purpose at this time, but it is used for this analysis for 
the reasons noted above.  
 

Study Methodology. Calculations of CO2, CH4, and N2O emissions are provided to 
identify the magnitude of potential project effects. The analysis focuses on CO2, CH4, and N2O 
because these make up 98.9% of all GHG emissions by volume (IPCC, 2007) and are the GHG 
emissions that the project would emit in the largest quantities. Fluorinated gases, such as HFCs, 
PFCs, and SF6, were also considered for the analysis. However, because the project is a 
residential/commercial/industrial development, the quantity of fluorinated gases would not be 
significant since fluorinated gases are primarily associated with industrial processes. Emissions 
of all GHG are converted into their equivalent weight in CO2 (CO2E). Minimal amounts of other 
main GHG (such as CFC) would be emitted; however, these other GHG emissions would not 
substantially add to the calculated CO2E amounts.  
 

On-Site Operational Emissions. Operational emissions from energy use (electricity and 
natural gas use) for the project were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2 software program (see Appendix C for calculations). CalEEMod 
estimates GHG emissions from energy use by multiplying average rates of non-residential 
energy consumption by the quantity of non-residential square footage entered in the land use 
module to obtain total projected energy use. This value is then multiplied by electricity and 
natural gas GHG emission factors applicable to the TCSP location and utility provider. 
Additionally, energy usage from residential usage was reduced by 7 percent and non-
residential energy usage was reduced by 30 percent to account for the requirements of 2019 
Title 24 standards (California Energy Commission 2019).  
 
Emissions associated with area sources, including consumer products, landscape maintenance, 
and architectural coating were calculated in CalEEMod and utilize standard emission rates from 
CARB, U.S. EPA, and district supplied emission factor values (CAPCOA, 2016).  
 
Emissions from waste generation were also calculated in CalEEMod and are based on the 
IPCC’s methods for quantifying GHG emissions from solid waste using the degradable organic 
content of waste (CalEEMod User Guide, 2016). Waste disposal rates by land use and overall 
composition of municipal solid waste in California was primarily based on data provided by 
the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 
Emissions from water and wastewater usage calculated in CalEEMod were based on the default 
electricity intensity from the CEC’s 2006 Refining Estimates of Water-Related Energy Use in 
California using the average values for Northern and Southern California. The indoor and 
outdoor water use consumption data for each land use subtype comes from the Pacific 
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Institute’s Waste Not, Want Not: The Potential for Urban Water Conservation in California (2003) 
(CAPCOA 2017). Based on that report, a percentage of total water consumption was dedicated 
to landscape irrigation, which is used to determine outdoor water use. Wastewater generation 
was similarly based on a reported percentage of total indoor water use. CalEEMod does not 
incorporate water use reductions achieved by 2016 CalGreen (Part 11 of Title 24). New 
development would be subject to CalGreen, which requires a 20 percent increase in indoor 
water use efficiency. Thus, in order to account for compliance with CalGreen, a 20 percent 
reduction in indoor water use was included in the water consumption calculations for new 
development. 
 

Direct Emissions from Mobile Combustion. Emissions of CO2 and CH4 from transportation 
sources for the proposed project were quantified using the CalEEMod software model. Because 
the CalEEMod software program does not calculate N2O emissions from mobile sources, N2O 
emissions were quantified using the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting 
Protocol (January 2009) direct emissions factors for mobile combustion (see Appendix C for 
calculations). The estimate of total daily trips associated with the proposed project was based on 
the project traffic study prepared by Stantec (2019) and was calculated and extrapolated to 
derive total annual mileage in CalEEMod. Emission rates for N2O emissions were based on the 
vehicle mix output generated by CalEEMod and the emission factors found in the California 
Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol.  
 
A limitation of the quantitative analysis of emissions from mobile combustion is that emission 
models, such as CalEEMod, evaluate aggregate emissions, meaning that all vehicle trips and 
related emissions assigned to a project are assumed to be new trips and emissions generated by 
the project itself. Such models do not demonstrate, with respect to a regional air quality impact, 
what proportion of these emissions are actually “new” emissions, specifically attributable to the 
project in question. For most projects, the main contributor to regional air quality emissions is 
from motor vehicles; however, the quantity of vehicle trips appropriately characterized as 
“new” is usually uncertain as traffic associated with a project may be relocated trips from other 
locales. In other words, vehicle trips associated with the project may include trips relocated 
from other existing locations, as people begin to use the proposed project instead of similar 
existing schools, offices, retail stores and other land uses. Therefore, because the proportion of 
“new” versus relocated trips is unknown, the VMT estimate generated by CalEEMod is used as 
a conservative, “worst-case” estimate.  
 

Construction Emissions. Although construction activity is addressed in this analysis, 
CAPCOA does not discuss whether any of the suggested threshold approaches (as discussed 
below in GHG Cumulative Significance) adequately address impacts from temporary construction 
activity. As stated in the CEQA and Climate Change white paper, “more study is needed to make 
this assessment or to develop separate thresholds for construction activity” (CAPCOA, 2008). 
Nevertheless, air districts such as the SCAQMD (2011) have recommended amortizing 
construction-related emissions over a 30-year period in conjunction with the proposed project’s 
operational emissions.  
 
Construction of the proposed project would generate temporary GHG emissions primarily due 
to the operation of construction equipment and truck trips. Site preparation and grading 
typically generate the greatest amount of emissions due to the use of grading equipment and 
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soil hauling. The CalEEMod software program was used to estimate emissions associated with 
the construction period, based on parameters such as the duration of construction activity, area 
of disturbance, and anticipated equipment use during construction. Due to the generally flat 
topography and large area of the state, it is assumed that cut and fill will be balanced where 
possible. Therefore, although cut and fill would be necessary for project development, no export 
or import of soil to or from the TCSP area is anticipated.  
 
Emissions were calculated separately for Phase 1, Phase 2, and the proposed annexation, to 
more accurately model the construction timing and its specific impacts. Applicable VCAPCD 
recommendations for construction were incorporated into the model, as discussed in Section 
4.3, Air Quality. For complete results and assumptions from CalEEMod, refer to Appendix C. 
 

Project-Specific Efficiency Threshold. Efficiency thresholds are quantitative thresholds 
based on a measurement of GHG efficiency for a given project, regardless of the amount of 
mass emissions. These thresholds identify the emission level below which new development 
would not interfere with attainment of statewide GHG reduction targets. A project that attains 
such an efficiency target, with or without mitigation, would result in less than significant GHG 
emissions. A locally-appropriate 2030 project-specific threshold is derived from CARB’s 
recommendations in the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update, as discussed below. 

With the release of the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update, CARB recognized the need 
to balance population growth with emissions reductions and in doing so, provided a new local 
plan level methodology for target setting that provides consistency with state GHG reduction 
goals using per capita efficiency thresholds. A project-specific efficiency threshold can be 
calculated by dividing statewide GHG emissions by the sum of statewide jobs and residents. 
However, not all statewide emission sources would be impacted by the proposed land use (e.g., 
agriculture and industrial). Accordingly, consistent with the concerns raised in the Golden Door 
(2018) and Newhall Ranch (2015) decisions regarding the correlation between state and local 
conditions, the 2030 statewide inventory target was modified with substantial evidence 
provided to establish a locally-appropriate, evidence-based, commercial project-specific 
threshold consistent with the SB 32 target. 

To develop this threshold, the local planning Golden Door (2018) and Newhall Ranch (2015)  
area was first evaluated to determine emissions sectors that are present and would be directly 
affected by potential land-use changes. A description of major sources of emissions that are 
included in the State Scoping Plan emissions sectors and representative sources in City of 
Oxnard can be found in Table 4.3-1. 

There are no major agricultural operations in the City. Therefore, the Agricultural emissions 
sector was considered locally inappropriate and was removed from the State 2030 emissions 
forecast. Furthermore, Industrial sector source emissions (i.e., oil, gas, and hydrogen 
production; refineries; general fuel use; and mining operations) would not be directly impacted 
by the proposed land uses; therefore, the Industrial emissions sector was removed from the 
State 2030 emissions forecast to retain a more conservative locally-appropriate target. 
Additionally, Cap and Trade emissions reductions occur independent of any local jurisdictional 
land use decisions and were also excluded from the locally-appropriate target.  
 
After removing Agricultural, Industrial, and Cap and Trade emissions, the remaining emissions 
sectors with sources within the City of Oxnard planning area were then summed to create a 
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locally-appropriate emissions total for a mixed residential-commercial development in City of 
Oxnard. This locally-appropriate emissions total is divided by the statewide 2030 service person 
population to determine a locally-appropriate, project-level threshold of 3.2 MT of CO2e per 
service population that is consistent with SB 32 targets, as shown in Table 4.6-1 and Table 4.6-2. 
 
At this time, the State has codified a target of reducing emissions to 40 percent below 1990 
emissions levels by 2030 (SB 32) and has developed the 2017 Scoping Plan to demonstrate how 
the State will achieve the 2030 target and make substantial progress toward the 2050 goal of an 
80 percent reduction in 1990 GHG emission levels set by EO S-3-05. In the recently signed EO B-
55-18, which identifies a new goal of carbon neutrality by 2045 and supersedes the goal 
established by EO S-3-05, CARB has been tasked with including a pathway toward the EO B-55-
18 carbon neutrality goal in the next Scoping Plan update. 
 
While State and regional regulators of energy and transportation systems, along with the State’s 
Cap and Trade program, are designed to be set at limits to achieve most of the reductions 
needed to hit the State’s long-term targets, local governments can do their fair share toward 
meeting the State’s targets by siting and approving projects that accommodate planned 
population growth and projects that are GHG-efficient. The AEP Climate Change Committee 
recommends that CEQA GHG analyses evaluate project emissions in light of the trajectory of 
state climate change legislation and assess their “substantial progress” toward achieving long‐
term reduction targets identified in available plans, legislation, or EOs. Consistent with AEP 
Climate Change Committee recommendations, GHG impacts are analyzed in terms of whether 
the anticipated mixed residential-commercial development would impede “substantial 
progress” toward meeting the reduction goal identified in SB 32 and EO B-55-18. As SB 32 is 
considered an interim target toward meeting the 2045 State goal, consistency with SB 32 would 
be considered contributing substantial progress toward meeting the State’s long-term 2045 
goals. Avoiding interference with, and making substantial progress toward, these long-term 
State targets is important because these targets have been set at levels that achieve California’s 
fair share of international emissions reduction targets that will stabilize global climate change 
effects and avoid the adverse environmental consequences described under Section 4.3.1, Setting 
(EO B-55-18). 
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Table 4.6-1 
SB 32 Scoping Plan Emissions Sector Targets 

GHG Emissions Sector1 

2030 State 
Emissions 

Target 
(MMT)1 

Locally 
Appropriate2 

Project 
Specific Major Sources3 

Residential and Commercial 38 Yes Yes Natural gas end uses, including space 
and water heating of buildings 

Electric Power 53 Yes Yes Electricity uses, including lighting, 
appliances, machinery and heating 

High GWP 11 Yes Yes SF6 from power stations, HFCs from 
refrigerants and air conditioning4 

Recycling and Waste 8 Yes Yes Waste generated by residential, 
commercial, and other facilities 

Transportation 103 Yes Yes Passenger, heavy duty, and other 
vehicle emissions 

Industrial 83 No No Oil, gas, and hydrogen production, 
refineries, general fuel use, and mining 
operations do not occur substantially 
within the City  

Agriculture 24 No No Enteric fermentation, crop residue 
burning, and manure management do 
not occur substantially within the City  

Cap and Trade Reductions -60 No No Reductions from facilities emitting more 
than 10,000 MT CO2e per year5 

Scoping Plan Target (All 
Sectors) 

260 No No All emissions sectors 

Locally Inapplicable Sector 
(Industrial) 

-83 No No Oil, gas, and hydrogen production, 
refineries, general fuel use, and mining 
operations5 

Locally Inapplicable Sector 
(Agriculture) 

-24 No No Enteric fermentation, crop residue 
burning, and manure management 

Locally Inapplicable Sector 
(Cap and Trade) 

60 No No Reductions from facilities emitting more 
than 10,000 MT CO2e per year5 

2030 Locally Applicable 
Emissions Sectors 

213 Yes Yes Emissions applicable to the local 
planning area 

MMT = million metric tons 
1 All State targets in MMT CO2E. See the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, page 31 for sector details (CARB 2017). 

2 Locally-appropriate is defined as having significant emissions in Scoping Plan Categorization categories within the planning 
area.  
3 See CARB GHG Emissions Inventory Scoping Plan Categorization for details, available at: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm 

4 SF6 is used primarily as an insulator in electrical substations while HFCs can be found in many residential and commercial 
refrigeration and air conditioning units. HFCs are in the process of being phased out through 2036 in most developed countries.  
5 Cap and Trade is excluded as reductions will occur independent of local project land use decisions and are therefore not locally 
appropriate. The Cap and Trade target equates to the gap between expected emissions from all economic sectors in 2030 under 
the Scoping Plan Scenario (320 MMT CO2e) and the state target of 260 MMT CO2e. 

 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm
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Table 4.6-2 
SB 32 Locally-Appropriate Project-Specific Threshold 

California 2017 
Climate Change 
Scoping Plan  

California 2030 Population (persons)1 43,939,333 

California 2030 Employment Projection (persons)2 23,459,500 

Service Population (persons) 67,398,833 

Locally-Appropriate 
2030 Project 
Threshold  

2030 Locally-Appropriate Emissions Sectors (MT of CO2e)3 213,000,000 

2030 Service Population (persons) 67,398,833 

2030 Service Person Target (MT of CO2e per Service 
Person) 

3.2 

1 California Department of Finance 2019.  
2 Average of employment range projections under implementation scenario. See CARB 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan 
Update, page 55 (CARB 2017). 
3 See Table 4.3-1 above. 
4 Total of 3.16 has been rounded up per Scoping Plan general methodology. Lead agencies may determine this threshold in 
consistence with Scoping Plan and State GHG reduction goals as they deem appropriate, as noted in the Climate Change 
Scoping Plan (page 102, CARB 2017). 

 
Service Population. The following data from Southern California Association of 

Governments (SCAG) was used to estimate the number of employment opportunities provided 
by the proposed TCSP and Annexation area (SCAG 2001): 

 
● “Other retail/service” land uses employ approximately 1 employee per 412 square feet and was 

used as a proxy for the commercial/mixed use and urban village commercial areas 
● “R&D/Flex Space” land use employs approximately 1 employee per 277 square feet as was used 

as a proxy for the business research park (Pa-13 and PA-14) 
● “Light Manufacturing” land use employs approximately 1 employee per 202 square feet and was 

used as a proxy for the manufacturing area south of Teal Club Road  
● “Warehouse” land use employs approximately 1 employee per 149 square feet and was used as a 

proxy for the warehouse area south of Teal Club Road 
 

In addition, the 990 attached and detached residential units are expected to house 3,898 people 
(CDF 2018).1 Therefore, the service population of the anticipated development would be 
approximately 6,549 persons (see Section 4.11, Population and Housing).2 

 
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 

Table 4.6-3 lists the thresholds under consideration in the GHG/Climate Change analysis and 
whether the impact was found to be significant and unavoidable (Class I), significant but 
mitigable (Class II), less than significant (Class III), or beneficial (Class IV).  
 

 
1 (982 net dwelling units x 3.97 people per dwelling unit) 

2 (60,000 square feet divided by 412 square feet per employee [146]) + (132,000 square feet divided by 277 square feet per 

employee [477]) + (173,804 square feet divided by 202 square feet per employee [861])  + (173,804 square feet divided by 149 
square feet per employee [1,167]) 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.6-18 

Table 4.6-3 
Summary of GHG/Climate Change Impact Conclusions 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidabl

e (Class I) 

Significan
t but 

Mitigable 

(Class II) 

Less than 
Significant 

(Class III) 
Beneficial 
(Class IV) 

1. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

  X  

2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases or otherwise conflict 
with state goals for reducing GHG emissions in 
California? 

  X  

3. Contribute or be subject to potential secondary 
effects of climate change (e.g., sea level rise, 

increase fire hazard)? 

  X  

 
Impact GHG-1 Development of the proposed TCSP and buildout of the 

additional Annexation parcels under the proposed zoning 
would generate additional GHG emissions beyond existing 
conditions. However, these emissions would be below the per 
capita emissions threshold for 2030 identified in the State 
Scoping Plan Impacts would therefore be Class III, less than 
significant. 

 
To determine whether the TCSP development exceeds the per service population emission 
threshold in line with the State’s 2017 Scoping Plan, a quantitative analysis of GHG emissions 
associated with construction emissions and operational emissions from the proposed 
development is provided below. The following summarizes the TCSP’s overall GHG emissions 
based on the construction and operation of 990 dwelling units as well as non-residential uses 
(see Appendix C for full CalEEMod worksheets contained in the Air Quality Analysis). 
 
 Construction Emissions. Construction will be phased as described in Section 2.0, Project 
Description and would occur over several years. Based on the CalEEMod results, construction 
activity facilitated by the proposed project would generate an estimated total of 6,424 metric 
tons of CO2E (see Table 4.6-4). Amortized over a 30-year period (the assumed life of the project), 
construction facilitated by the project would generate an estimated 214 metric tons of CO2E per 
year. 
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Table 4.6-4 
Estimated Construction-Related GHG Emissions 

Emission Source Emissions CO2E 

Phase 1 3,640 metric tons 

Phase 2 1,946 metric tons 

Additional Annexation Area  839 metric tons 

Total 16,424 metric tons 

Amortized over 30 years 214 metric tons per year 

1 See Appendix C for calculations and for GHG emission factor assumptions. 

  
Operational Indirect and Stationary Direct Emissions. Long-term emissions relate to area 

sources, energy use, solid waste, water use, and transportation. Each of these sources is 
discussed below. 
 

Area Source Emissions. CalEEMod was used to calculate direct sources of air emissions 
located at the project site. For the planned uses within the TCSP area, this would primarily 
include landscape maintenance equipment, which would cause GHG emissions of 
approximately 12 metric tons of CO2E per year. 
 

Energy Use. Operation of the proposed new buildings would consume both electricity 
and natural gas (see Appendix C for calculations). The generation of electricity through 
combustion of fossil fuels typically yields CO2, and to a smaller extent, N2O and CH4. As 
discussed above, annual electricity and natural gas emissions can be calculated using average 
rates of residential and non-residential energy consumption multiplied by the square footage 
entered in CalEEMod as well as the local utility provider’s GHG emission factors.  
 
In accordance with Section 150.1(b)14 of the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, new 
residential uses would be required to install photovoltaic (PV) solar panels that generate an 
amount of electricity equal to expected electricity usage. Therefore, based on the calculation 
method contained in Section 150.1(b)14, proposed development would be required to 
include 1,570 kW of PV solar panels, which would generate approximately 2,983,258 kWh per 
year (see Appendix C). 
 
As shown in Table 4.6-5, electricity consumption associated with the project would result in 
approximately 1,010 metric tons CO2E per year. Natural gas use would generate approximately 
1,157 metric tons CO2E per year. Thus, overall energy use at the project site would result in 
approximately 2,167 metric tons CO2E per year.  
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Table 4.6-5  
Estimated Annual Energy-Related GHG Emissions 

Emission Source Annual Emissions CO2E 

Electricity  1,010 metric tons 

Natural Gas 1,157 metric tons 

Total 1,167 2,167 metric tons 

See Appendix C for calculations and GHG emission factor assumptions  

 
Solid Waste Emissions. In accordance with AB 341, it was assumed that the TCSP 

development would achieve at least a 25% waste diversion from landfills by 2020. It is 
anticipated that the development facilitated by the proposed project would generate 
approximately 953 tons of solid waste per year according to the CalEEMod output. As shown in 
Table 4.6-6, based on this estimate, this aspect of the project would result in approximately 479 
metric tons of CO2E per year. 

  

Table 4.6-6 
Estimated Annual Solid Waste GHG Emissions 

Emission Source Annual Emissions CO2E 

Solid Waste  479 metric tons 

See Appendix C for calculations and for GHG emission factor assumptions 

 
Water Use Emissions. The project would use approximately 225 million gallons of water 

per year based on the CalEEMod output, including 143 million gallons for indoor uses and 82 
million gallons for outdoor uses. Based on the amount of electricity generated in order to 
supply this amount of water, as shown in Table 4.6-7, this aspect of the project would result in 
approximately 622 metric tons of CO2E per year.  

 

Table 4.6-7  
Estimated Annual GHG Emissions from Water Use 

Emission Source Annual Emissions CO2E 

Water Use  1622 622 metric tons 

See Appendix C for calculations and for GHG emission factor assumptions  

 
Transportation Emissions. Mobile source GHG emissions were estimated using the project 

traffic study and by the total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) estimated in CalEEMod. Based on 
the CalEEMod estimate, the potential increase of up to 3,390 additional residents and up to 
1,234 employees would result in approximately 25,349,026 new annual VMT. Table 4.6-8 shows 
the estimated mobile emissions of GHGs for the project based on the estimated annual VMT. As 
noted above, the CalEEMod model does not calculate N2O emissions related to mobile sources. 
As such, N2O emissions were quantified using guidance from CARB (CARB 2013; see Appendix 
A for calculations). EMFAC 2014 Emissions Inventory were obtained in a spreadsheet output 
for the Ventura County region, for the TCSP’s operational year (2023), using EMFAC 2011 
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categories (CARB 2019). As shown in Table 4.6-8, the project would result in approximately 
9,750 metric tons of CO2E associated with mobile emissions.  
 

Table 4.6-8 
Estimated Annual Mobile GHG Emissions  

Emission Source Annual Emissions CO2E 

Mobile Emissions (CO2 & CH4)1 9,658 metric tons 

Mobile Emissions (N2O) 2 92 metric tons 

Total 9,750 metric tons 

1 See Appendix C for calculations in CalEEMod Model output from Air Quality Analysis 
2 See Appendix C for calculations according to CARB 2013 

 
Combined Construction, Stationary and Mobile Source Emissions. Table 4.6-9 combines the 

construction, operational, and mobile GHG emissions associated with on-site development for 
the TCSP and buildout of the additional annexation parcels with industrial land uses. 
Construction emissions associated with construction activity (approximately 214 metric tons 
CO2E) are amortized over 30 years (the anticipated life of the project). For the proposed project, 
the combined annual emissions would total approximately 13,245 metric tons CO2E per year. 
This total represents less than approximately 0.003% of California’s total 2016 emissions of 429.4 
million metric tons. The majority of the project’s GHG emissions are associated with vehicular 
travel (74%). However, as noted above, mobile emissions are in part a redirection of existing 
travel to other locations, and so are already a part of the total California GHG emissions.  

 

Table 4.6-9 
Combined Annual GHG Emissions  

Emission Source Annual Emissions CO2E 

Construction 214 metric tons 

Operational 
Area 
Energy 
Solid Waste 
Water 

 
12 metric tons 

2,167 metric tons 
479 metric tons 
622 metric tons 

Mobile 9,750 metric tons 

Total 13,245 metric tons 

Service Population 6,549 

Emissions per Service Population (MT CO2E/SP/year) 2.02 metric tons 

Project-Specific Efficiency Threshold (MT CO2E/SP/year) 3.2 

Exceed Project-Specific Threshold?  No 

Note: Emission sources may not add up to total due to rounding. 
Sources: See Appendix C for calculations and for GHG emission factor assumptions  
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Based on the increase of approximately 3,898 new residents and 2,561 employees (service 
population of 6,549, as discussed in Section 4.11, Population and Housing) that would result from 
the proposed TCSP and buildout of the additional Annexation parcels with industrial land uses, 
total GHG emissions would be approximately 2.02 metric tons CO2E per year per service 
population. This would not exceed the locally-appropriate, project-specific threshold of 3.2 MT 
of CO2e per service person per year. Therefore, the proposed TCSP would result in a less than 
significant increase in GHG emissions and no mitigation would be required. 
 

Mitigation Measures. As discussed above, the proposed project would result in less than 
6.6 metric tons per year CO2E per SP; therefore, no mitigation is necessary. 

 
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

 
Impact GHG-2 With adherence to the mitigation measures included in this 

EIR, the proposed TCSP and buildout of the additional 
Annexation parcels with industrial land uses would be 
consistent with the statewide goals for GHG emissions 
reduction, as embodied in AB 32, SB 32, and SB 375, as well as 
the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS), the 2017 State Scoping Plan, the City of 
Oxnard Sustainable Community Element, and the City of 
Oxnard Energy Action Plan. Impacts would therefore be Class 
III, less than significant. 

 
As discussed under Section 4.6.1, Setting, a number of plans have been adopted to reduce GHG 
emissions in the City of Oxnard and at the state level. The project’s consistency with the SCAG 
2016-20402020-2045 RTP/SCS, the Climate Change Scoping Plan, the City of Oxnard 2030 
General Plan and the City of Oxnard Energy Action Plan (EAP) are discussed below. 
 

SCAG 2040 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. To be consistent with SB 375, as described in Regulatory 
Setting above, SCAG adopted an RTP/SCS through 2040 2045 in April 2016September 2020. The 
RTP/SCS includes a planned 12.1 percent reduction of VMT in Ventura County from the base 
year (2016) by 2045 through full implementation of Connect SoCal.does not set a VMT reduction 
target, but encourages VMT reduction by promoting alternative and active transportation.  The 
plan also promotes VMT reduction through the encouragement of alternative modes of 
transportation such as walking, biking, and transit. The proposed TCSP would be infill 
development that would be located within walking and biking distance of commercial and 
recreational activities as well as public transportation. Additionally, as shown on Table 4.13-4 in 
Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, daily VMT per Capita for the proposed TCSP is 14.8 for 
residential travel and 19.1 for work related travel both of which are below the 2045 Connect 
SoCcal projections of 19.6 VMT per Capita for Ventura County. 

 
SCAG’s 2020-2045 2040 RTP/SCS provides land use and transportation strategies to reduce 
regional GHG emissions. Major goals of the RTP/SCS include that it: 

1. Encourage regional economic prosperity and global competitiveness  
2. Improve mobility, accessibility, reliability, and travel safety for people and goods  
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3. Enhance the preservation, security, and resilience of the regional transportation system  
4. Increase person and goods movement and travel choices within the transportation 

system  
5. Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve air quality  
6. Support healthy and equitable communities  
7. Adapt to a changing climate and support an integrated regional development pattern 

and transportation network  
8. Leverage new transportation technologies and data-driven solutions that result in more 

efficient travel  
9. Encourage development of diverse housing types in areas that are supported by 

multiple transportation options  
10. Promote conservation of natural and agricultural lands and restoration of habitats 

1. Align the plan investments and policies with improving regional economic development 
and competitiveness. 

2. Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region. 
3. Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region. 
4. Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system. 
5. Maximize the productivity of our transportation system. 
6. Protect the environment and health of our residents by improving air quality and 

encouraging active transportation (e.g., bicycling and walking). 
7. Actively encourage and create incentives for energy efficiency, where possible. 
8. Encourage land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and active transportation. 
9. Maximize the security of the regional transportation system through improved system 

monitoring, rapid recovery planning, and coordination with other security agencies. 
 

The TCSP and buildout of the additional Annexation parcels with industrial land uses include 
components that would align with RTP/SCS goals, such as as it is an example of encouraging 
development in areas that are supported by multiple transportation options by promoting a 
land use pattern that encourages less single-person car use by including pedestrian and bicycle-
friendly communities (see Figure 2-4 in Section 2.0, Project Description) and creating residential 
land use in proximity to parks and neighborhood-supporting commercial services. Section 4.3, 
Air Quality, includes mitigation measures relating to energy efficiency to be implemented prior 
to the issuance of building permits. The TCSP’s consistency with applicable goals and 
objectivesland use actions and strategies from the 2040 2020-2045 RTP/SCS are discussed in 
Table 4.6-10.  

Table 4.6-10 
TCSP Consistency with Applicable SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Goals and Objectives 

Land Use Actions and Strategies Project Consistency 

Focus Growth Near Destinations & 
Mobility Options 

● Emphasize land use patterns that 
facilitate multimodal access to work, 
educational and other destinations 

● Focus on a regional jobs/housing 
balance to reduce commute times and 
distances and expand job opportunities 
near transit and along center-focused 
main streets 

Consistent. The proposed project would involve placing 
residences, jobs, and commercial uses in area that is served by 
public transit as well as serviced by pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities. One of the TCSP objectives is to create an integrated 
vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle circulation system that 
connects residential, industrial, commercial and institutional uses 
within the TCSP area. The project involves a multi-family 
residential development as well as commercial components 
including office and retail space, a business research park, and 
an Urban Village which may include a café, restaurants, hair 
salon, mail business, dry cleaner, or copy center. The TCSP 
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Land Use Actions and Strategies Project Consistency 

● Plan for growth near transit investments 
and support implementation of first/last 
mile strategies 

● Promote the redevelopment of 
underperforming retail developments 
and other outmoded nonresidential uses 

● Prioritize infill and redevelopment of 
underutilized land to accommodate new 
growth, increase amenities and 
connectivity in existing neighborhoods 

 

would be designed to connect pedestrian and bike paths with 
public sidewalk and streets, greenbelts and public bike lanes. 
Public plazas and gathering places in the commercial mixed-use 
area would also be designed for easy access to the pedestrian 
network. The Urban Village would be oriented around a public 
plaza and would be within walking distance of residential units. 
Further, the TCSP consists of traditional neighborhood design 
components that promote “porch and street orientation” and 
encourage walking and interaction between residents. High, 
Medium, and Medium-High Density areas would orient to 
internal pathways and common areas with connection to the 
public walking network and to the Urban Village.  

The TCSP would encourage public transportation usage: the 
nearest transit stop is located approximately 0.15 mile east of 
the project site, serving Gold Coast Transit bus routes 4A and 
4B. Gold Coast Transit bus routes 19, 20 and 21 are 
approximately one mile west of the project site and provide 
transit service along Victoria Avenue. In addition, as part of the 
2030 General Plan update, new bus stop pull-out locations on 
southbound and northbound lanes of Ventura Road would be 
built adjacent to the project site (see Section 2.0, Project 
Description). The planned bus stops and bus shelters would 
serve the TSCP area and would help provide public transit 
options. Ventura Road is an identified bicycle and pedestrian 
route, and the road would be widened and include a striped 
designated bike lane as part of the General Plan update. Two 
striped bike lanes also exist on Doris Avenue adjacent to the 
project area.  

The development is near the Esplanade Mall, Riverpark Town 
Center, and Oxnard Financial Plaza, which are existing job 
centers. Commercial and business research park components 
are also proposed to be located near existing residential uses to 
the north and east of the TCSP area, as well as within close 
proximity to the residential uses proposed as part of the Specific 
Plan. Lastly, Oxnard Airport is directly to the south, providing 
easy access to air transit for TCSP residents, employees and 
visitors. Therefore, the TCSP focuses growth near destinations 
and mobility options.  

Promote Diverse Housing Choices 

● Preserve and rehabilitate affordable 
housing and prevent displacement 

● Provide support to local jurisdictions to 
streamline and lessen barriers to 
housing development that supports 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions 

 

Consistent. The proposed TCSP would include 15 percent, or 
148, affordable housing units. The transit-oriented development 
of the Urban Village would reduce GHG impacts by creating a 
community that would easily be accessed by pedestrians and 
would be in proximity to alternative modes of transportation. 
Therefore, the proposed TCSP supports reduction of GHG 
emissions by focusing growth near destinations and encouraging 
the use of alternative transportation as described above. The 
TCSP provides affordable housing and involves housing 
development that supports the reduction of GHG emissions.  

Promote Green Region 

● Promote more resource efficient 
development focused on conservation, 
recycling and reclamation 

● Preserve, enhance and restore regional 
wildlife connectivity 

● Reduce consumption of resource areas, 
including agricultural land 

● Identify ways to improve access to public 
park space 

 

Consistent. The TCSP is proposed to be water efficient by 
being “water neutral” so that future water demand does not 
exceed the proposed transfer of water rights. To provide 
adequate potable water for the TCSP project, the existing 
agricultural water rights within the TCSP area would be 
transferred for municipal and industrial uses to the City of 
Oxnard. Recycled water would be used, at a minimum, for all 
landscape irrigation. Further, as discussed in Section 4.14, 
Utilities and Energy, the proposed TCSP would be required to 
participate in existing City recycling programs.  

As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, the project 
area has been under agricultural production historically, as it is 
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Land Use Actions and Strategies Project Consistency 

presently, and is surrounded by other agricultural and urban 
uses with high human activity and is not located in a known or 
mapped wildlife connectivity corridor. Project area windrows may 
serve as resting sites for monarch butterflies to use during their 
migration to more permanent overwintering sites and mitigation 
measures BIO-2(a) and BIO-2(b) are required to ensure 
monarch butterfly habitat is preserved. Also, impacts related to 
riparian areas were found to be less than significant. 

The TCSP area is primarily composed of agricultural land 
currently cultivated with row crops; therefore, as discussed in 
Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, development of the TCSP 
area would convert agricultural land. However, the conversion of 
agricultural land to residential and commercial uses was 
assumed in the City’s General Plan.  

The TCSP involves development of 17.76 acres of community 
and neighborhood parks and open space. The TCSP would 
place future TCSP residents and other nearby residents in 
proximity to new parkland and would be designed to connect 
pedestrian and bike paths with public sidewalk and streets, 
greenbelts and public bike lanes thereby improving access to 
park space.  

Overall, while the project does not directly conserve agricultural 
land, it has been planned for development as part of the City’s 
General Plan and does promote resource efficient development, 
preservation of wildlife connectivity, and access to park space.  

Source: SCAG 2020 

Table 4.6-10 
TCSP Consistency with Applicable SCAG 2040 RTP/SCS Goals and Objectives 

Goals and Objectives Project Consistency 

Land Use Actions and Strategies 

Reflect the Changing Population and Demands 

The SCAG region, home to about 18.3 million people 
in 2012, currently features 5.9 million households and 
7.4 million jobs. By 2040, the Plan projects that these 
figures will increase by 3.8 million people, with nearly 
1.5 million more homes and 2.4 million more jobs. 
High Quality Transit Areas (HQTA) will account for 
three percent of regional total land, but will 
accommodate 46 percent and 55 percent of future 
household and employment growth respectively 
between 2012 and 2040. The 2016 RTP/SCS land 
use pattern contains sufficient residential capacity to 
accommodate the region’s future growth, including 
the eight-year regional housing need. The land use 
pattern accommodates about 530,000 additional 
households in the SCAG region by 2020 and 1.5 
million more households by 2040. The land use 
pattern also encourages improvement in the jobs-
housing balance by accommodating 1.1 million more 
jobs by 2020 and about 2.4 million more jobs by 
2040. 

Consistent. The project would result in a net increase of 
982 residential units which are expected to house 3,898 
residents. The project would also include a mix of 
residential and commercial uses, which would allow 
future residents to patronize the on-site businesses. New 
residents associated with project buildout would make up 
approximately 13% of the projected citywide population 
growth through 2035 and 2040; the net 982 housing units 
associated with project buildout would make up 
approximately 11% of the projected citywide housing 
growth through 2035 and 2040; and the 2,651 new jobs 
associated with project buildout would make up 
approximately 21% of the projected citywide employment 
growth through  2035 and 19% of projected citywide 
employment growth through 2040. Neither project-
generated population housing nor employment estimates 
would exceed citywide projections (see Section 4.11, 
Population and Housing). Therefore, the project reflects 
the changing population and demands. 

Focus New Growth Around Transit 

The 2016 RTP/SCS land use pattern reinforces the 
trend of focusing growth in the region’s High Quality 

Consistent. The proposed project would involve 
development in area that is served by public transit. The 
project involves a multi-family residential development as 
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Goals and Objectives Project Consistency 

Transit Areas (HQTAs). Concentrating housing and 
transit in conjunction concentrates roadway repair 
investments, leverages transit and active 
transportation investments, reduces regional life cycle 
infrastructure costs, improves accessibility, avoids 
greenfield development, and has the potential to 
improve public health and housing affordability. 
HQTAs provide households with alternative modes of 
transport that can reduce VMT and GHG emissions. 

well as commercial components including office and retail 
space, a business research park, and an Urban Village 
which may include a café, restaurants, hair salon, mail 
business, dry cleaner, or copy center near public 
transportation. The project is located within walking 
distance of a Gold Coast Transit bus stop, approximately 
0.15 mile east of the project site, serving bus routes 4A 
and 4B. In addition, as part of the 2030 General Plan 
update, new bus stop pull-outs would be built along 
Ventura Road. Ventura Road is an identified bicycle and 
pedestrian route, and the road would be widened and 
include a striped designated bike lane as part of the 
General Plan update. Two striped bike lanes also exist on 
Doris Avenue adjacent to the project site. The TCSP 
would be designed to connect pedestrian and bike paths 
with public sidewalk and streets, greenbelts and public 
bike lanes. Public plazas and gathering places in the 
commercial mixed-use area would also be designed for 
easy access to the pedestrian network, as described in 
Section 4.13, Traffic. 

Plan for Growth Around Livable Corridors 

The Livable Corridors strategy seeks to revitalize 
commercial strips through integrated transportation 
and land use planning that results in increased 
economic activity and improved mobility options. 
Since 2006, SCAG has provided technical assistance 
for 19 planning efforts along arterial roadway 
corridors. These corridor planning studies focused on 
providing a better understanding of how corridors 
function along their entire length. Subsequent 
research has distinguished the retail density and the 
specific kinds of retail needed to make these 
neighborhood nodes destinations for walking and 
biking. 

From a land use perspective, Livable Corridors 
strategies include a special emphasis on fostering 
collaboration between neighboring jurisdictions to 
encourage better planning for various land uses, 
corridor branding, roadway improvements and 
focusing retail into attractive nodes along a corridor. 

Consistent. The proposed TCSP would involve a mixed-
use development with on-site commercial and retail 
opportunities along an existing transportation network. 
The project site is surrounded on three sides by a mix of 
residential, retail, manufacturing and commercial uses, 
and Oxnard Airport to the south. Adjacent to the TCSP on 
the east, Ventura Road is an identified bicycle and 
pedestrian route. The road would be widened and include 
a striped designated bike lane as part of the 2030 
General Plan update. Two striped bike lanes also exist on 
Doris Avenue adjacent to the project site. The TCSP 
would be designed to connect pedestrian and bike paths 
with public sidewalk and streets, greenbelts and public 
bike lanes. Public plazas and gathering places in the 
TCSP’s commercial mixed-use area would also be 
designed for easy access to the pedestrian network, as 
described in Section 4.13, Traffic. The Urban Village 
would be oriented around a public plaza and would be 
within walking distance of residential units. Further, the 
TCSP consists of traditional neighborhood design 
components that promote “porch and street orientation” 
and encourage walking and interaction between 
residents. High, Medium, and Medium-High Density 
areas would orient to internal pathways and common 
areas with connection to the public walking network and 
to the Urban Village. Therefore, the TCSP would support 
pedestrian and bicycle transportation and foster 
connection with local land uses and existing transit 
options. 

Provide More Options for Short Trips 

38 percent of all trips in the SCAG region are less 
than three miles. The 2016 RTP/SCS provides two 
strategies to promote the use of active transport for 
short trips. Neighborhood Mobility Areas are meant to 
reduce short trips in a suburban setting, while 
“complete communities” support the creation of 

Consistent. The proposed project would involve a mixed-
use development with on-site commercial and retail 
opportunities. Commercial and retail establishments are 
also located east of the project site and a Gold Coast 
Transit bus stop is located approximately 0.15-mile to the 
east of the project site. Additionally, the TCSP would be 
designed to connect pedestrian and bike paths with 
public sidewalk and streets, greenbelts and public bike 
lanes. Public plazas and gathering places in the TCSP’s 
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Goals and Objectives Project Consistency 

mixed-use districts in strategic growth areas and are 
applicable to an urban setting. 

commercial mixed-use area would be designed for easy 
access to the pedestrian network. Walking or biking 
would therefore be viable modes of transportation to 
reach numerous destinations or public transit. 

Protect Natural and Farm Lands 

Many natural and agricultural land areas near the 
edge of existing urbanized areas do not have plans 
for conservation and they are susceptible to the 
pressures of development. Many of these lands, such 
as riparian areas, have high per-acre habitat values 
and are host to some of the most diverse yet 
vulnerable species that play an important role in the 
overall ecosystem. 

Consistent. The TCSP area is primarily composed of 
agricultural land currently cultivated with row crops. As 
discussed in Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, 
development of the TCSP area was assumed in the 
City’s General Plan and impacts associated with the 
conversion of agricultural land were determined to be 
significant and unavoidable. As discussed in Section 4.4, 
Biological Resources, impacts related to riparian areas 
were found to be less than significant.  

Environment 
California law requires that the SCAG region reduce 
per capita greenhouse gas emission 8 percent by 
2020 and 13 percent by 2035 compared to 2005 
levels. The strategies, programs and projects outlined 
in the RTP/SCS are projected to result in greenhouse 
gas emissions reductions in the SCAG region that 
meet or exceed these targets. The region mush also 
meet federal air quality standards. 
 

Consistent. The transit-oriented development of the 
Urban Village would reduce air quality impacts by 
creating a community that would easily be accessed by 
pedestrians and would be in close proximity to alternative 
modes of transportation. See Section 4.3, Air Quality for 
mitigation measures including energy efficiency design 
elements and construction requirements that would 
reduce impacts to air quality to a less than significant 
level. Mitigation Measure AQ-2(a) requires payment of 
fees to a TDM, and Section 4.13, Transportation and 
Traffic, includes mitigation measures to improve 
intersection and roadway operations, reducing traffic and, 
therefore, emissions, at intersections. Mitigation 
measures AQ-2(b) and AQ-2(c) require that construction 
and building management contracts for residential 
development with the TCSP area include energy saving 
requirements, such as exceeding Title 24 requirements 
and use of solar or low-emission water heaters. It would 
also be required that all structures with flat roofs be 
designed to support the installation of solar panels or 
similar renewable energy equipment; this is a 
requirement of Title 24 for all newly constructed single-
family residences and low-rise multifamily residential 
buildings, but would apply to all development proposed 
within the TCSP area and within the nine parcels 
proposed for Annexation. Mitigation Measure AQ-2(d) 
requires that applicants for all projects within the TCSP 
area and within the nine parcels proposed for Annexation 
include passive energy conservation elements in building 
design plans. Mitigation Measure AQ-2(e) requires all 
applicants for all projects within the TCSP area to include 
natural ventilation in building design plans whenever 
feasible. Operations and construction of the proposed 
TCSP would create greenhouse gas emissions 
consistent the state’s per capita reduction threshold for 
2030; therefore, this impact would be less than 
significant. Similarly, greenhouse gas emissions from 
passenger cars and light duty vehicles would be 70 
percent below the 2005 SCAG threshold and exceed the 
RTP/SCS target of 21 percent. 

Transportation Strategies 

Preserve Our Existing System Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.6 Traffic, the 
proposed TCSP development would generate trips that 
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Southern California’s transportation system is 
becoming increasingly compromised by decades of 
underinvestment in maintaining and preserving our 
infrastructure. These investments have not kept pace 
with the demands placed on the system and the 
quality of many of our roads, highways, bridges, 
transit, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities are 
continuing to deteriorate. Unfortunately, the longer 
they deteriorate the more expensive they will be to fix 
in the future. Even worse, deficient conditions 
compromise the safety of users throughout the 
network. For all of these reasons, system 
preservation and achieving a state of good repair are 
top priorities of the 2016 RTP/SCS. 

result in a level of service exceeding City thresholds at 
several intersections without mitigation. However, with 
mitigation measures such as added traffic signals and 
roadway expansion, these impacts would be reduced to a 
less than significant level. Further, traffic generated by 
buildout of the proposed TCSP and Annexation area 
would not exceed City level of service thresholds. The 
TCSP would also be consistent with the City’s General 
Plan and Bicycle Master Plan and include development of 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The City’s 2030 General 
Plan includes development of additional bus stops along 
Ventura Road which would serve TCSP residents and 
employees. 

Active Transportation 

The 2016 RTP/SCS includes $12.9 billion for active 
transportation improvements, including $8.1 billion in 
capital projects and $4.8 billion as part of the 
operations and maintenance expenditures on 
regionally significant local streets and roads. The 
Active Transportation portion of the 2016 Plan 
updates the Active Transportation portion of the 2012 
Plan, which has goals for improving safety, increasing 
active transportation usage and friendliness, and 
encouraging local active transportation plans. It 
proposes strategies to further develop the regional 
bikeway network, assumes that all local active 
transportation plans will be implemented, and 
dedicates resources to maintain and repair thousands 
of miles of dilapidated sidewalks. To accommodate 
the growth in walking, biking and other forms of active 
transportation regionally, the 2016 Active 
Transportation Plan also considers new strategies 
and approaches beyond those proposed in 2012. 

Consistent. The proposed TCSP would include a mix of 
uses and is surrounded on three sides by a mix of 
residential, retail, manufacturing and commercial uses. 
The TCSP would provide bicycle facilities to serve the 
project’s residents, employees, and visitors and would be 
designed to connect pedestrian and bike paths with 
public sidewalk and streets, greenbelts and public bike 
lanes (see Figure 2-4 in Section 2.0, Project Description). 
The development includes dedicated pedestrian paths 
and bicycle paths and would emphasize transit oriented 
residential development with supporting mixed uses to 
encourage alternate modes of transportation. This would 
be consistent with the City of Oxnard’s General Plan and 
Bicycle Master Plan.  
The TCSP consists of traditional neighborhood design 
components that promote “porch and street orientation” 
and encourage walking and interaction between 
residents. High, Medium, and Medium-High Density 
areas would orient to internal pathways and common 
areas with connection to the public walking network and 
to the Urban Village. Public gathering places in the 
TCSP’s commercial mixed-use area would also be 
designed for easy access to the pedestrian network, as 
described in Section 4.13, Traffic. The proposed TCSP 
would include an Urban Village with neighborhood-
serving retail, commercial and restaurant uses with 
pedestrian scale design. The Urban Village would be 
oriented around a public plaza and would be within 
walking distance of residential units. The TCSP would 
also encourage public transportation: the nearest transit 
stop is located approximately 0.15 mile east of the project 
site, serving Gold Coast Transit bus routes 4A and 4B. 
Gold Coast Transit bus routes 19, 20 and 21 are 
approximately one mile west of the project site and 
provide transit service along Victoria Avenue. In addition, 
as part of the 2030 General Plan update, new bus stop 
pull-out locations on southbound and northbound lanes of 
Ventura Road would be built adjacent to the project site 
(see Section 2.0, Project Description). The planned bus 
stops and bus shelters would serve the TSCP area and 
would help provide public transit options. One of the 
TCSP objectives is to create an integrated vehicular, 
pedestrian and bicycle circulation system that connects 
residential, industrial, commercial and institutional uses 
within the TCSP area. The development is near the 
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Esplanade Mall, Riverpark Town Center, and Oxnard 
Financial Plaza, which are existing job centers. 
Commercial and business research park components are 
also proposed to be located near existing residential uses 
to the north and east of the TCSP area, as well as within 
close proximity to the residential uses proposed as part of 
the Specific Plan. Lastly, Oxnard Airport is directly to the 
south, providing easy access to air transit for TCSP 
residents, employees and visitors. 

Transit  

Since 1991, the SCAG region has spent more than 
$50 billion dollars on public transportation. This 
includes high profile investments in rail transit and 
lower profile, vital investments in operations and 
maintenance. Looking toward 2040, the 2016 
RTP/SCS maintains a significant investment in public 
transportation across all transit modes and also calls 
for new household and employment growth to be 
targeted in areas that are well served by public 
transportation to maximize the improvements called 
for in the Plan. 

Consistent. The proposed project would involve a mix of 
uses in an urbanized area that is served by public transit. 
Bus stops exist approximately 0.15 mile east of the 
project site, serving Gold Coast Transit bus routes 4A 
and 4B. Gold Coast Transit bus routes 19, 20 and 21 are 
approximately one mile west of the project site and 
provide transit service along Victoria Avenue. In addition, 
as part of the 2030 General Plan update, new bus stop 
pull-outs would be built along Ventura Road. As noted in 
Section 4.13, Traffic, TCSP commercial and industrial 
developments would also be required to provide 
adequate transportation demand management and trip 
reduction measures as required by the City’s traffic and 
transportation manager (OMC Section 16-631). 

Zero-Emissions Vehicles  

While SCAG’s policies are technology neutral with 
regard to supporting zero and/or near zero-emissions 
vehicles, this section will focus on zero-emissions 
vehicles. Since SCAG adopted the 2012 RTP/SCS, 
the Governor’s Office released the Zero Emissions 
Vehicle (ZEV) Action Plan for 2013 and 2015. These 
plans identified state level funding to support the 
implementation of Plug-in Electric Vehicle (PEV) and 
Hydrogen Fuel Cell refueling networks. As part of the 
2016 RTP/SCS, SCAG modeled PEV growth specific 
to Plugin Hybrid Electric Vehicles (PHEV) in the 
SCAG region. These are electric vehicles that are 
powered by a gasoline engine when their battery is 
depleted. The 2016 RTP/SCS proposes a regional 
charging network that will increase the number of 
PHEV miles driven on electric power. In many 
instances, these chargers may double the electric 
range of PHEVs. A fully funded regional charging 
network program would result in a reduction of one 
percent per capita greenhouse gas emissions. 

Consistent. The TCSP does not identify parking space 
design, including electric vehicle changing spaces. 
However, projects developed under the TCSP are 
expected to comply with the 2019 CalGreen Building 
Standards, which require that a percentage of residential 
and commercial parking spaces install electric vehicle 
(EV) charging stations. Therefore, the TCSP is expected 
to support EV use and the regional EV charging network. 

Source: SCAG 2016. 

The GHG emissions reduction targets set by CARB for the SCAG 2040 2020-2045 RTP/SCS are 
intended to contribute to achieving state and regional reduction goals such as the statewide SB 
32 goal. As a result, if the development reduces GHG emissions to a level consistent with the SB 
32 target for 2030, then the development would be consistent with the SCAG 2040 2020-2045 
RTP/SCS. As summarized in Table 4.6-10, anticipated per service person GHG emissions from 
development would be below the threshold set in the State Scoping Plan for 2030. Therefore, the 
SCSP would be consistent with the statewide SB 32 target and would be consistent with the 
SCAG 2040 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. 
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To additionally evaluate the TCSP’s consistency with the objectives of SB 375 and the goals of 
the 2016-20402020-2045 RTP/SCS, per-capita CO2 emissions from passenger and light duty 
vehicles were analyzed. In accordance with SB 375 regional emissions targets for the SCAG 
region are 19 percent below 2005 per capita emissions levels by 2035. The 2020-2045 RTP/SCS 
does not include observable data as it is not yet available. The 2016-2040 RTP/SCS shows 
regional per-capita GHG emissions from passenger and light duty vehicles being reduced by 21 
percent relative to 2005 levels by 2040. The 2016-2040 RTP/SCS determined that the 2005 per-
capita CO2 emissions from passenger and light duty vehicles in the SCAG region were 23.8 
pounds per day. 
 
For the proposed TCSP, per-capita CO2 emissions from passenger cars/light duty vehicles 
would be 7.2 lbs/day per person, a reduction of approximately 70 percent relative to the 2005 
SCAG regional baseline levels examined under SB 375 (see Appendix C for per capita mobile 
emissions calculation). This reduction in passenger vehicle per-capita CO2 emissions exceeds 
the 21 19 percent reduction target of the 2016-2040 2020-2045 RTP/SCS as well as the CARB 
established SB 375 targets of a 13 19 percent reduction by 2035.  
 
The 2017 Scoping Plan also states that “Since 2014, CARB has been working with MPOs and 
other stakeholders to update regional SB 375 targets. At the same time, CARB has conducted 
analysis for development of the Mobile Source Strategy and Scoping Plan that identifies the 
need for statewide per capita greenhouse gas emissions reductions on the order of 25 percent by 
2035, to meet our climate goals.” The development’s 70 percent reduction in passenger vehicle 
per capita CO2 emissions relative to the 2005 SCAG regional baseline levels examined under SB 
375 would be consistent with this objective of reaching a 25 percent reduction in mobile source 
emissions from passenger cars by 2035, as identified in the 2017 Scoping Plan. 
 

2017 Scoping Plan and EO B-55-18. The 2017 Scoping Plan outlines a pathway to 
achieving the reduction targets set under SB 32, which is considered an interim target toward 
meeting the State’s long-term 2045 goal established by EO B-55-18. As discussed in Section 
4.6.2(b), Significance Thresholds, the TCSP would impede “substantial progress” toward meeting 
the SB 32 and EO B-55-18 targets if per service person GHG emissions exceeded the locally-
appropriate, project-specific 2030 efficiency threshold. CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan indicates that 
local actions that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) are necessary to meet transportation 
sector-specific goals and achieve the 2030 GHG emission reduction target under SB 32. In its 
evaluation of the role of the transportation system in meeting the statewide emissions targets, 
CARB determined that VMT reductions of 7 percent below projected VMT levels in 2030 (which 
includes currently adopted SB 375 SCSs) are necessary. According to the 2017 Scoping Plan, a 7 
percent VMT reduction translates to a reduction, on average, of 1.5 miles/person/day from 
projected levels in 2030. To that end, the 2017 Scoping Plan recommends that local governments 
consider policies to reduce VMT to help achieve these reductions, including: land use and 
community design that reduces VMT; transit-oriented development; street design policies that 
prioritize transit, biking, and walking; and increasing low carbon mobility choices, including 
improved access to viable and affordable public transportation and active transportation 
opportunities.  
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As discussed in Table 4.6-10 and in Sections 2.0, Project Description, and 4.4, Land Use and 
Planning, the TCSP site is located in an urbanized area immediately adjacent to alternative 
transit options and within walking distance of multiple commercial opportunities which would 
provide a range of goods and services to site residents, employees, and visitors. Nearby 
commercial areas include Esplanade Mall, Riverpark Town Center, and Oxnard Financial Plaza. 
The proposed development also incorporates dedicated pedestrian and bicycle paths, new bus 
stops and bus shelters. Finally, the TCSP is a mixed-use development that provides housing, 
jobs, and visitor amenities in proximity to transit options, jobs, and services. Based on these 
facts, the TCSP is consistent with the general goal of reducing GHG emissions by reducing 
VMT.  
 
The 2017 Scoping Plan also recommends that, for discretionary approvals and entitlements of 
individual development projects, lead agencies should prioritize on-site design features that 
reduce emissions, especially from VMT, and direct investments in GHG reductions. For 
example, CARB suggests consideration of design options that reduce VMT, promote transit-
oriented development, promote street design policies that prioritize transit, biking, and 
walking, and increase low carbon mobility choices, including improved access to viable and 
affordable public transportation, and active transportation opportunities. CARB notes that 
additional GHG reductions can be achieved through investment in local building retrofit 
programs that can pay for cool roofs, solar panels, solar water heaters, smart meters, energy 
efficient lighting, energy efficient appliances, energy efficient windows, insulation, and water 
conservation measures, as well as local direct investment to finance installation of regional 
electric vehicle (EV) charging stations and enhancement of local urban forests. 
 
As discussed above, the proposed TCSP is a transit-oriented development on a site located in 
proximity to a range of alternative transit options. Again, the site is also within walking 
distance of a range of goods and services. As described in Section 4.3, Air Quality, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2(a), fees would be paid to a TDM program, and as described in Section 4.13, 
Transportation and Traffic, mitigation measures would improve intersection and roadway 
operations, reducing traffic and emissions at intersections. As discussed in Section 4.3, Air 
Quality, the development would be designed to meet Title 24 California Building Code energy 
efficiency standards and would be designed with flat roofs to support installation of solar 
panels or other renewable energy equipment on all buildings within the TCSP, including the 
nine parcels proposed for Annexation. The proposed TCSP also includes water conserving 
features, recycled water for all landscape irrigation, and bicycle and pedestrian amenities. 
Finally, it would maintain vegetative landscaping on-site with 12.3 acres of community parks 
and open space, 100% water wise plants in commercial and industrial use areas and at least 60% 
water wise plants in residential areas. Based on these design features, the TCSP would 
implement Climate Change Scoping Plan recommendations for individual development 
projects. 
 
In order to evaluate the TCSP’s consistency with the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update, 
this analysis includes an evaluation of development emissions against a 2030 project-specific 
efficiency threshold that is derived from the Scoping Plan, as discussed in Section 4.3.2(b) Impact 
Analysis: Significance Thresholds. As discussed in Section 4.3.2(b), a development would impede 
“substantial progress” toward meeting the SB 32 and EO B-55-18 targets if per service person 
GHG emissions exceeded the locally-appropriate, project-specific 2030 efficiency threshold. As 
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discussed under Impact GHG-1, the TCSP’s GHG emissions would be below the 2030 efficiency 
threshold of the 2017 Scoping Plan; therefore, the TCSP would not conflict with progress toward 
meeting the SB 32 and EO B-55-18 targets.  
 

City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan. The 2030 General Plan specifically discusses the TCSP 
as one of six areas of the City designated as an Urban Village. As defined in 2030 General Plan 
Goal CD-7, Urban Villages are intended to support “development of vibrant mixed-use urban 
villages characterized by a mix of land uses, transit accessibility, pedestrian orientation, and 
neighborhood identity.” Policy CD 7.1 of the 2030 General Plan further defines “urban villages” 
as follows: 
 

CD-7.1 Establishment of Urban Villages: Six areas of the City are initially designated 
as Urban Villages. It is the intent of the Urban Village designation that specific or 
strategic plans for each area will be prepared in advance of the planning entitlement 
process. Additional Urban Villages and guidelines may be subsequently adopted by the 
City Council. Urban Villages are envisioned as characterized by: 

● Infill and/or development of formerly agricultural land 
● Reinvestment in the existing community 
● Mixture of land uses 
● Mix of residential densities and housing types 
● Providing a minimum of 15 percent affordable housing 
● Location along or near corridors, downtown, and transit nodes 
● Transit, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation given high priority 

 
The TCSP is further described as a residential land in close proximity to neighborhood-
supporting public/semi-public uses potentially including a school, parks, and commercial 
services. Locating residences, schools, and neighborhood commercial services in close 
proximity to one another would reduce the vehicle miles traveled by residents. The GHG 
emissions model used for this analysis did not include any assumptions in this regard; 
however, such a mixture of land uses would likely reduce GHG emissions from vehicle use and 
would therefore be consistent with the 2030 General Plan goals including CD-1.3 
Redevelopment to Mixed Use and CD-1.4 Transportation Choices.  
 
The 2030 General Plan includes additional goals and policies that apply specifically to the 
Urban Village designation and to the proposed project in general, as discussed further in 
Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning. Notable among these are Goal SC-3, “Energy Generation and 
Increased Efficiency (Energy Action Plan) - Energy efficiency performance standards and 
generation from renewable sources” and its related policies applicable to the proposed project. 
This goal and other 2030 General Plan goals and policies are discussed in more detail in Table 
4.6-11 below. 
 
The additional nine parcels proposed for Annexation south of Teal Club Road are designated 
for Airport Compatible land uses, as shown on the Oxnard 2030 General Plan land use map. For 
this reason, the Annexation would be consistent with the 2030 General Plan. 
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Table 4.6-11 
2030 General Plan Policy Consistency for GHG Emissions 

 

2030 General Plan Policy Discussion 

Sustainable Community  

SC-3.1.  New Residential Development. 
Encourage incorporation of passive and active 
energy and resources conservation design and 
devices in new residential development and 
substantial remodels and/or expansions.   

Consistent. Mitigation measures AQ-2(b) and AQ-2(c) require 
that construction and building management contracts for 
residential development with the TCSP area include energy 
saving requirements, such as exceeding Title 24 requirements 
and use of solar or low-emission water heaters. It would also 
be required that all structures with flat roofs be designed to 
support the installation of solar panels or similar renewable 
energy equipment; this is a requirement of Title 24 for all 
newly constructed single family residences and low-rise 
multifamily residential buildings, but would apply to all 
development proposed within the TCSP area and within the 
nine parcels proposed for annexation. 

SC-3.8.  Require Use of Passive Energy 
Conservation Design. As part of the City and 
Community EAP’s, require the use of passive 
energy conservation by building material 
massing, orientation, landscape shading, 
materials, and other techniques as part of the 
design of local buildings, where feasible.   

Consistent. Mitigation Measure AQ-2(d) requires that 
applicants for all projects within the TCSP area and within the 
nine parcels proposed for Annexation include passive energy 
conservation elements in building design plans. 

SC-3.12.  Encourage Natural Ventilation Review 
and revise applicable planning and building 
policies and regulations to promote use of 
natural ventilation in new construction and major 
additions or remodeling consistent with Oxnard’s 
temperate climate.   

Consistent. Mitigation Measure AQ-2(e) requires all applicants 
for all projects within the TCSP area to include natural 
ventilation in building design plans. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT   

CD 1.4.  Transportation Choices. Promote the 
application of land use and community designs 
that provide residents with the opportunity for a 
variety of transportation choices (pedestrian, 
bicycle, transit, automobile).   

Consistent. The TCSP consists of traditional neighborhood 
design components that promote “porch and street orientation” 
and encourage walking and interaction between residents. 
High, Medium, and Medium-High Density areas would orient 
to internal pathways and common areas with connection to the 
public walking network and to the urban village. The urban 
village would be oriented around a public plaza, and would be 
within walking distance of residential units and readily 
accessible to a new bus stop on Ventura Road (Section 2.0, 
Project Description).   

CD 1.5.  Housing Variety. Promote the 
development of a variety of housing types 
throughout the City including apartments, 
condominiums, lofts, townhouses, and attached 
and detached single family units.   

Consistent. The TCSP envisions development of up to 990 
residential dwelling units in a variety of densities and product 
types including both market-rate and affordable housing. In 
addition to single-family residential units, the TCSP includes 
single-family courtyard homes, single-family townhomes and 
multi-family condominiums and apartments (Section 2.0, 
Project Description). 

CD 1.9.  Commute Reduction. Minimize the 
commuting distances between residential 
concentrations and employment centers by 
encouraging the development of mixed land 
uses in appropriate areas.   

Consistent. High, Medium, and Medium-High Density areas 
would orient to internal pathways and common areas with 
connection to the public walking network and to the urban 
village. The TCSP Plan includes up to 60,000 gross square 
feet (gsf) of retail, mixed use, and office uses, and 263,000 gsf 
of light industrial uses.   
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2030 General Plan Policy Discussion 

CD 5.1.  Industrial Clustering. Encourage the 
clustering of industrial uses into areas that have 
common needs and are compatible in order to 
maximize their efficiency.   

Consistent. The nine parcels (11.42 acres combined) to be 
Annexed south of Teal Club Road are a mix of vacant land 
and existing small residential and industrial development. 
Upon Annexation, these parcels would be zoned Light 
Manufacturing (M-1) by the City of Oxnard and would 
encourage the clustering of industrial uses in that area and 
adjacent to the airport. 

CD 5.3.  Available Services. Encourage 
industrial activities to locate where municipal 
services are available including adequate storm 
drainage and water facilities, as well as easy 
access to multiple modes of transportation.   

Consistent. The nine parcels (11.42 acres combined) to be 
Annexed south of Teal Club Road are a mix of vacant land 
and existing small residential and industrial development. 
Municipal services currently exist in this area. As projects that 
are proposed within the nine parcels and in the TCSP area 
come forward for review and approval, they would be required 
to comply with this policy and with existing national, state and 
local regulations for storm water management.  

CD 5.5.  “Green” Major Transportation Routes. 
Guide industrial development to locate near 
transportation facilities capable of handling 
goods movements in an efficient manner without 
decreasing the level of service on the 
transportation network or dividing existing 
neighborhoods.   

Consistent. Industrial development would be located in the 
vicinity of major transportation routes and would not divide an 
existing neighborhood. The nine parcels proposed for 
Annexation, which could be developed with industrial uses, 
are located adjacent to the Oxnard Airport and no existing 
neighborhood is located on either side of the parcels. 
Development would occur within 2.5 miles of Highway 101, a 
major transportation route, which is accessible via arterials 
such as 5th Street and Victoria Avenue.  

CD-7.1  Establishment of Urban Villages. Six 
areas of the City are initially designated as 
Urban Villages. It is the intent of the Urban 
Village designation that specific or strategic 
plans for each area will be prepared in advance 
of the planning entitlement process. Additional 
Urban Villages and guidelines may be 
subsequently adopted by the City Council. Urban 
Villages are envisioned as characterized by: 

● Infill and/or development of formerly 
agricultural land 

● Reinvestment in the existing community 
● Mixture of land uses 

● Mix of residential densities and housing 
types 

● Providing a minimum of 15 percent 
affordable housing 

● Location along or near corridors, 
downtown, and transit nodes 

● Transit, pedestrian, and bicycle 
circulation given high priority 

 
Teal Club Specific Plan: 

● Location. Teal Club Road, Patterson 
Road, Doris Avenue, and Ventura 
Road. 

● Land Use. Transit oriented residential 
with supporting mixed use, schools, 
parks, and neighborhood commercial 
services. 

Overview. The intent of this urban village is to 
encourage neotraditional town planning 
compatible with surrounding uses and the 

Consistent. The proposed TCSP would be consistent with the 
2030 General Plan’s Urban Village policy (see additional 
discussion in Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning) and would 
therefore reduce emissions compared to traditional zoning 
practices, which do not encourage mixed-use development 
and alternative transportation modes. The proposed project 
would also involve pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 
improvements as discussed in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, and shown in Figure 2-4.  
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2030 General Plan Policy Discussion 

Oxnard Airport with a focus on sustainability by 
using green building and planning principles, 
provision of adequate public and semi-public 
uses, transit-oriented development, and an 
identity creating entry component facing Ventura 
Road. A central focus of this development will be 
in the provision of balanced community with 
jobs, school, recreation, shopping, and 
affordable and market-rate housing. 

CD-7.5  Pedestrian and Transit Scale.  Design 
urban village areas to be pedestrian-oriented 
and transit accessible, incorporating block 
patterns, walking routes and edges, social 
orientation of buildings, and streetscapes to 
provide ease of walking and safety. 

Consistent. The urban village would be oriented around a 
public plaza, and would be within walking distance of 
residential units and readily accessible to a new bus stop on 
Ventura Road. One of the project objectives is to create an 
integrated vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle circulation system 
that connects residential, industrial, commercial and 
institutional uses within the project (see Figure 2-4 in Section 
2.0, Project Description). 

CD-7.6  Connectivity.  Provide connectivity to 
other activity nodes in the form of roadways, 
transit connections, and bicycle and pedestrian 
linkages that encourages non-vehicular travel 
modes. Urban villages should be considered 
major transit transfer points and have amenities 
oriented towards transit users. 

Consistent. The urban village would be oriented around a 
public plaza, and would be within walking distance of 
residential units and readily accessible to a new bus stop on 
Ventura Road. One of the project objectives is to create an 
integrated vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle circulation system  
that connects residential, industrial, commercial and 
institutional uses within the project (see Figure 2-4 in Section 
2.0, Project Description). 

CD 8.5.  Impact Mitigation. Ensure that new 
development avoids or mitigates impacts on air 
quality, traffic congestion, noise, and 
environmental resources to the maximum extent 
feasible.   

Consistent. Mitigation measures have been included 
throughout this EIR to avoid or mitigate impacts on air quality, 
traffic, noise, and other environmental resource areas. See 
Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary for a full list of 
mitigation.  

CD 8.9.  Jobs/Housing Balance & Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SB 375). Incorporate 
inter- and intra-city jobs/housing balance in the 
development of the regional and subregional 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SB 375), 
Urban Village strategy and strategic plans, with 
the main intent to reduce single-occupancy 
work-related vehicular trips.   

Consistent. The TCSP would create 2,651 employment 
opportunities and 982 residential units within a transit oriented 
development community.  The adopted VCOG 2040 forecast 
projects a total of 83,328 jobs and 71,602 households for the 
City of Oxnard by the year 2040. Therefore, the 2040 
jobs/housing ratio would be 1.16:1 which is within the range of 
1.1 and 1.34 jobs per housing unit, the acceptable 
jobs/housing ratio range identified by the VCOG (VCOG, May 
2008). With the additional 2,651 jobs and net increase of 988 
housing units under the proposed Specific Plan, the 
jobs/housing would change to 1.18.1 (more skewed towards a 
greater number of jobs than housing units) but would still be 
within the acceptable jobs/housing ratio.  Therefore, the 
project would not move the City’s ratio out of the VCOG range. 

Infrastructure and Community Services    

ICS 1.2.  Development Impacts to Existing 
Infrastructure. Review development proposals 
for their impacts on infrastructure (e.g., sewer, 
water, fire stations, libraries, streets) and require 
appropriate mitigation measures to ensure that 
proposed developments do not create 
substantial adverse impacts on existing 
infrastructure and that the necessary 
infrastructure will be in place to support the 
development.   

Consistent. See Section 4.12, Public Services and Section 
4.14, Utilities for a thorough discussion of existing and 
proposed infrastructure. 
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2030 General Plan Policy Discussion 

Circulation   

ICS 6.1.  Transit Facilities for New 
Developments. Include transit facilities such as 
bus benches, shelters, pads or turnouts, where 
appropriate, in new development improvement 
plans.   

Consistent. A new bus stop with a turnout area and passenger 
amenities such as benchers or shelters on Ventura Road is 
included in the proposed plan. 

ICS 7.3.  Travel Patterns Promote compact, 
mixed use development patterns that 
compliment and encourage TDM programs, 
pedestrian and bicycle travel, and transit use.   

Consistent. A business/research park on the south side of the 
TCSP area would provide jobs within walking distance of area 
residents and the urban village would be oriented around a 
public plaza, and be within walking distance of residential 
units, as well as readily accessible to a new bus stop on 
Ventura Road. 

ICS 11.6.  Water Conservation and/or Recycling 
Connection as Mitigation. Require the use of 
water conservation offset measures (efficient low 
flow fixtures and irrigation systems, drought 
tolerant landscaping, leak detection programs, 
water audits, and public awareness and 
education programs) and/or proportional 
contributions to recycled water production and/or 
conveyance infrastructure related to the GREAT 
Program as mitigation for water supply shortage 
as determined by a Water Supply Assessment, 
CEQA documentation, or similar analysis as part 
of new or master plan development review.   

Consistent. TCSP buildout is proposed to be “water neutral” 
so that future water demand does not exceed the proposed 
transfer of water rights. To provide adequate potable water for 
the TCSP project, the existing agricultural water rights within 
the TCSP area would be transferred for municipal and 
industrial uses to the City of Oxnard. Recycled water would be 
used, at a minimum, for all landscape irrigation. 

ICS 11.7.  Water Wise Landscapes. Promote 
water conservation in landscaping for public 
facilities and streetscapes, residential, 
commercial and industrial facilities and require 
new developments to incorporate water 
conserving fixtures (low water usage) and water-
efficient plants into new and replacement 
landscaping.   

Consistent. Recycled water would be used, at a minimum, for 
all landscape irrigation when it is available. Other conservation 
techniques would be instituted as feasible. 

ICS 11.12.  Water for Irrigation. Require the use 
of non-potable water supplies for irrigation of 
landscape and agriculture, whenever available.   

Consistent. Recycled water would be used, at a minimum, for 
all landscape irrigation when it is available. 

Environmental Resources  

ER 10.1.  Promote use of Native and Water 
Wise Plants. Promote the development of a 
native, drought-tolerant landscape character 
throughout the City that re-enforces a unified 
and cohesive landscape character and 
discourage plants that are invasive or 
problematic in other ways as determined by the 
City’s landscape architect.   

Consistent. All development within the TCSP area and the 
nine Annexed parcels would be required to adhere to Chapter 
22 Section 22-243 of the Oxnard City Code, which requires 
that the landscape area of projects proposing commercial or 
industrial uses shall be designed without the use of turf and 
with 100% water wise plants. The landscape area of single-
family residential, multi-family residential, and institutional type 
of projects shall be designed with no more than 40% of the 
landscaped area in turf or plants that are not water 
wise plants. Recycled water would be used discussed in 
Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems. 
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2030 General Plan Policy Discussion 

ER 14.2.  Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM). Employ best traffic management 
practices such as bus turnouts and traffic signal 
synchronization in order to reduce traffic-related 
air emissions impacts; require commercial 
developers to improve public transit service 
between residential and employment uses or 
shopping centers, bike lanes and protected 
bicycle parking areas, and other project features 
that would reduce the need for automobile trips 
related to the development; and require 
Transportation Management Associations (TMA) 
for projects that may have adverse air quality 
impacts related to mobile sources and 
contributions to off-site TDM funds to reduce 
residual impacts that cannot be mitigated on a 
project-specific basis.   

Consistent. See Section 4.3, Air Quality for Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2(a) which requires the creation of a TDM program, as 
well as Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, which 
includes mitigation measures related to reducing congestion 
and, therefore, emissions, at intersections.  

ER 14.3.  Reducing Carbon Monoxide Exposure 
at Congested Intersections. Require mitigation 
measures that consider prohibiting the 
construction of residences or buildings lacking 
ventilation systems at congested intersections 
with the potential for excessive Carbon 
Monoxide “hot spot” exposure to sensitive 
receptors.    

Consistent. See Section 4.3, Air Quality for discussion of 
Carbon Monoxide “hot spot” risks. CO impacts would be less 
than significant. 

 
City of Oxnard Energy Action Plan (EAP). The City of Oxnard EAP, adopted in April 2013, 

is the City’s guiding document for reducing energy consumption and reducing renewable 
energy production within City Government and the community relative to planned growth by 
2030. The purpose of the document is to establish a net energy consumption reduction target 
and to identify and scope programs to achieve the target over time. It builds upon existing 
energy conservation efforts and identifies energy conservation and production programs 
consistent with 2030 General Plan goals and policies, utility company programs, and State and 
Federal legislation and initiatives. The project would be consistent with Program C-5: Recycled 
Water Outreach and Education Program, which focuses on the use of recycled water, with the 
Advanced Water Purification System. Additionally, the project would be designed to meet Title 
24 California Building Code energy efficiency standards. Project emissions would not exceed 
the GHG emission efficiency threshold of 3.2 MT/year CO2E per SP and, as described in Section 
4.3, Air Quality, the project would be consistent with the overall EAP goal of efficient energy 
use. 
 
The TCSP and buildout of the additional Annexation parcels with industrial land uses would be 
consistent with the goals in AB 32, SB 375, E-55-18, the SCAG RTP/SCS, the 2017 Climate 
Change Scoping Plan, City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan, and the City of Oxnard EAP. 
Therefore, the TCSP would not conflict with any plan, policy or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. Impacts associated with GHG 
emissions would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures. As specified above, the proposed project would be potentially 
consistent with the SCAG 2040 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, the State Scoping Plan, the City’s 2030 
General Plan, and the City’s Energy Action Plan. With mitigation measures identified in Section 
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4.3, Air Quality, and Section 4,13, Traffic and Transportation, would be consistent with applicable 
plans, policies, and regulations. No additional mitigation is required. 

 
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without additional 

mitigation beyond measures described in Section 4.3, Air Quality, and Section 4.13, Traffic and 
Transportation. 

 
 c. Cumulative Impacts. Growth in Oxnard would result in increased GHG emissions 

from vehicle trips, energy consumption, and other sources. Analyses of GHGs are cumulative in 
nature because project-level GHG emissions contribute to the cumulative impact of the 
accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere. Projects falling below the impact thresholds 
discussed above would have a less than significant impact, both individually and cumulatively. 
As indicated above, GHG emissions associated with the proposed TCSP would be less than 
significant. As discussed in Impact GHG-2, the TCSP would not conflict with applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Because 
emissions associated with the proposed TCSP would not exceed quantitative thresholds and 
proposed development would comply with and implement applicable plans and policies 
pertaining to GHG reduction, the TCSP’s contribution to significant cumulative impacts related 
to GHG emissions is not cumulatively considerable. 
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4.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
This section evaluates potential impacts relating to hazardous materials in the soil and 
groundwater on and around the project area, and potential impacts associated with the nearby 
airport. Geologic hazards are discussed in Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, of this EIR. This section 
is partially based on a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment conducted by California 
Environmental Geologists & Engineers, Inc., in July of 2007 (Appendix E) and an airport hazard 
assessment conducted by Heliplanners, Inc., in August of 2012 (Appendix F). As of the writing 
of this EIR, both documents remain valid, however, as appropriate information has been 
updated to reflect current conditions. In addition, the project was reviewed by Ventura County 
Transportation Commission and Ventura County Department of Airports; comments from 
these agencies are included in letters regarding the Draft EIR that was circulated in 2015. 
 

4.7.1 Setting 
 

a. Hazardous Materials Regulatory Setting. Federal, state, and/or local government 
laws define hazardous materials as substances that are toxic, flammable/ignitable, reactive, or 
corrosive. Extremely hazardous materials are substances that show high or chronic toxicity, 
carcinogenic, bioaccumulative properties, persistence in the environment, or that are water 
reactive. Hazardous materials impacts are normally a result of project related activities 
disturbing or otherwise encountering such materials in subsurface soils or groundwater during 
grading or dewatering. Other means for human contact with hazardous materials are 
transportation accidents associated with the transportation of hazardous materials along 
highways and railroads. 
 

Hazardous Materials. At the federal level, primary responsibility for enforcing the laws 
and regulations that govern the use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and 
hazardous waste falls to the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). The Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) defines when a hazardous substance is a 
hazardous waste based on a number of criteria, and regulates hazardous wastes from “cradle to 
grave,” that is, from generation of the waste through disposal. Title 49 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR 49) contains lists of more than 2,400 hazardous materials and regulates the 
transport of hazardous materials. The Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA) 
published standard 1910.120, addresses dangers that hazardous materials pose in the 
workplace. The standard requires that employers evaluate the potential health hazard that 
hazardous materials pose in the workplace and communicate information concerning hazards 
and appropriate protective measures to employees. Under OSHA standard 1910.120, a health 
hazard is defined to mean “a chemical for which there is statistically significant evidence based 
on at least one study conducted in accordance with established scientific principles that acute or 
chronic health effects may occur in exposed employees.” The Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, also known as Superfund, was 
established to hold multiple parties, including past and present owners, operators, transporters, 
and generators jointly, severally, and strictly liable for the remediation costs of a contaminated 
site. 
 
At the state level, under Title 22, Division 4.5 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR 22), 
the California Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) regulates hazardous waste in 
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California primarily under the authority of the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
of 1976, and the California Health and Safety Code. The DTSC is responsible for permitting, 
inspection, compliance, and corrective action programs to ensure that entities that generate, 
store, transport, treat, or dispose of potentially hazardous materials and waste comply with 
federal and State laws. The DTSC defines hazardous waste as waste substances which can pose 
a substantial or potential hazard to human health or the environment when improperly 
managed. Hazardous waste possesses at least one of these four characteristics: ignitability, 
corrosivity, reactivity or toxicity; or it appears on special USEPA lists. 
 
The State of California Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) also regulates the handling, 
storage, and disposal of hazardous substances in construction projects. Permits and/or other 
action by the SWRCB may be required if contamination of water or soils occurs during buildout 
of the proposed TCSP or construction facilitated by the additional parcels proposed for 
Annexation. 
 
CalEPA is directly responsible for administrating the “Unified Program,” which consolidates 
and coordinates the administrative requirements, permits, inspections, and enforcement 
activities for environmental and emergency management programs. The Unified Program is 
intended to provide relief to businesses complying with the overlapping and sometimes 
conflicting requirements of formerly independently managed programs and is implemented at 
the local government level by Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPA). A local CUPA is 
responsible for administering/overseeing compliance with the following programs, as required 
by state and federal regulations:  
 

● Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventories (Business Plans) 
● California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program 
● Underground Storage Tank Program (UST) 
● Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act Requirements for Spill Prevention, Control and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) Plans (AST) 
● Hazardous Waste Generator and Onsite Hazardous Waste Treatment (tiered permitting) 

Programs 
● California Uniform Fire Code: Hazardous Material Management Plans and Hazardous Material 

Inventory Statements 
 
In Oxnard the local CUPA is the City of Oxnard Fire Department.  
 

Soil Contamination Health Risk Assessment. Regulatory agencies such as the USEPA, 
DTSC, and California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) set forth 
guidelines that list concentration thresholds over which contaminants pose a risk to human 
health. The USEPA combines current toxicity values of contaminants with exposure factors to 
estimate what the maximum concentration of a contaminant can be in environmental media 
before it is a risk to human health. These concentrations set forth by the USEPA are termed 
Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) for various pollutants in soil, air, and tap water (USEPA 
Region IX, Preliminary Remediation Goals Tables, 2002). PRG concentrations can be used to 
screen pollutants in environmental media, trigger further investigation, and provide an initial 
cleanup goal. PRGs for soil contamination have been developed for both industrial and 
residential land uses. Residential PRGs are more conservative and take into account the 
possibility of the contaminated environmental media coming into contact with sensitive 
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receptor sites such as nurseries and schools. PRGs consider exposure to pollutants by means of 
ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation, but do not consider impacts to groundwater. 

 
Soil Contamination Groundwater Protection. The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board (RWQCB) has developed an interim guidance document that contains numerical 
site screening levels to determine the need for remediation of gasoline and volatile organic 
compound (VOC) contaminated soils (Los Angeles RWQCB, 1996). The guidance document has 
been used to determine when a site may require remedial action or to establish an acceptable 
clean up standard for a particular constituent. The document was developed to simplify the 
remediation process by facilitating the selection of soil cleanup levels for gasoline and VOC 
impacted sites. 

 
Groundwater Contamination. Both the USEPA and the California Department of Health 

Services (DHS) regulate the concentration of various chemicals in drinking water. DHS 
thresholds are generally stricter than USEPA thresholds. Primary maximum contaminant levels 
(MCLs) are established for a number of chemical and radioactive contaminants (Title 22, 
Division 4, Chapter 15, California Code of Regulations). MCLs are often used by regulatory 
agencies to determine cleanup standards when groundwater is affected with contaminants. 

 
 Asbestos. Asbestos is a highly crumbly material often found in older buildings (pre-
1979), typically used as insulation in walls or ceilings. It was popular as an insulating material; 
however, it can pose a health risk when very small particles become airborne. In conformance 
with the Clean Air Act, the EPA established the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants (NESHAP) to protect the public. The asbestos regulations under NESHAP control 
work practices during the demolition and renovation of institutional, commercial or industrial 
structures. Following identification of friable asbestos, the Federal OSHA and VCAPCD require 
that asbestos trained and certified abatement personnel perform asbestos abatement and all 
asbestos containing material (ACM) removed from structures shall be hauled to a licensed 
receiving facility and disposed of under proper manifest by a transportation company certified 
to handle asbestos. Disposal of any ACM is also regulated by the County Fire Department and 
specific requirements are determined during the permitting process. 
 
 Lead-Based Paint. Prior to the enactment of federal regulations limiting their use in the 
late 1970s, lead-based paint (LBP) was often used in residential construction. Lead is a highly 
toxic metal that was used for many years in products found in and around homes. Lead may 
cause a range of health effects, from behavioral problems and learning disabilities, to seizures 
and death. The primary source of lead exposure in residences is deteriorating LBP. Lead dust 
can form when LBP is dry scraped, dry sanded or heated. Dust also forms when painted 
surfaces bump or rub together. Lead-based paint that is in good condition is usually not a 
hazard. Regulations for LBP are contained in the Lead-Based Paint Elimination Final Rule 24 
CFR 33, governed by the U.S. Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires sellers and 
lessors to disclose known lead-based paint and lead-based paint hazards to perspective 
purchasers and lessees. Additionally, all lead-based paint abatement activities must be in 
compliance with California and Federal OSHA and with the State of California Department of 
Health Services requirements. Only lead-based paint trained and certified abatement personnel 
are allowed to perform abatement activities. All lead-based paint removed from structures must 
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be hauled and disposed of by a transportation company licensed to transport this type of 
material at a landfill or receiving facility licensed to accept the waste. 

 
Pesticide Use Regulations. The CalEPA’s Department of Pesticide Regulations 

establishes regulations regarding agricultural chemical use. These regulations are designed to 
prevent pesticides from being used in such a way as to jeopardize or cause injury to others. 
Since their approval in 1970, the Ventura County Agricultural Commissioner’s office enforces 
these regulations through site visits and the permitting process. Among these regulations is 
Section 6614 from Title 3 of the California Code of Regulations, which is included in part as 
follows: 

(b) Notwithstanding that substantial drift will be prevented, no pesticide application 
shall be made or continued when: 
(1) There is a reasonable possibility of contamination of the bodies or clothing of 

persons not involved in the application process; 
(2) There is a reasonable possibility of damage to non-target crops, animals, or other 

public or private property; 
(3) There is a reasonable possibility of contamination of non-target public or private 

property, including the creation of a health hazard, preventing normal use of 
such property.  

 
 b. Project Area Hazardous Materials Setting. The following discussion is based on an 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), Phase I Update prepared by California Environmental, 
Inc. in 2007 (Appendix E) and other documents. The Phase I ESA included research of available 
land use records and other sources for indications of hazardous material impacts to the soil and 
groundwater beneath the TCSP area. The Phase I ESA included the land bounded by Doris 
Avenue to the north, Ventura Road to the east, Teal Club Road to the south, and Patterson Road 
to the west. In addition, an updated record search of the DTSC EnviroStor and SWRCB 
GeoTracker databases was performed in August 2019. No new listings indicating releases of 
hazardous materials were present on the TSCP area or additional Annexation area. 
 
 Historical Land Use. Historical aerial photographs indicate the TCSP area has been 
historically used for agriculture. Much of the land surrounding the TCSP area has transitioned 
from agriculture to residential development over the last 30 years. Gasoline service stations 
were historically present east of the TCSP area on the northeast and southeast corners of 
Ventura Road and Doris Avenue.  
 
Information about the historical use of the additional Annexation area south of Teal Club Road 
was not discussed in the Phase I ESA for the TCSP area. However, this area, like the TCSP area, 
is presumed to have been historically used for agriculture and to have transitioned from 
agriculture to residential and industrial development over the last 30 years.  
  
 Existing Structures. The TCSP area is in active agricultural use, currently cultivated with 
row crops. There are several agricultural accessory buildings in the TCSP area, the largest being 
a barn and greenhouses in the central-southern portion along Teal Club Road. The TCSP area 
also supports two single family residences, one just east of the barn and one in the northeastern 
corner of the project area at Doris Avenue and North Ventura Road. Some of the agricultural 
accessory buildings are well over 50 years old. The single family residence in the central-
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southern portion of the project area along Teal Club Road was constructed in the early to mid-
1960s and the other single family residence in the northeastern corner was constructed in the 
early 1920s. Due to the age of the existing structures, lead and asbestos-containing materials 
may be present. 
 
The additional Annexation area south of Teal Club Road is currently a mix of vacant land and 
approximately six small residences and industrial development.  
 
 Soils and Groundwater. Agricultural activity has been ongoing in the TCSP area itself 
for at least 60 years. Farming activity has included sugar beets, citrus and row crops such as 
lettuce. Agricultural pesticides associated with crop production have been used on the TCSP 
area. The Phase I ESA found residual levels of chlorinated pesticides in the soil. The residual 
levels were typically restricted to the upper 1 foot to 1.5 feet below ground surface (bgs). The 
most common pesticide found in soil beneath the property was toxaphene. Concentrations of 
toxaphene were found to exceed Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) for residential soils. 
Concentrations of chlordane, DDT, DDE, DDD were also found to exceed Total Threshold Limit 
Concentrations (TTLC) for the toxicity characteristic of hazardous waste in soil. Toxaphene 
levels exceeded the PRGr at depths of at least one foot bgs and generally decreased to non-
detect by 2.5 feet bgs. DDT, DDE, and DDD were less uniformly distributed and were detected 
at combined concentrations that exceed the TTLC at only one sampling location. DDT, DDE, 
and DDD were not detected above their respective PRG. The concentrations generally 
decreased to non-detect by 2.5 feet below the ground surface. Arsenic was also found above the 
PRG to be uniformly distributed within the upper one foot bgs. 
 

Hazardous Materials. No evidence of the past or current use, treatment, storage, 
disposal or generation of hazardous substances, other than fuels, was observed in the TCSP 
area. (Note: the additional Annexation area was not surveyed as part of the 2007 Phase I ESA 
for the TCSP area, but the results of a database search for the additional Annexation area are 
discussed below in this subsection.) An aboveground diesel fuel storage tank (approximately 
5,000 gallons) is present in the maintenance area at the northeast corner of the TCSP area. This 
facility appears to be an unpermitted, unregulated fuel tank without the required spill 
containment and overfill protection. Minor diesel soil contamination was recognized in the area 
of the aboveground tank. No other evidence of existing underground storage tanks, clarifiers, 
sumps, or grease interceptors was observed during the project area reconnaissance.  
 
Various pole mounted and pad mounted electrical transformers are present adjacent to or on 
the TCSP area. No evidence of leakage or spillage of hydraulic oils was found. The transformers 
are maintained and serviced by Southern California Edison. 
 
As part of the Phase I ESA, Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) was contracted to 
provide a database search of public lists of sites that generate, store, treat, or dispose of 
hazardous materials or sites for which a release or incident has occurred. The search found that 
one property within the TCSP area and no properties within the additional Annexation area 
were listed on a hazardous materials database. The property at 1618 Doris Avenue within the 
TCSP area is listed as a facility that generated and stored hazardous materials on the 
Underground Storage Tank (UST) database and the Historic UST Registered Database. The 
property at 1618 Doris Avenue was also identified as a site that had a reportable release of fuel 
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on the on the CORTESE list and Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) database. The 
leaking underground fuel storage tanks and surrounding soil at 1618 Doris Avenue were 
excavated and removed in 1987. Five groundwater monitor wells were installed around the area 
of the gasoline fuel hydrocarbon release. The wells were monitored intermittently from 1989 
through 1995. A request for closure was made to the County of Ventura and the County 
required one more round of groundwater sampling which occurred in 1997. The 1997 
groundwater sampling showed non-detect levels of gasoline fuel hydrocarbons in all wells. 
Based on this finding, the County of Ventura issued final case closure for the property on 
February 9, 1998. The Phase I ESA found toxaphene, along with DDT and its breakdown 
products to depths of up to 10 feet in the area of the underground storage tank removal and 
remediation work. It is suspected that the residual pesticide contamination found at depth in 
this location is related to backfilling of the underground storage tank excavation with project 
area soil. 
 
Two hazardous materials sites are located just outside the additional Annexation area south of 
Teal Club Road. The Proodos Properties, Inc. site, located at 2200 Teal Club Road just west of 
the additional Annexation area, was identified as a site that had a reportable release of fuel on 
the CORTEST list and LUST database. However, RWQCB issued case closure in March 1996. In 
addition, a LUST was reported at the Ven Oaks Plumbing site in 1987, which is located at 131 
Mallard Way just east of the additional Annexation area. Remediation of this LUST occurred in 
1989 and the RWQCB issued case closure in May 2006.  
 
Another LUST site is located at the closed Mobil Oil Service Station located at 600 Ventura 
Road, approximately 0.23 miles northeast of the project area. Mobil Oil had a release of gasoline 
in September 1988. Impacted soil was excavated and disposed offsite. The RWQCB issued case 
closure in September 2001.  
 
The updated August 2019 database search found one EnviroStor site at the location of a 
potential Oxnard School District educational facilities site adjacent to the project area. The site is 
restricted to non-residential uses through a land use covenant, and has been certified since 
September 2018. 
 

b. Airport Setting. Oxnard Airport was opened in 1934 and is located in the central 
portion of Oxnard. Oxnard Airport is owned and operated by the County of Ventura. The 
airport is bounded by the additional Annexation area and other residences and light industrial 
uses to the north, Victoria Avenue on the west, Ventura Road on the east, and West Fifth Street 
on the south. The airport encompasses a total of 216 acres and consists of a single east-west 
asphalt runway that is 5,953 feet long by 100 feet wide. Also, the airport area includes 56,100 
square feet of hangar space and a 10,000 square foot passenger terminal. The TCSP area is 
approximately 750 to 2,800 feet north of the runway. The additional Annexation area is      
approximately to 720 feet north of the runway.  

 
The proximity of Oxnard Airport to populated areas of the City presents some inherent land 
use conflicts that are addressed by both City and County planning programs and Federal 
regulations.  
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Federal Regulations. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) controls air traffic in 
the vicinity of certain “controlled airports.” Oxnard is a controlled airport and has FAA-staff 
Air Traffic Controllers providing control over aircraft from 7:00 am to 9:00 pm. The FAA 
publishes various “advisory circulars” that address airport planning and design issues. In 
general, compliance with these circulars is required for airports that accept federal funding 
under the Airport Improvement Program. Oxnard Airport has been the recipient of federal 
grants for planning and construction projects.  
 
The FAA also reviews projects proposed on or near airports for compliance with airspace 
obstruction-clearance criteria published in 14 CFR, Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of 
the Navigable Airspace, of the Federal Aviation Regulations (FARs). FAR Part 77 requires that a 
project be submitted to the FAA for review if it would penetrate a “notice surface” based on a 
slope of 100 feet horizontal to 1 foot vertical from the nearest point of the nearest runway. The 
notice surface simply establishes a threshold for FAA study; it does not suggest that an object 
that might penetrate it would be an obstruction. The application initiates an “obstruction 
evaluation” (OE) by FAA staff. The FAA's role in conducting an OE is solely to determine if a 
proposed structure might constitute an obstruction or, more seriously, a “hazard” to air 
navigation. Regardless of its findings, FAA cannot approve or prohibit construction; that 
responsibility is with the local jurisdiction in exercising its zoning powers.  
 
The most distant structure from the airport runway in the TCSP area would be approximately 
2,800 feet away. At this distance, a structure over 28 feet would penetrate the “notice surface.” 
Because the nearest structures within the TCSP area would be only about 250 feet from the 
runway edge, virtually all of them could penetrate the notice surface. In addition, as the 
additional Annexation area is within 250-720 feet from the runway, all buildings within the 
additional Annexation area would penetrate the notice surface. Therefore, Part 77 does require 
that the developer submit the project to FAA for study. This can be done as a blanket 
application for the entire development rather than as individual applications for each building.  
 

State Regulations. Caltrans’ Division of Aeronautics (DOA) is charged with granting 
permits for construction of airports and heliports in California. DOA ensures that facilities meet 
state design standards prior to licensing and continues to meet them during annual inspections. 
Oxnard Airport holds an Airport Permit issued by DOA. Caltrans DOA also publishes the 
California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook (the Handbook), which establishes statewide 
guidelines for airport land use compatible planning based on the State Aeronautics Act.  
 
State law requires that counties with one or more airports are generally required to establish a 
county airport land use commission. Each commission is required to formulate and approve an 
airport land use compatibility plan that provides for the orderly growth of each public airport 
and the area surrounding the airport that is within the commission’s jurisdiction. 
 
In Ventura County, the Ventura County Airport Land Use Commission (the “Commission”) 
was created in response to the requirements of state law. In 1991, the Commission approved the 
plan taht that is now known as the Ventura County Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan (the 
“Plan”). As part of the Plan, the Commission adopted specific zones around the airports in 
Ventura County, including the Oxnard Airport. The zones include the Runway Protection Zone, 
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the Outer Safety Zone and the Traffic Pattern Zone. The Plan      includes use specific use 
restrictions for each of the zones. 
 
State law outlines a specific process that is to be followed to obtain an official determination 
from the Commission. Specifically, state law requires that specific types of legislative acts and 
regulations within areas covered by the Plan must be submitted to the Commission for a 
determination of whether the development is consistent with the Plan. If the Commission 
determines taht that the proposed action is inconsistent with the Plan, then the City has the 
option of overruling the Commission. That, however, can only occur if at least 2/3rds of the 
City Council (i.e., five members) vote to make specific findings that the proposed action is 
consistent with specific provisions of state law regarding the orderly development of airports, 
including preventing the creation of new noise and safety problems. 
 
At least 45 days prior to the City Council’s decision to consider whether to override the decision 
of the Commission, the City Council must provide the Commission and Caltrans’ Division of 
Aeronautics with the proposed decision and findings. The Commission and Division of 
Aeronautics may provide comments to the City Council within 30 days or of receiving the 
proposed decision and findings. The City Council is to include comments from the Commission 
and the Division of Aeronautics in the final record of any final decision to overrule the airport 
land use commission. 
 

County of Ventura Planning Programs. In order to minimize conflicts between airports 
and surrounding uses, each county in California is required to have an Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC). The purpose of the ALUC is to work towards ensuring compatible land 
use surrounding airports with respect to noise and safety. The Ventura County Transportation 
Commission (VCTC) acts as the ALUC for Ventura County, and is charged with reviewing land 
use proposals within certain planning boundaries. Those boundaries are defined in the Airport 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Ventura County (CLUP), adopted in 1991 and updated in 
2000. The project area is within the airport planning boundaries defined in the CLUP. The 
CLUP is intended to protect and promote public safety and governs all aviation facilities in the 
County. The CLUP establishes planning boundaries, use restrictions, and development 
standards based on the State Aeronautics Program 1993 Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, 
and the California Public Utilities Code. The CLUP has established three general areas of 
concern with regard to land use planning around the county airports. These include building 
height restrictions, air traffic safety, and aircraft noise. The airport noise impacts are discussed 
in this EIR in Section 4.10, Noise. 

 
 Safety Zones. The CLUP defined three “air safety zones” surrounding the airport that are 
designed to provide a method of assessing the compatibility of various types of land uses with 
respect to aircraft operations. The three zones are the “inner safety zone,” the “outer safety 
zone,” and the “traffic pattern zone.” The project area is inside the traffic pattern zone. 
Figure 4.7-1 illustrates the current airport safety zones and where these zones are relative to the 
project area. 
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Figure 4.7-1 Air Safety Zones 
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Height Restricted Zone. Height limitations in the CLUP are based on the guidelines in the 
Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Title 14 Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use and Preservation of the 
Navigable Airspace. These standards are used by the FAA in determining whether objects may 
obstruct safe air navigation. Part 77 defines a variety of “imaginary surfaces” at specific 
altitudes and specific distances from the runway that are utilized by the FAA as a preemptive 
measure to identify potential flight hazards prior to their construction. The “horizontal surface” 
is established at 150 feet above the official airport elevation level. The “transitional surfaces” 
extend up and out from the primary approach surface edges and rise at a 7:1 slope (seven feet 
horizontal to one foot vertical) until reaching the horizontal surface at 195 above mean sea level 
(MSL). Any penetrations of these surfaces are subject to review by the FAA. If a safety problem 
is found, the FAA issues a determination of a hazard to air navigation. The FAA cannot prevent 
development; rather, it is up to the local authorities to implement FAA recommendations. The 
TCSP area underlies both the northern transitional surface and the horizontal surface. The 
Oxnard Airport is at 45 feet above MSL; therefore, the horizontal surface for purposes of 
planning is 195 MSL. The transitional surface in the southern part of the TCSP area near Teal 
Club Road is approximately 95 feet above MSL. The transitional surface in the southern part of 
the additional Annexation area is approximately 45 feet above MSL as the southern part of the 
Annexation area is contiguous with the airport property line.  

 
City of Oxnard Planning Programs. The Oxnard 2030 General Plan defines an Airport 

Sphere of Influence that includes the TCSP area. Oxnard Zoning Ordinance 2132, Part 6, Section 
36-5.13.0 (Airport Hazard Overlay Zone) subjects projects proposed within the Sphere of 
Influence to an assessment of potential risk from aviation activities. Proposed new development 
projects within the Airport Sphere of Influence are referred to the Oxnard Airport Authority for  
review and approval. Proposed changes to Oxnard’s General Plan, zoning, or development 
regulations that may affect property in the Airport Sphere of Influence are referred to the 
Ventura County Land Use Commission. 
 
Before filing an application for any project within the “sphere of influence”, the developer is 
required to submit the project to the Federal Aviation Administration (“FAA”) for review and 
report to determine compliance with adopted approach and departure slopes, and clear zones 
established for the Oxnard Airport. 
 
As part of this process, the applicant is responsible for the preparation of an aircraft hazard and 
land use risk assessment concerning the proposed use as part of the process. 
 
The aircraft hazard and land use risk assessment is required to address a range of issue, 
including: 

(a) Relationship of the project to adopted FAA glide slopes and clear zones; 
(b) Relationship of the project to adopted aircraft approach, departure, and traffic patterns; 
(c) A report of all aircraft accidents within the traffic area of the Oxnard tower within the 

past six months; 
(d) A report on the number of operations at Oxnard Airport and violations (if available) 

under the authority of the Oxnard Airport control tower for the preceding 6- to 18-
month period; and 

(e) An assessment of the level of risk posed to persons involved in the proposed land use by 
the potential forced landing or crash of an aircraft on the developed site. 
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A project within the sphere of influence is also required to be submitted to the Oxnard Airport 
Authority for review and recommendation before the project is considered by the Planning 
Commission. The staff report and minutes of the Oxnard Airport Authority’s review are to be 
furnished to the Planning Commission as part of the approval process 

 
4.7.2 Impact Analysis  
 

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. The methodology used in this assessment 
includes review of previous environmental reports for the project area and other readily 
available information to assess the potential presence of hazards and contamination sources 
within the project area. For the purpose of this analysis, in accordance with the City of Oxnard’s 
2017 CEQA Guidelines, a significant effect would occur if the proposed project would: 
 

1. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials that cannot be addressed through compliance with standard 
regulatory requirements  

2. Create a substantial hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment 

3. Emit hazardous substances or involve handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous  substances or 
waste within ¼ mile of an existing or proposed school in quantities or a manner that would create 
a substantial hazard 

4. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment 

5. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan 
 
The proposed Development Agreement that is part of the project would provide the 

framework for financial commitments paid to the City and would not change the physical 
elements of the project or result in physical environmental effects. 

 
  b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Table 4.7-1 lists the thresholds under 
consideration in the hazards and hazardous materials analysis and whether the impact was 
found to be significant and unavoidable (Class I), significant but mitigable (Class II), less than 
significant (Class III), or beneficial (Class IV).  
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Table 4.7-1 
Summary of Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impact Conclusions 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

(Class I) 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

(Class II) 

Less than 
Significant 

(Class III) 
Beneficial 
(Class IV) 

1. Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials that cannot be 
addressed through compliance with standard 

regulatory requirements? 

  X  

2. Create a substantial hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

 X   

3. Emit hazardous substances or involve handling of 
hazardous or acutely hazardous  substances or 
waste within ¼ mile of an existing or proposed 
school in quantities or a manner that would create a 
substantial hazard? 

  X  

4. Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 

  X  

5. Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

  X  

 
Impact HAZ-1 Buildout of the TCSP area and additional Annexation area 

would include development of residential, commercial, and 
light industrial land uses that could involve the use, storage, 
disposal or transportation of hazardous materials. However, 
required adherence to existing regulations would help to 
ensure that this is a Class III, less than significant impact.  

 
The proposed TCSP and additional Annexation area could facilitate the construction of 
residential, commercial, and light industrial land uses that could involve the use, storage, 
disposal or transportation of hazardous materials. The potential residential and most of the 
potential commercial uses do not generally involve the use, storage, disposal, or transportation 
of significant quantities of hazardous materials. They may involve use and storage of some 
materials that are considered hazardous, though these materials would be primarily limited to 
solvents, paints, chemicals used for cleaning and building maintenance, and landscaping 
supplies. These materials would not be substantially different from household chemicals and 
solvents already in general and wide use throughout the City.  
 
The additional Annexation parcels would be zoned M-1 for light manufacturing uses. Permitted 
uses in the M-1 zone include manufacturing facilities, machine shops, assembly and production 
facilities, warehouses, automobile, aircraft or boat assembly or repair, and research and 
development operations, among others. All uses, with the exception of parking, must be 
conducted within an enclosed building unless otherwise approved by a special use permit. 
Pursuant to Section 16-168, “Obnoxious industrial uses, which adversely affect the environment 
or which exhibit an unusual degree of hazard” are expressly prohibited in the M-1 Zone. As 
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with any manufacturing or industrial operation, project area activity involving hazardous 
substances, and the transport, storage, handling, and retail sale of household hazardous 
materials (e.g., pesticides, fertilizer, paint solvents, and cleaning products), must adhere to 
applicable local, state, and federal safety standards, ordinances, or regulations. Businesses 
engaged in the use, sale, storage, or transport of hazardous substances are monitored by various 
local (e.g., Oxnard Fire Department and City of Oxnard) and State (e.g., Department of Toxic 
Substance Control) entities. Potential future manufacturing uses would be required to store 
hazardous materials in designated areas designed to prevent accidental release into the 
environment.  
 
Development in the City must be in compliance with the following environmental and 
emergency programs: Aboveground Storage Tank Program, Business Emergency Plan/Handler 
Program, California Accidental Release Prevention Program, Certified Unified Program Agency 
(CUPA) program, Environmental Clean-Up Oversight, Hazardous Waste Generator Program, 
and Underground Storage Tank Program. It should be noted that, in 1994, SB 1082 was enacted 
to consolidate the six hazardous materials related programs (Business Emergency 
Plan/Hazardous Materials Handler, Hazardous Waste Generators, Underground Storage 
Tanks, California Accidental Release Prevention Plans, Aboveground Storage Tanks and 
Uniform Fire Code Hazardous Materials Management Plans). The result of this effort evolved 
into what is now called the CUPA program. The City of Oxnard Fire Department is the local 
agency charged with implementing these programs and provides permitting, inspections, and 
enforcement associated with these required regulations within the City of Oxnard. 
 
Although proposed light industrial uses in the additional Annexation area would involve the 
use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials, adherence to the required environmental 
and emergency programs mentioned above would ensure that these uses would not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. The 
proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment involving 
hazardous materials. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  
 

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are necessary beyond adherence to 
applicable laws and regulations. 

 
Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without 

mitigation. 
 

Impact HAZ-2 Development of the TCSP and additional parcels to be 
Annexed would require the demolition of structures that could 
contain asbestos or lead based paints. Demolition of these 
buildings, if these materials are present, could potentially 
expose workers to hazards that would adversely affect human 
health and safety. Also, buried asbestos-cement (“transite”) 
water pipes contain asbestos. However, compliance with both 
locally adopted Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
(VCAPCD) and State regulations regarding the handling and 
disposal of these materials would reduce these potential 
impacts to Class II, significant but mitigable. 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.7-14 

As indicated in the Setting, the proposed project would involve the demolition of two single 
family residences, one just east of the barn and one in the northeastern corner of the project area 
at Doris Avenue and North Ventura Road. These residences are over 50 years old. In addition, 
some of the agricultural accessory buildings that would be demolished as part of the proposed 
project are well over 50 years old. Construction of the project would involve demolition of the 
existing buildings, which, due to their age, may contain asbestos and/or lead-based paint. 
Demolition of these structures could result in health hazard impacts to workers if not 
remediated prior to construction activities. There are also buried asbestos-cement (or transite) 
water pipes in the TCSP area which contain asbestos and may be encountered during grading 
(California Environmental, 2007). Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant.  
 
 Mitigation Measures. The following measures are required to mitigate potential impacts 
related to the potential release of asbestos or lead during building demolition. These measures 
would apply to all phases of project construction and are consistent with the Ventura County 
Air Pollution Control District Rule 62.7 (Asbestos Demolition and Renovation), the California 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (CalOSHA) regulations regarding lead-based 
materials, and the California Code of Regulations, §1532.1, which requires testing, monitoring, 
containment, and disposal of lead-based materials such that exposure levels do not exceed 
CalOSHA standards. 

 
 HAZ-2(a) Asbestos and Lead Based Paint Surveys. Prior to issuance of a 

demolition permit for any structure in the project area constructed 
prior to 1978, a lead-based paint and asbestos survey shall be 
performed by a qualified and appropriately licensed professional 
and submitted to the City. All testing procedures shall follow 
recognized local standards as well as established California and 
Federal assessment protocols. The lead-based paint and asbestos 
survey report shall quantify the areas of lead–based paint and 
asbestos containing materials. 

 
HAZ-2(b) Asbestos Abatement. Prior to any demolition or renovation, 

project area structures found to contain asbestos must have the 
asbestos containing material removed according to proper 
abatement procedures recommended by the asbestos consultant 
and as required by the VCAPCD. All abatement activities shall be 
in compliance with California and Federal OSHA, and with the 
VCAPCD requirements. Only asbestos trained and certified 
abatement personnel shall be allowed to perform asbestos 
abatement. All asbestos containing material removed from project 
area structures shall be hauled and disposed of by a 
transportation company licensed to handle asbestos-containing 
materials and disposed of at a licensed receiving facility and 
under proper manifest. Following completion of the asbestos 
abatement, the asbestos consultant shall provide a report 
documenting the abatement procedures used, the volume of 
asbestos containing material removed, where the material was 
disposed. This report shall include transportation and disposal 
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manifests or dump tickets. The abatement report shall be prepared 
for the property owner or other responsible party, with a copy 
submitted to the VCAPCD and the City of Oxnard. 

 
HAZ-2(c) Lead-Based Paint Removal. Prior to the issuance of a permit for 

the renovation or demolition of any structure in the project area, a 
licensed lead-based paint professional shall be contracted to 
evaluate the structure for lead-based paint. If lead-based paint is 
discovered, it shall be removed according to proper abatement 
procedures recommended by the consultant and in accordance 
with VCAPCD, State of California and Federal requirements. Only 
lead-based paint trained and certified abatement personnel shall 
be allowed to perform abatement activities. All lead-based paint 
removed from these structures shall be hauled and disposed of by 
a transportation company licensed to transport this type of 
material. In addition, the material shall be taken to a landfill or 
receiving facility licensed to accept the waste. Following 
completion of the lead based paint abatement, the lead based 
paint consultant shall provide a report documenting the 
abatement procedures used, the volume of lead based paint 
removed, where the material was moved to, and include 
transportation and disposal manifests or dump tickets. The 
abatement report shall be prepared for the property owner or 
other responsible party, with a copy submitted to the VCAPCD 
and the City of Oxnard. 

 
 Significance After Mitigation. With implementation of the above mitigation measures, 
the impacts related to exposure to asbestos containing material and lead based paint would be 
less than significant because existing asbestos and lead based paint would be properly 
identified, abated, and removed prior to demolition. 
 

Impact HAZ-3 The proposed TCSP area is currently used for agriculture. 
Residual levels of chlorinated pesticides were found in the soil. 
Chemicals could be released during grading activities for 
development under the proposed TCSP, exposing construction 
workers and nearby receptors to contaminated soils. However, 
with adherence to existing regulations pertaining to the 
remediation of such soils, impacts would be Class II, 
significant but mitigable. 

 
As identified in the Setting, the TCSP area is currently used for agricultural production and has 
been used as such for at least the last 60 years. The Phase I ESA found residual levels of 
chlorinated pesticides in the soil. The residual levels were typically restricted to the upper 1 foot 
to 1.5 feet below the ground surface, and generally decreased to non-detect by 2.5 feet below 
ground surface, except at the site where the leaking underground storage tanks were excavated 
and removed. Contaminants were found there at depths up to 10 feet. It is suspected that the 
residual pesticide contamination found at depth in this location is related to backfilling of the 
underground storage tank excavation with project area soil. 
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The most common pesticide found in soil beneath the TCSP area is toxaphene. Concentrations 
of chlordane, DDT, DDE, DDD were also found to exceed Total Threshold Limit Concentrations 
(TTLC) for the toxicity characteristic of hazardous waste in soil.  
 
In addition, the project area is near the Oxnard Airport and aerially-deposited lead from airport 
operations could be present. Disturbance of soil that may contain materials such as those 
discussed above has the potential to cause human health hazards, as it would create dust that 
could transport contaminants through the air affecting project area workers or adjacent 
receptors through contact or ingestion. This would be a potentially significant impact. 
 
 Mitigation Measures. The following measures shall be implemented to mitigate 
potentially significant adverse health impacts relating to project area soil contamination. 
 
 HAZ-3 Remediation. The following recommendations (including those 

contained in the Phase I ESA) shall be implemented during 
construction of projects in the TCSP area: 

● The upper agricultural disturbed soil (approximately upper 1 
to 1.5 feet below surface level, to be determined by Building 
and Engineering Services), shall be removed and the site shall 
be recompacted.  

● Monitoring of residual levels of pesticides and metals 
(including arsenic and lead) shall be confirmed both during 
and following completion of the grading activities to be sure 
residual levels are below action levels. California 
Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) California 
Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLs) San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Environmental 
Screening Levels (ESLs) and hazardous waste screening 
thresholds for contaminants in soil (CCR Title 22, Section 
66261.24) shall be used to set appropriate residual levels for 
organochlorine pesticideof contamination found.  

● If residual organochlorine pesticide or metals contamination 
(including arsenic and lead) is found at levels exceeding 
CHHSLs set by Cal EPAESLs and/or hazardous waste 
screening thresholds for contaminants in soil (CCR Title 22, 
Section 66261.24), a Soil Management Plan, Removal Action 
Plan or equivalent document must be prepared by a qualified 
hazardous materials consultant. The plan must establish 
remedial measures and/ or soil management practices to 
ensure construction worker safety and the health of future 
workers, residents, and visitors. The Plan shall be submitted to 
the hazardous materials response team in the Oxnard Fire 
Department for review and approval.  

 
 Significance After Mitigation. Implementation of the above mitigation measures would 
reduce human health risks associated with possible contamination from herbicides, and 
pesticides, and metals to a less than significant level by ensuring that agricultural disturbed soil 
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would be removed and underlying soils would be monitored for the presence of residual levels 
of pesticides or metals. 
 

Impact HAZ-4 The property at 1618 Doris Avenue in the TCSP area, which is 
also within ¼-mile of the proposed OSD school site, is listed as 
a facility that generated and stored hazardous waste materials 
and is listed on the CORTESE list and the Leaking 
Underground Storage Tank (LUST) database. However, the 
LUST has been removed and contaminated soil has been 
excavated and remediated. Therefore, the impact from the 
LUST would be Class III, less than significant.  

 
As discussed in Setting, the property at 1618 Doris Avenue is listed as a facility that generated 
and stored hazardous materials on the HIST UST and UST lists. The subject property was also 
identified as a leaking underground storage tank site on the CORTESE and LUST databases 
where gasoline impacts to soil and groundwater were recognized. This site is located in the 
TCSP area and within ¼ mile of the OSD site planned for development of two schools. 
Exposure to hazardous waste materials could affect human health or the environment.  
 
According to Ventura County records, the leaking underground storage tank was removed in 
1987 and gasoline fuel hydrocarbons were detected in the soil during removal. The remedial 
response at the site included excavation and removal of gasoline impacted soil and 
groundwater monitoring. Five groundwater monitoring wells were installed around the area of 
the gasoline fuel hydrocarbon release. The wells were monitored intermittently from 1989 
through 1995. A request for closure was made to the County of Ventura and the County 
required one more round of groundwater sampling which occurred in 1997. The 1997 
groundwater sampling showed “non-detect” levels of gasoline fuel hydrocarbons in all wells. 
Based on this finding, the County of Ventura issued final case closure for the property on 
February 9, 1998. Contamination from the leaking underground storage tank has been 
remediated and will not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
Accordingly, risks associated with the former contamination would be less than significant. 
 
 Mitigation Measures. No mitigation is required. 
 
 Significance After Mitigation. This impact would be less than significant without 
mitigation.  
 

Impact HAZ-5 The proposed TCSP area and additional annexation area are 
both within the Oxnard Airport’s traffic pattern zone (TPZ) 
and are subject to height restrictions. Structures in these areas 
may be considered obstructions to air travel. Impacts related to 
airport safety clearance are Class II, significant but mitigable. 

 
An aircraft hazard and land use risk assessment was conducted by Heliplanners, Inc. in 2012. 
This report assessed potential hazards regarding the height of the proposed structures and 
development within safety zones. The following information is based on the Heliplanners 
report and the Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Ventura County (CLUP).  
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The report found that the proposed structures within the TCSP area would likely comply with 
all relevant criteria, as discussed below, and would not be considered obstructions or hazards to 
aviation. However, structures on the nine parcels south of Teal Club Road may be considered 
obstructions or hazards to aviation. Regardless, because all structures would likely penetrate 
the FAA “notice surface,” the applicant would be required to initiate an Obstruction Evaluation 
through the FAA. Mitigation Measure HAZ-6(a) is required.  

 
TCSP Area. 

 
 Safety Zones: The TCSP area is within the traffic pattern zone (see Figure 4.7-1). The 
CLUP contains a list of acceptable, conditionally acceptable, and unacceptable land uses within 
each safety zone category. The TCSP includes development of single-family residences, multi-
family residences, commercial uses, and a park. Parks are listed as acceptable uses in the TPZ. 
Single-family residences and multi-family residences are listed as conditionally acceptable uses, 
provided the maximum structural coverage of the land is no greater than 25%. Commercial uses 
are listed as conditionally acceptable uses, provided the maximum structural coverage does not 
exceed 50%. Heliplanners estimated that structural coverage in the TCSP area would be less 
than 20%. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure HAZ-5(b) is required for development in the TCSP 
area.  
 
 Height Restricted Zone: The TCSP area underlies the horizontal and transitional surfaces 
for the purposes of airport land use planning. The horizontal surface is at 195 feet MSL and the 
transitional surface at the southern part of the TCSP area closest to the airport is approximately 
95 feet MSL. The tallest proposed building in the TCSP area would be approximately 92 feet 
MSL. Therefore, no proposed structures would be a significant factor with regard to the 
horizontal or transitional surfaces. Therefore, the proposed structures in the TCSP area would 
not be an issue with regards to the height-restricted zone.  
 

Additional Annexation Area. 
 
 Safety Zones: The annexation area is within the TPZ. This area is designated for Airport 
Compatible uses according to the Oxnard 2030 General Plan land use map. The General Plan 
states that development in land designated for Airport Compatible uses would include low 
intensity commercial and industrial uses which are compatible with airport operations and 
activities in that they do not pose unreasonable hazards to aircraft operations. According to the 
CLUP, industrial and commercial uses in the TPZ are considered conditionally acceptable uses, 
provided that the maximum structural coverage does not exceed 50%. Therefore, Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-6(c) is required for development in the additional annexation area.  
 
 Height Restricted Zone: The southern edge of the additional annexation area south of Teal 
Club Road is contiguous with the airport property line. Virtually any structure in this area 
would violate the 7:1 transitional surface and would constitute an “obstruction” under the 
criteria published in FAR Part 77. Further, trees, light standards, and power lines may also 
constitute an “obstruction.” Therefore, the FAA must conduct an obstruction evaluation process 
for structures in this area to determine if they would be classified as a “hazard” to aviation. (See 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-6(c).) 
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The County of Ventura has requested an avigation easement be granted to the County. 
Typically, an avigation easement indicates that property owner(s) acknowledge that their 
properties are in an area subject to frequent aircraft overflights and that such overflights may 
result in noise, exhaust emissions and vibrations. 
 
For structures in both the TCSP area and the additional annexation area, the ALUC must review 
the proposed plan for consistency with the CLUP. As acknowledged in a letter dated July 11, 
2022, the Ventura County ALUC made the determination that the proposed TCSP is consistent 
with the CLUP. Further, the TCSP was reviewed by the Oxnard Airport Authority and on May 
12, 2022, the Oxnard Airport Authority determined that the proposed TCSP as conditioned is 
consistent with the adopted CLUP.  
 
Assuming review by the ALUCWith approval by the ALUC and Oxnard Airport Authority, 
compliance with County requirements, and adoption of the mitigation measures listed below, 
impacts would be less than significant.  
 

Mitigation Measure. The following mitigation measures are required to reduce potential 
impacts related to airport operations: 

 
HAZ-5(a) FAA Notification. For all development in the TCSP area and the 

additional annexation area, the applicant shall notify the FAA via 
online application at FAA’s 
https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/portal.jsp website. The 
FAA will determine if the structure is an “obstruction” or 
“hazard” to aviation, and if so, will make recommendations to 
reduce the obstruction or hazard. Prior to issuance of building 
permits, the applicant shall forward the FAA determination and 
recommendations to the City of Oxnard and the City shall require 
that the applicant implement the recommendations provided by 
the FAA. Recommendations may include the use of red 
obstruction lighting on new construction.  

 
HAZ-5(b) Structural Coverage in the TCSP Area. Structures within the 

TCSP area shall conform to the following guidelines: 
● Residential uses: Maximum structural coverage of the 

residential planning areas must be no more than 25%. 
“Structural coverage” is defined as the percent of building 
footprint area to total land area, including streets and 
greenbelts 

● Commercial uses: Maximum structural coverage of the 
commercial planning areas must not exceed 50%. “Structural 
coverage” is defined as the percent of building footprint area 
to total land area, including streets and greenbelts.  

 
 HAZ-5(c) Structural Coverage in the Additional Annexation Area. 

Structures within the additional annexation area shall conform to 
the following guidelines: 
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● Commercial and industrial uses: Maximum structural 
coverage must not exceed 50%. “Structural coverage” is 
defined as the percent of building footprint area to total land 
area, including streets and greenbelts. Where development is 
proposed immediately adjacent to the airport property, site 
plans shall be designed to locate structures as far as practical 
from the runway. 

 
Significance After Mitigation. With implementation of the mitigation measures above, 

impacts related to airport operations would be reduced to less than significant levels. 
 
Impact HAZ-6 Development of the proposed project would place 

residential, commercial, and manufacturing uses within 
2,000 feet of the Oxnard Airport runway, potentially 
exposing people residing and working in the area to safety 
hazards. However, the probability of an accident occurring 
in the project area is low. Further, the presence of nearby 
emergency landing areas would reduce accident hazards. 
Therefore, impacts related to airport safety hazards would be 
Class III, less than significant. 

 
An aircraft hazard and land use risk assessment was conducted by Heliplanners Inc. in 2012. 
This report assessed potential safety hazards for residents and workers in the TCSP area and 
additional Annexation area. The following information is based on the Heliplanners report. 
 
As mentioned in Setting, the TCSP area and the additional Annexation area are within the 
Airport Sphere of Influence defined by the Oxnard 2030 General Plan, an area of approximately 
3.6 square miles. During the past 33 years, there have been six significant accidents involving 
aircraft approaching or departing Oxnard Airport within its Sphere of Influence and two other 
accidents have occurred near but outside the Sphere of Influence. Therefore, during the past 26 
years, there have been eight significant accidents associated with Oxnard Airport, averaging 
about one every 3.9 years. 
 
The 2012 Heliplanners report calculated the probability of an accident occurring in and adjacent 
to the TCSP area. In order to calculate this, Heliplanners first examined the probability of an 
accident occurring somewhere in the Oxnard Airport vicinity. According to figures contained in 
the 1991 CLUP, a three-year study period from 1986 to 1988 resulted in a national average of 
0.36 off-airport accidents per 100,000 operations. At this rate, Oxnard should experience a 
probability of about 0.31 off-airport accidents per year assuming an activity level of about 
86,000 annual operations1 (or one off-airport accident somewhere in the airport vicinity every 
3.23 years). 
 
Second, the report examined the probability of an accident occurring within or adjacent to the 
TCSP area. The report examined data from 873 aircraft accident records as inventoried by the 
National Transportation Safety Board. Of the 873 accidents, nine arrival accidents and 17 

 
1 Note: this is a conservative estimate. According to the County of Ventura, there are approximately 70,000 operations per year.  
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departure accidents would have occurred within or adjacent to the TCSP area if they had 
occurred at the Oxnard Airport. This represents 26 (2.98%) of the 873 accidents in the national 
database. Therefore, the probability of an accident at or near the project site can be seen as 
2.98% of the probability of an accident somewhere in the airport vicinity.  
 
Multiplying Oxnard’s projected rate of 0.31 off-airport accidents per year by 0.0298, the 
probability of an accident occurring in the TCSP area is 0.0092 accidents per year, or about one 
accident every 109 years within or near the project boundaries.  
 
In the event of an in-flight emergency, a pilot may need to land an aircraft at somewhere other 
than a prepared runway. As long as adequate emergency landing areas exist, the potential for 
an aircraft impacting a building is minimized and the chance of surviving a forced landing is 
enhanced. Recent nearby development has gradually eliminated some of the land previously 
available for emergency use. The proposed plan would add to the cumulative effect of 
diminishing land areas available for emergency landings. 
 
While recent development has occurred near Oxnard Airport, there is still a large amount of 
land devoted to agricultural and greenbelt uses. In fact, the San Buenaventura-Oxnard 
Greenbelt Agreement specifies that much of the land west and north of the airport be 
designated for permanent agriculture and open space in accordance with a proposal made in 
the Open Space/Conservation Element of the Oxnard General Plan (City of Oxnard 1990). This 
land is depicted in Exhibit 2 of Appendix F. These areas may yet be able to serve as emergency 
landing areas, depending upon the location and nature of an in-flight emergency.  
 
Due to the low probability of an accident occurring in the TCSP area, and the availability of 
emergency land areas, impacts related to airport safety hazards would be less than significant.  
 
 Mitigation Measures. No mitigation required. 
 
 Significance After Mitigation. Less than significant without mitigation.  

 
Impact HAZ-7 Development of the proposed TCSP would place 

manufacturing uses within 0.25 mile of a planned school site 
owned by Oxnard School District, potentially emitting 
hazardous emissions within one-quarter mile of a proposed 
school.  However, compliance with existing regulatory 
requirements would minimize risks to schools and students, 
resulting in a less than significant impact. This is a Class III, 
less than significant, impact.  

 
No schools are proposed as part of the proposed TCSP. However, in February 2018, the Oxnard 
School District approved plans to build an elementary school and a middle school adjacent to 
the Plan Area on Doris Avenue. This potential school site would be located approximately 0.25-
mile northwest of the 11.4-acre additional annexation area where manufacturing uses are 
proposed. The proposed project would involve new industrial or manufacturing uses that could 
involve the use, storage, disposal, or transportation of hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of 
proposed schools. Hazardous materials normally associated with industrial and manufacturing 
uses typically include lubricants, solvents, fuels, and oils and waste generated from the use of 
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these materials. The exact types, quantities, and locations of these hazardous materials and 
wastes would depend on the specific uses of the developments.  
 
New residential and commercial uses would not involve the use, storage, disposal, or 
transportation of significant quantities of hazardous materials. These uses may involve use and 
storage of some materials considered hazardous, though primarily these would be limited to 
solvents, paints, chemicals used for cleaning and building maintenance, and landscaping 
supplies. These materials would not be different from household chemicals and solvents 
already in general and wide use throughout the Plan Area. Uses in the Plan Area that sell, use, 
store, generate, or release hazardous materials must adhere to applicable federal, State, and 
local safety standards, ordinances, and regulations.  
 
As mentioned in Impact HAZ-1 and the analysis above, construction associated with future 
development in the TCSP area may include the temporary transport, storage, and use of 
potentially hazardous materials including fuels, lubricating fluids, cleaners, or solvents. In 
addition, demolition of existing buildings and grading and excavation activities associated with 
new construction in the TCSP area may result in emissions and transport of hazardous 
materials within one-quarter mile of existing schools. However, adherence to applicable policies 
regarding emission and transport of hazardous materials would ensure impacts to schools from 
operation of development projects in the TCSP area would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures are not required with adherence to 
existing regulations.  
 
 Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  
 
 c. Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative development in Oxnard and the surrounding area 
has potential to expose future area residents, employees, and visitors to current and historical 
use of hazardous materials. As indicated in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, buildout analyzed 
in the City’s 2030 General Plan would add between 34,355 and 82,355 residents to the City’s 
current population. Continued urban development and added users of hazardous materials in 
the City of Oxnard will cumulatively increase the potential for exposure to existing hazards 
associated with hazardous materials and airports. Therefore, an overall increase in the potential 
for human health hazards will occur as urbanization occurs. However, the 2030 General Plan 
Program EIR found that impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials from 
implementation of the General Plan would be less than significant. The magnitude of hazards 
for individual projects would depend upon the location, type, and size of development and the 
specific hazards associated with individual sites. Implementation of appropriate mitigation 
measures, including remedial action on contaminated sites, would avoid potential hazard 
impacts associated with cumulative development in the City. 
 
As discussed above, development in Airport Hazard Zones must be assessed by the FAA and 
VCALUC. Compliance with these regulations would reduce project-specific and cumulative 
impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
Hazards and hazardous materials impacts associated with individual developments are site-
specific in nature and must be addressed on a case-by-case basis. Since hazards and hazardous 
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materials are required to be examined as part of the permit application and environmental 
review process, it is anticipated that potential impacts associated with individual projects will 
be adequately addressed and mitigated prior to permit approval. With implementation of site-
specific mitigation measures, as outlined above for the project the project would not 
substantially contribute to significant cumulative impacts. 
 
  



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.7-24 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 
 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.8-1 

4.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
This section analyzes the proposed project’s potential to adversely affect existing drainage 
facilities and stormwater quality. This section is partially based on the Teal Club Road Project 
Preliminary Drainage Report prepared by RBF Consulting in 2007 (included in Appendix G), 
the Teal Club Development Infrastructure Review prepared by Kennedy/Jenks in 2007 
(included in Appendix K) , and the geological “due diligence” investigation prepared by 
Geolabs in 2004 (included in Appendix D).  
 

4.8.1 Setting 
 

a. Hydrology and Storm Drain System. The City of Oxnard is located in the Santa Clara 
River Watershed, which has an area of approximately 1,634 miles and is the largest river system 
in southern California remaining in a relatively undeveloped state. The headwaters of the Santa 
Clara River are located in the San Gabriel Mountains. The water flows westerly for 
approximately 84 miles through Ventura County to its outlet in the Pacific Ocean near the City 
of Ventura. The climate of the watershed is characterized by long, dry periods and a relatively 
short wet period during winter.  
 
The City of Oxnard uses storm drain facilities maintained by the City of Oxnard Public Works 
Department Operations Division and Ventura County Watershed Protection District (VCWPD) 
to handle stormwater runoff. The drainage system eventually discharges to the Pacific Ocean. 
Table 4.8-1 lists the major drainage facilities located in Oxnard.  
 

Table 4.8-1 
VCWPD Drainage Facilities in Oxnard 

VCWPD Channels Length (Miles) 

Beardsley Wash 3.66 

Camarillo Drain 0.37 

Doris Avenue Drain 1.76 

El Rio Drain 0.81 

West 5th Street Drain 0.95 

J Street Drain 2.37 

Nyeland Drain 1.35 

Oxnard Industrial Drain 3.44 

Oxnard West Drain 2.48 

Revolon Slough 2.48 

Rice Road Drain 3.83 

Wooley Road Drain 0.98 

Unknown Name 1.15 

Source: City of Oxnard Public Works Integrated Master Plan: Stormwater, 2016 

   

The project area is generally flat. The TCSP area has a gradual slope towards the southwest. 
Runoff flow patterns are defined by the layout of the several separate farm fields and the 
general slope to the southwest. Drainage from the proposed TCSP area under existing 
conditions sheet-flows along the plowed row crops to shallow above-ground unlined drainage 
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ditches. The drainage is conveyed under project area unpaved access roads by small diameter 
culverts of various sizes and materials. The cumulative project area drainage is directed toward 
a 24-inch arched corrugated metal pipe culvert under Patterson Road in the southwest corner of 
the project area. This culvert outlets into an open unlined drainage ditch that runs west to 
Victoria Avenue along the north side of Teal Club Road. Drainage from the additional nine 
parcels proposed for Annexation sheet flows primarily toward the airport property to the south. 
 

b. Flood Hazard Zones. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has 
defined the 100-year flood hazard areas through the publication of Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
(FIRM). The FIRM for the project area (Map ID 06111C0905E) indicates that the project area is 
within shaded Zone X, or “Other Flood Areas.” Shade Zone X designates an area with a 
moderate risk of flooding, usually between the limits of the 100-year and 500-year floods. This 
zone is also used to “designate base floodplains of lesser hazards, such as areas protected by 
levees from 100-year flood, or shallow flooding areas with average depths of less than one foot 
or drainage areas less than one square mile” (FEMA, 2010). 
 

c. Water Quality Regulations. 
 
Federal, State and County Regulations. Direct discharges of pollutants into waters of the 

United States1 are not allowed except in accordance with the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) program established in Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). 
The foremost purpose of the NPDES program is to protect human health and the environment 
by protecting the quality of water. California’s primary statute governing water quality and 
water pollution is the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1970 (Porter-Cologne Act). 
The Porter-Cologne Act grants the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) broad powers to protect water quality and is 
the primary vehicle for implementation of California’s responsibility under the federal CWA. 
The Porter- Cologne Act grants the SWRCB and RWQCBs the authority and responsibility to 
adopt plans and policies, to regulate discharges to surface and groundwater, to regulate waste 
disposal sites, and to require clean-up of discharges of hazardous materials and other 
pollutants. 

 
All construction sites over one acre are subject to the State of California Construction General 
Permit (CGP), which regulates stormwater discharge from construction activities. The CGP 
requires the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that contains 
specific actions, termed best management practices (BMPs), to control the discharge of 
pollutants, including sediment, into local surface water drainages. A Notice of Intent (NOI) to 
perform work under the Permit must be filed with the State. 
 
The preparation of an SWPPP requires the developer to select a suite of BMPs that are designed 
to specifically address the potential pollution risks that will be incurred during project 
construction. BMPs are selected from an approved list of documents (i.e., the California Storm 
Water BMP Handbook, the Caltrans Storm Water Handbook, Ventura County Stormwater 
Quality Standard Sheet, the EPA database, and the ASCE database) which describe practices 

 
1 The term "waters of the U.S." incorporates deep-water aquatic habitats and special aquatic sites, including wetlands. Waters of the 

U.S. includes essentially all surface waters such as all navigable waters and their tributaries, all interstate waters and their 
tributaries, all wetlands adjacent to these waters, and all impoundments of these waters. 
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that have a proven track record of effectively preventing stormwater pollution on construction 
sites. BMPs appropriate for construction activities are organized into four major categories: 
 

1. Erosion Control: Measures that prevent erosion and keep soil particles from entering 
stormwater, lessening the eroded sediment that must be trapped, both during and at 
completion of construction. 

2. Sediment Control: Feasible methods of trapping eroded sediments so as to prevent a 
net increase in sediment load in stormwater discharges from the site. 

3. Site Management: Methods to manage the construction site and construction 
activities in a manner that prevents pollutants from entering stormwater, drainage 
systems or receiving waters. 

4. Materials and Waste Management: Methods to manage construction materials and 
wastes that prevent their entry into stormwater, drainage systems, or receiving 
waters. 

 
Stormwater management control measures are also provided in the 2011  Ventura County 
Technical Guidance Manual for Stormwater Control Measures (TGM). The TGM provides guidance 
for the implementation of stormwater management control measures in new development and 
redevelopment projects in the County of Ventura and the incorporated cities therein. These 
guidelines are intended to improve water quality and mitigate potential water quality impacts. 
These guidelines have been developed to meet the Planning and Land Development 
requirements contained in Part 4, Section E of the Los Angeles RWQCB’s municipal separate 
storm sewer system (MS4) permit (Order R4-2010-0108, NPDES Permit No. CAS004002) for 
Ventura County. 
 
The VCWPD, County of Ventura and the cities of Camarillo, Fillmore, Moorpark, Ojai, Oxnard, 
Port Hueneme, San Buenaventura, Santa Paula, Simi Valley, and Thousand Oaks have joined 
together to form a program and are named as co-permittees under Order R4-2010-0108. The co-
permittees are required to administer, implement, and enforce a Stormwater Management 
Program (SMP) to reduce pollutants in urban runoff to the “maximum extent practical.” The 
SMP emphasizes all aspects of pollution control including, but not limited to, public awareness 
and participation, source control, regulatory restrictions, water quality monitoring, and 
treatment control. Controlling urban runoff pollution from new development and 
redevelopment projects during and after construction is critical to the success of the SMP. The 
Planning and Land Development Program is an element of the SMP being implemented by the 
co-permittees to specifically control post-construction urban runoff pollutants from new 
development and redevelopment projects. The goal of the Planning and Land Development 
Program is to minimize runoff pollution typically caused by land development and protect the 
beneficial uses of receiving waters. In order to achieve this goal, Order R4-2010-0108 requires 
new development and redevelopment  to control pollutants, pollutant loads, and runoff volume 
emanating from impervious surfaces by limiting the effective impervious area (EIA)2 to 5% or 
less of the project area. New development and redevelopment must also be able to 
accommodate water from a 0.75-inch storm event with no water leaving the development site. 
These requirements must be achieved through implementing best management practices 
(BMPs). 

 
2 Effective Impervious Area (EIA): that portion of the surface area that is hydrologically connected via sheet flow over a hardened 

conveyance or impervious surface without any intervening medium to mitigate flow volume. 
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The 2011 TGM lists BMPs and provides guidance on how to meet the requirements set forth in 
Order R4-1010-0108. Measures included in the 2011 TGM include: 
 

1) Site Design Principles and Techniques: stormwater management strategies that 
emphasize conservation and use of existing features to reduce the amount of runoff and 
pollutant loading that is generated from a development site.  

2) Source Control Measures: limit the exposure of materials and activities so that potential 
sources of pollutants are prevented from making contact with stormwater runoff. 

3) Retention BMPs: stormwater BMPs that are designed to retain water onsite, and achieve 
a greater reduction in surface runoff from a project development site than traditional 
stormwater Treatment Control Measures. The term “Retention BMPs” encompasses 
infiltration, rainwater harvesting, and evapotranspiration BMPs. Retention BMPs are 
preferred and shall be selected over biofiltration BMPs and Treatment Control Measures 
where technically feasible to do so. 

4) Biofiltration BMPs: vegetated stormwater BMPs that remove pollutants by filtering 
stormwater through vegetation and soils.  

5) Treatment Control Measures: engineered BMPs that provide a reduction of pollutant 
loads and concentrations in stormwater runoff. 

 
City of Oxnard. Oxnard City Code (OCC) Chapter 22, Article XII relates to stormwater 

quality management. The article implements the Clean Water Act by prohibiting non-
stormwater discharges into the City’s municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4). OCC 
Section 22-219 requires a Storm Water Pollution Control Plan (SWPCP) for new development 
over four lots. The SWPCP requires implementation of BMPs to effectively prohibit the entry of 
pollutants from the construction site into the storm drain system during construction 
 
The Oxnard 2030 General Plan includes the following policies related to drainage and water 
quality:  
 

ICS-13.2  Provide storm drainage facilities with sufficient capacity to protect the 
public and property from the appropriate storm event and strive to meet 
storm water quality discharge targets set by NPDES and related 
regulations.  

 
ICS-13.3  Design stormwater detention basins to ensure public safety, to be either 

visually attractive or unobtrusive, provide temporary or permanent 
wildlife habitats, and recreational uses where feasible in light of safety 
concerns. 

 
ICS-13.4  Incorporate low impact development (LID) alternatives for stormwater 

quality control into development requirements. LID alternatives include: 
(1) conserving natural areas and reducing imperviousness, (2) runoff 
storage, (3) hydro-modification (to mimic pre-development runoff 
volume and flow rate), and (4) public education.  
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4.8.2 Impact Analysis  
 

a. Significance Thresholds. According to the City’s 2017 CEQA Guidelines, impacts 
would be considered potentially significant if the proposed project would: 
 

1. Cause a violation of any adopted water quality standards or waste discharge treatment 
requirements  

2. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater 
table level (e.g., the production rat of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level that 
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted). 

3. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in on- or off-
site flooding or exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems  

4. Place new structures within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map 

5. Impede or redirect flood flows such that it would increase on- or off-site flood potential 
6. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 

flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam 
7. Be exposed to a substantial risk related to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow 

 
As stated in the Setting section, the project area is not within a 100-year flood hazard 
area. Further, the project area is not at risk from inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow. Therefore, impacts related to flooding are discussed in Section 6.0, Effects 
Found Not to Be Significant. Impacts to groundwater supply and stormwater drainage 
systems are discussed in Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems. The proposed 
Development Agreement that is part of the project would provide the framework for 
financial commitments paid to the City and would not change the physical elements of 
the project or result in physical environmental effects. 

 
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Table 4.8-2 lists the thresholds under 

consideration in the hydrology and water quality analysis and whether the impact was found to 
be significant and unavoidable (Class I), significant but mitigable (Class II), less than significant 
(Class III), or beneficial (Class IV).  
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Table 4.8-2 
Summary of Hydrology and Water Quality Impact Conclusions 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

(Class I) 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

(Class II) 

Less than 
Significant 

(Class III) 
Beneficial 
(Class IV) 

1. Cause a violation of any adopted water quality 
standards or waste discharge treatment 
requirements? 

 X   

2. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering or   of the local groundwater table level  (e.g., 
the production rat of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level that would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)? 

  X  

3. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner that would 
result in on- or off-site flooding or exceed the capacity 
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems? 

  X  

4. Place new structures within a 100-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary 
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 

delineation map? 

  X  

5. Impede or redirect flood flows such that it would 
increase on- or off-site flood potential? 

  X  

6. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including 

flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam 

  X  

7. Be exposed to a substantial risk related to 
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

  X  

 
Impact HWQ-1 Construction activities that would occur in the project area 

through TCSP implementation and annexation of the 
additional parcels south of Teal Club Road would have the 
potential to increase erosion and sedimentation. If 
uncontrolled, this could adversely impact surface water and 
ground water quality or cause flooding. However, compliance 
with the NPDES Construction General Permit requirements 
would reduce temporary construction related water quality 
and flooding impacts to a Class III, less than significant, level.  

 
Future development within the project area would include residential, commercial, business 
and research, manufacturing, and open space uses. Excavation and grading in the project area 
could result in erosion of project area soils and sedimentation during storms or high wind 
events. Development would also involve the removal of soil for the laying of structural 
foundations and/or the importation of soil as fill material. This would likely necessitate 
temporary stockpiling of soils on the construction site. During excavation, grading and soil 
stockpiling, there is potential for soil migration via wind entrainment and/or water erosion. In 
addition, structural and concrete residue/dust from demolition of surface parking lots and 
buildings could potentially migrate and adversely impact water quality. General construction 
activities would loosen and expose soils, potentially resulting in erosion and sedimentation. 
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During construction, groundwater quality may also be affected by the deposition of 
construction materials.  
 
As discussed in the Setting, future development of planning areas in the TCSP area would 
involve ground disturbance of areas over one acre in size and development would be required 
to comply with the NPDES CGP.  The CGP requires the preparation of a SWPPP with 
applicable BMPs to control discharge of pollutants from the construction site. The BMPs to be 
implemented during construction would be developed as part of the SWPPP (see Section (c) 
Water Quality Regulation above under Setting for more information about the kinds of BMPs 
that would apply to the project). Implementation of the SWPPP is the responsibility of the 
applicant with oversight and inspection by the City of Oxnard. Specific measures in the SWPPP 
must comply with NPDES CGP requirements. Implementation of BMPs would reduce the 
potential for construction associated with buildout of the project area to violate applicable 
waste discharge requirements. Compliance with applicable BMPs would reduce the potential 
for pollutants to enter groundwater or to leave the development site through wind or erosion 
and contaminate surface water.  
 
In addition to project area development affecting water quality, the quantity of surface water 
may temporarily increase due to construction activities. This could create flooding in or 
adjacent to the project area. BMP implementation would require that water is retained on the 
individual development site in a low impact development facility. Therefore, the potential for 
flooding in and adjacent to the project area would be reduced.  
 
With adherence to NPDES CGP requirements, impacts would be less than significant.  
 

Mitigation Measures. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
Implementation of a SWPPP and required BMPs during construction would reduce temporary 
water quality impacts during the construction phases of future development in the TCSP area 
and additional Annexation area to a less than significant level.   
 

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  
 
Impact HWQ-2 Development in the project area would increase impervious 

surfaces, resulting in increased surface water pollutants. 
However, implementation of proposed stormwater detention in 
accordance with NPDES MS4 requirements would reduce the 
potential for runoff to contain pollutants during operation of 
the project. This would be a Class III, less than significant, 
impact. 

 
The nine parcels south of Teal Club Road are partially developed, with a mix of vacant land (the 
westernmost three parcels) and residential development with ancillary vehicle storage and shop 
uses. These parcels would be zoned Light Manufacturing and could accommodate 
manufacturing uses. The majority of the TCSP area is comprised of undeveloped agricultural 
fields. Development accommodated under the TCSP would include commercial, residential, 
business and research, and park uses. Therefore, existing vacant land and agricultural fields 
(permeable surfaces) would be replaced with impermeable surfaces, including buildings, 
surface parking lots, and streets. These impermeable surfaces would reduce project area 
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stormwater infiltration compared to existing conditions, which could potentially result in 
increased peak stormwater runoff during storm events and downstream flooding. 
 
These impermeable surfaces also have the potential to accumulate deposits of oil, grease, other 
vehicle fluids and hydrocarbons, or other potentially hazardous constituents. Common sources 
of polluted stormwater include vehicles, which produce traces of heavy metals deposited on 
streets and nutrients from fertilizers, including nitrogen and phosphorous. During a storm 
event, these deposits could flow into and through drainage channels and into the Pacific Ocean, 
thereby adversely affecting water quality.  
 
Stormwater runoff can have a variety of harmful effects on water quality. Oil and grease contain 
a number of hydrocarbon compounds, some of which are toxic to aquatic organisms at low 
concentrations. Heavy metals such as lead, cadmium, and copper are the most common metals 
found in urban stormwater runoff. These metals can be toxic to aquatic organisms, and have the 
potential to contaminate drinking water supplies. Nitrogen and phosphorous can result in 
excessive or accelerated growth of vegetation or algae, resulting in oxygen depletion. The 
proposed TCSP would involve removal of project area agriculture uses. Therefore, during 
project operation, the amount of fertilizer use in the TCSP area would decrease compared to 
existing conditions and the potential for fertilizer in runoff would decrease.  
 
The proposed stormwater system in the project area would be required to comply with the 
requirements of the Ventura County Technical Guidance Manual for Stormwater Control Measures 
(2011) under Order R4-2010-0108. The TGM provides guidance on design elements for 
stormwater control systems, as well as development of site-specific BMPs and LID measures, 
including bioretention, vegetated swales, sand filters, infiltration trenches, drywells and catch 
basins, which contribute to reduced peak stormwater runoff volumes and filter contaminants 
associated with stormwater runoff.  
 
According to the Interim Hydromodification Control Criteria contained in the 2011 TGM, 
projects disturbing 50 acres or more must develop and implement a Hydromodification 
Analysis Study (HAS) that demonstrates that post development conditions are expected to 
approximate the pre-developed erosive effect of sediment transporting flows in receiving 
waters. The HAS must lead to the incorporation of project design features intended to 
approximate, to the extent feasible, an Erosion Potential value of 1, or any alternative value that 
can be shown to be protective of the natural drainage systems from erosion, incision, and 
sedimentation that can occur as a result of flow increases from impervious surfaces and damage 
stream habitat in natural drainage systems. 
 
With adherence to the NPDES MS4 requirements and incorporation of appropriate BMPs 
contained in the 2011 TGM, drainage systems in the project area would adequately control 
stormwater runoff and any associated water contaminants. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant.  
 
 Mitigation Measures. Impacts would be less than significant with required adherence to 
existing regulations. No additional mitigation would be required. 
 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.8-9 

 Significance After Mitigation. Impacts related to polluted stormwater runoff would be 
less than significant. 
 

Impact HWQ-3 Development in the project area would increase impervious 
surfaces, resulting in increased peak stormwater runoff flows, 
which could lead to flooding. However, implementation of 
proposed stormwater detention, storm drain improvements and 
infrastructure would maintain pre-development stormwater 
discharge rates, consistent with County requirements. Impacts 
would be Class III, less than significant.  

 
The nine parcels south of Teal Club Road are partially developed, with a mix of vacant land (the 
westernmost three parcels) and residential development with ancillary vehicle storage and shop 
uses. These parcels would be zoned Light Manufacturing and could accommodate 
manufacturing and warehouse uses. The majority of the proposed TCSP area is comprised of 
undeveloped agricultural fields. Development accommodated under the proposed TCSP would 
include commercial, residential, business and research, and park uses. Much of the existing 
vacant land and agricultural fields (permeable surfaces) would be replaced with impermeable 
surfaces, including buildings, surface parking lots, and streets. These impermeable surfaces 
would reduce stormwater infiltration compared to existing conditions, which could potentially 
result in increased peak stormwater runoff during storm events and downstream flooding. 
 
The TCSP includes measures that would improve drainage compared to existing conditions. 
Conceptually, the project area would generally drain into new storm drains in Teal Club Road 
and Patterson Road, with additional stormwater management provided by the proposed 
retention and project area infiltration areas shown on the Land Use Plan (Figure 2-3) as “storm-
water treatment” areas. The precise configuration of the drainage system for proposed TCSP 
buildout would be determined with the review and approval of City staff at the time individual 
tract maps are prepared for each phase of the TCSP.  
 
For buildout of the TCSP and any development on the nine additional parcels south of Teal 
Club Road, the developer would be required to comply with the requirements of the 2011 TGM 
under Order R4-2010-0108 which provides guidance on design elements for stormwater control 
systems, as well as individual development site-specific BMPs and LID measures, including 
bioretention, vegetated swales, sand filters, infiltration trenches, drywells and catch basins, 
which contribute to reduced peak stormwater runoff volumes and filter contaminants 
associated with stormwater runoff. The developer would also be required to comply with MS4 
requirements, including the requirement to control post-development peak stormwater runoff 
discharge rates to maintain or reduce pre-development discharge rates. 
 
According to a drainage report by RBF Consulting in 2007, project area drainage patterns would 
be changed slightly compared to existing conditions, but overall drainage discharge quantities 
and patterns would remain constant. The report determined that the proposed stormwater 
facilities and detention basins would adequately detain stormwater runoff and the runoff from 
the 10-year and 100-year storm event. Therefore, the proposed TCSP would comply with the 
MS4 requirement to maintain or reduce pre-development discharge rates. The conclusions 
contained in the Drainage Report are based on planned infrastructure during Phase 1 of the 
TCSP. (Please see Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, for a discussion on impacts to 
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stormwater facilities). Because the proposed stormwater facilities and detention basins would 
be included in Phase 1 of the TCSP, if subsequent phases of the TCSP are delayed, stormwater 
facilities would remain adequate to prevent flooding.  
 
With adherence to State and County regulations and technical guidance and individual tract 
map and project review and approval requirements of the City of Oxnard, development in the 
project area would not substantially increase discharge rates or modify existing drainage 
patterns. Moreover, project area development would comply with the requirements of the MS4 
permit to maintain or reduce pre-development discharge rates. With these improvements, 
development of the TCSP area would not increase stormwater runoff such that flooding 
downstream occurs. Impacts would be less than significant.  
 
 Mitigation Measures. No mitigation is required. 

 
 Significance After Mitigation. The proposed storm drainage system and adherence to 
existing regulations and technical guidance would reduce potential impacts related to peak 
stormwater flows to a less than significant level. 
 

Impact HWQ-4 During excavation and grading in the project area, 
groundwater could be encountered on individual 
development sites. This may require temporary dewatering. 
However, impacts would be Class II, significant but mitigable. 

 
Grading and site preparation in the project area would require excavation and fill. Two cone 
penetrometer tests (CPT) and one deep boring were used to obtain subsurface data. 
Groundwater was encountered at depths ranging from 8 to 10 feet below the existing ground 
surface (Geolabs, 2004). Therefore, grading or excavation associated with future development in 
the project area could result in the need for dewatering. If groundwater is contaminated, 
dewatering of contaminated water could result in exposure to hazards as runoff or disposal of 
contaminated water could contaminate stormwater systems. Therefore, groundwater 
dewatering may be required in the project area and impacts would be potentially significant.  
 

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure would be required to reduce 
impacts from encountering groundwater during excavation.  
 

HWQ-4 Dewatering Program. Prior to the issuance of any grading permits 
in the project area, a qualified engineer, hydrologist or 
hydrogeologist shall estimate from the final engineering plans the 
volume of dewatering necessary for development within the 
project area. If dewatering is required, a dewatering program shall 
be designed to properly convey and treat dewatering discharge in 
accordance with the NPDES permits, as well as state and local 
regulations. The program shall be subject to the approval of the 
City of Oxnard Public Works Department. The program shall 
include development site design methods for treatment and 
conveyance of temporary and, if required, permanent dewatering 
discharge, including infiltration ponds, vegetated swales, and/or 
reuse for landscape irrigation. Prior to implementation of a 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.8-11 

dewatering program, groundwater sampling shall be performed 
to ensure that the system is adequately designed and permitted to 
address project area groundwater conditions. Groundwater 
samples shall be analyzed for chemicals related to agricultural 
operations (i.e., pesticides and arsenic), petroleum hydrocarbons, 
and volatile organic compounds (VOCs).  

 
Significance After Mitigation. Implementation of all requirements of the NPDES permits 

and local regulations, in conjunction with Mitigation Measure HWQ-4 would reduce impacts 
from encountering groundwater during excavation and grading to a less than significant level.  
 

Impact HWQ-5 Buildout of the proposed TCSP and Annexation of the 
additional nine parcels on the south side of Teal Club Road 
would increase impervious surfaces in the project area, which 
could affect the location and amount of infiltration and thus 
interfere with groundwater recharge. However, based on the 
proposed hydrologic conditions in the project area, impacts 
would be Class III, less than significant.  

 
The project area is in the Oxnard Plain Groundwater Basin. The Oxnard Plain Groundwater 
Basin is made up of two aquifer systems known as the Upper Aquifer System (UAS) and the 
Lower Aquifer System (LAS). The City currently has seven active wells and three wells under 
construction at Blending Station No. 1. None of the City’s wells are located in the project area.  
 
Because the majority of the existing project area is pervious, water can percolate directly into 
the ground. Development within the project area would include buildings, parking areas, and 
other hardscaping. The addition of this impervious surfacing on a currently pervious site could 
decrease infiltration into groundwater.  
 
However, the developer would be required to reduce the post-development peak discharges at 
or below pre-development peak discharge rates in accordance with the MS4 permit 
requirements, including installing detention basins and bioswales. The proposed TCSP includes 
areas identified for “Stormwater Treatment” (see Land Use Plan Figure 2-3 in Section 2.0, Project 
Description) wherein some of these features could be located. Individual project area 
developments would be required to include on-site stormwater detention and infiltration. 
Overall, there would be areas where groundwater recharge could occur throughout the project 
area.  
 
Further, the project does not involve the use of new groundwater wells that would pump local 
groundwater. As discussed in Impact UTL-2 in Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy, the proposed 
project would transfer approximately 500 AFY of ground water extraction allocations to the 
City via agriculture land converted to urban uses. The proposed project would not require 
additional ground water. Therefore, the project would not substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering or of the local groundwater table.  Impacts would be less 
than significant.  
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Mitigation Measures. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 
Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant.  

 
Impact HWQ-6 The City of Oxnard is located in a Dam Inundation Zone, or 

Dam Failure Hazard Zone. However, the potential for a dam 
failure is considered low. Impacts would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

 
Several dams are located at least 35 miles to the east and northeast of the project area. These 
include the Santa Felicia Dam at Lake Piru, the Castaic Lake Dam and the Pyramid Lake Dam. 
According to the Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan for Ventura County (2005), the entire 
City of Oxnard is located in a Dam Inundation Zone, or Dam Failure Hazard Zone, and 170,540 
residents (approximately 98% of the population) are at risk from dam failure. Damage to the 
City could be in the form of a wall of fast-moving water, mud and debris. This could lead to 
injury or loss of life. However, according to the Oxnard 2030 General Plan, the potential for dam 
failure is low. According to the 2030 General Plan Program EIR, this is because it is assumed 
that all dams have been constructed to the specifications set forth by State and federal agencies. 
Additionally, regular inspections are conducted to identify any weaknesses or problems with 
the dams that could cause structural damage or overtopping. Furthermore, development of the 
project area would not increase the potential for dam inundation.  Impacts related to dam 
inundation would be less than significant.  
 

Mitigation Measures. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 

 Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant. 
 

c. Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative development accommodated under the City’s 2030 
General Plan combined with development accommodated by the proposed project would 
increase impermeable surface area in the City. Development would potentially increase peak 
flood flows, alter drainage patterns, reduce groundwater recharge, and increase pollutants in 
the regional stormwater. These effects could occur during construction and operation of 
planned or pending projects. The 2030 General Plan Program EIR found that impacts related to 
hydrology and flooding would be less than significant.  
 
All development would, however, be required to adhere to requirements of California, Ventura 
County, and the City of Oxnard, including compliance with the CGP, the NPDES MS4 Permit, 
and the 2011 Ventura County Technical Guidance Manual for Stormwater Quality Control Measures. 
The NPDES Permit and the 2011 TGM are specifically designed to develop, achieve, and 
implement a timely, comprehensive, and cost-effective stormwater pollution control program. 
The ultimate goal is to reduce pollutants in Ventura County stormwater discharges to the 
maximum extent practical. Thus, implementation of applicable requirements on all 
development in the City would reduce cumulative impacts to a less than significant level.  
 
Implementation of NPDES, County, and City requirements would reduce the potential for 
increased pollutants in stormwater and groundwater, particularly because BMPs would be 
required on all development sites. These requirements would also decrease operational effects 
of cumulative development because each development proposal would be required to reduce 
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the post-development peak discharges at or below pre-development peak discharge rates. 
Implementation of this requirement on all new development would reduce cumulative impacts 
to area hydrology to a less than significant level. As discussed above, the storm drainage system 
proposed for the project would result in similar peak stormwater flows due to the proposed 
detention basin systems and bypass channel. Additionally, the detention basins and other BMPs 
would reduce the potential for polluted stormwater and groundwater. Thus, implementation of 
the project would not contribute to any cumulative increases in peak runoff or associated 
flooding impacts. Because implementation of the project would not expose residents or 
structures to flood hazards, the project would not result in cumulative effects regarding 
flooding.  
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4.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 

4.9.1   Setting 
 
a. Citywide Land Use. The City of Oxnard is an incorporated area of approximately 26.9 

square miles (17,230 acres) and the City’s Planning Area includes additional surrounding 
unincorporated areas for a total of 43 square miles (27,526 acres), which includes the project 
area. Bordered by the farmland of the Oxnard plain and the Pacific Ocean, the City‘s urban 
development is clustered in a core area mostly surrounded by rural open areas and agriculture. 
The predominant land use in the City is residential. Commercial, industrial, institutional, open 
spaces and other uses are also represented. Oxnard’s historic land use pattern reflects the City’s 
central location in the Oxnard plain with surrounding agriculture, as Oxnard grew in all 
directions from the original small town founded in 1903. With the exception of several high rise 
buildings in north Oxnard, the City is characterized predominantly by one- or two-story 
residential and commercial buildings and several industrial areas. Most of the City’s higher 
intensity development lies adjacent to primary thoroughfares such as Highway 101, Gonzales 
Road, Rose Avenue, Rice Avenue, Oxnard Boulevard, Hueneme Road, Ventura Road, Victoria 
Avenue, Saviers Road, and in the Downtown. 

 
 b. Site and Surrounding Land Uses. The majority of the 161-acre project area (the 
149.72-acre proposed TCSP area plus the 11.4 additional acres proposed for Annexation) is 
located in unincorporated Ventura County while two parcels (totaling 7.6- acres) are located in 
the City of Oxnard. The entire TCSP area is located within the City of Oxnard's Sphere of 
Influence and City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB) line. The TCSP portion of the project 
area is in active agricultural use and currently cultivated with row crops. There are several 
agricultural accessory buildings in the TCSP area, the largest being a barn and greenhouses in 
the central-southern portion along Teal Club Road. The TCSP area also supports two single-
family residences, one just east of the barn and one in the northeastern corner of the site at Doris 
Avenue and North Ventura Road. The nine additional parcels to be Annexed south of Teal Club 
Road are a mix of vacant land (the westernmost three parcels) and approximately six residences 
with ancillary vehicle storage and shop uses (the easternmost six parcels). Figure 2-2 in Section 
2.0, Project Description, shows the project area’s location and an aerial view of the project area 
and surrounding uses. The project area, as a whole, is surrounded by residential neighborhoods 
to the north (Cabrillo) and east (Fremont South), by active agricultural operations and a site 
owned by the Oxnard School District and planned for new educational facilities (a district 
office, a 700-student elementary school and a 1,200-student middle school) to the west, and by 
the Oxnard Airport and associated industrial land uses to the south. The area between the TCSP 
area and the airport is a mix of residential and commercial development and several vacant 
parcels. This area includes the nine additional parcels proposed for Annexation.  
 

c. Regulatory Setting. Development in the City is subject to the policies and 
development guidelines contained within the City’s 2030 General Plan and the City’s zoning 
regulations. The Ventura County Local Agency Formation Commission and the Oxnard Airport 
policies and regulations are also applicable to the proposed project. Figures 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 show 
the existing land use and zoning designations, respectively, of the project area and vicinity.
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Figure 4.9-1 Project Site and Surrounding Area Zoning 
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Figure 4.9-2 Project Site and Surrounding Area Land Use 
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County of Ventura General Plan. The majority of the project area is currently located 
within unincorporated Ventura County, with the exception of two parcels which are located 
within the City of Oxnard. The entire TCSP area is within the City of Oxnard's Sphere of 
Influence and City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB) line. The proposed project includes 
Annexation of the project area to the City of Oxnard. The proposed TCSP area and the nine 
additional parcels to be Annexed south of Teal Club Road are designated Agricultural-Urban 
Reserve in the Ventura County General Plan (last amended by the Ventura County Board of 
Supervisors in September 2020).  
 

City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan. Two parcels in the TCSP area are located within the 
City of Oxnard, and the TCSP area is entirely within the Oxnard Sphere of Influence and CURB. 
The 2030 General Plan was adopted in October, 2011. The 2030 General Plan includes the seven 
State-required General Plan elements (land use, circulation, housing, open-space, conservation, 
safety, and noise) within five chapters, each divided into a Background document and 
companion Goals and Policies document. The 2013-20212021-2029 Housing Element is 
incorporated by reference into the 2030 General Plan document as Chapter 8. The 2030 General 
Plan also includes a separate chapter on sustainable community development that addresses 
topics of climate change, alternative energy, and the implementation of Senate Bill 375. 

 
A comprehensive General Plan provides a city with a consistent framework for land use and 
other decision-making. The General Plan has been called the “constitution” for land use 
development to emphasize its importance to land use decisions. The General Plan and its maps, 
diagrams, and development policies form the basis for city zoning, subdivision, and public 
works actions.  
 
The Community Development Element (within 2030 General Plan Chapter 3) designates the 
general distribution and intensity of land uses within the planning area. The Infrastructure and 
Community Services Element (within Chapter 4) identifies the general location and extent of 
existing and proposed transportation facilities. The Housing Element (2030 General Plan 
Chapter 8) is a comprehensive assessment of current and future housing needs for all segments 
of the city population, as well as a program for meeting those needs. The Environmental 
Resources Element (within 2030 General Plan Chapter 5) describes measures for the 
preservation of open space for the protection of natural resources, the managed production of 
resources, and for recreation and public health and safety. The Environmental Resources 
Element (within 2030 General Plan Chapter 5) addresses the conservation, development, and 
use of natural resources. The Safety and Hazards Element (within 2030 General Plan Chapter 6) 
establishes policies to protect the community from risks associated with natural and human-
made hazards such as seismic, geologic, flooding, wildfire hazards, and air pollution. The 
Safety and Hazards Element (within 2030 General Plan Chapter 6) also identifies major noise 
sources and contains policies intended to protect the community from exposure to excessive 
noise levels. 
 
The proposed TCSP area is pre-designated “Urban Village” in the City of Oxnard 2030 General 
Plan. As defined in 2030 General Plan Goal CD-7, Urban Villages are intended to support 
“development of vibrant mixed-use urban villages characterized by a mix of land uses, transit 
accessibility, pedestrian orientation, and neighborhood identity.” The additional nine parcels 
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proposed for Annexation south of Teal Club Road are designated for Airport Compatible land 
uses, as shown on the Oxnard 2030 General Plan land use map. 
 

Airport Land Use Plan. The project area is within the planning area, or Land Use Study 
Area, of the Oxnard Airport, a general aviation facility owned and operated by the County of 
Ventura. The County of Ventura has prepared the Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
(CLUP) to “provide for the orderly growth of each public airport and the area surrounding the 
airport… [and] safeguard the general welfare of the inhabitants within the vicinity of the 
[Oxnard] airport and the public in general” (California Public Utilities Code Section 21675). 
Prior to making a decision on the proposed project, the City of Oxnard must refer the proposed 
project to the Ventura County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for review and comment. 
The ALUC will review the project for consistency with the CLUP. The CLUP includes policies 
related to surrounding land uses and exposure to airport noise and hazards. Various 
regulations of the Federal Aviation Administration also apply to land use and structural 
development in proximity to active airports. 

 
State law outlines a specific process that is to be followed to obtain an official 

determination from the Commission. Specifically, state law requires that specific types of 
legislative acts and regulations within areas covered by the Plan must be submitted to the 
Commission for a determination of whether the development is consistent with the Plan. If the 
Commission determines that the proposed action is inconsistent with the Plan, then the City has 
the option of overruling the Commission. That, however, can only occur if at least 2/3rds of the 
City Council (i.e., five members) vote to make specific findings that the proposed action is 
consistent with specific provisions of state law regarding the orderly development of airports, 
including preventing the creation of new noise and safety problems. 

 
At least 45 days prior to the City Council’s decision to consider whether to override the 

decision of the Commission, the City Council must provide the Commission and Caltrans’ 
Division of Aeronautics with the proposed decision and findings. The Commission and 
Division of Aeronautics may provide comments to the City Council within 30 days or of 
receiving the proposed decision and findings. The City Council is to include comments from the 
Commission and the Division of Aeronautics in the final record of any final decision to overrule 
the airport land use commission.  

 
City of Oxnard Zoning Ordinance. The County of Ventura currently zoned the entire 

project area as Agricultural Exclusive with a minimum lot size of 40 acres (AE-40). Upon 
Annexation, each Planning Area within the proposed TCSP area would have a City zone to 
reflect the specific uses approved for the site. Upon Annexation, the additional nine parcels 
proposed for Annexation south of Teal Club Road would be zoned Light Manufacturing (M-1) 
by the City of Oxnard. The purpose and intent of the M-1 Zone district is described in the 
Municipal Code in Section 16-160 as follows: 
 

“The purpose of the M-1 Zone is to provide areas for manufacturing and related service 
uses and activities where the principal activity occurs within a building, but also permits 
outdoor assembly, fabrication, public services, and storage that conform to the 
development and performance standards of this chapter, and provide areas suitable for 
adult businesses. Industrial uses in this zone shall be limited to those that conduct 
fabrication, assembly, or land processing of materials (including agricultural produce) 
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primarily within a building. The development and performance standards of this chapter 
limit the creation of smoke, gas, odor, dust, sound, and vibration that might be 
detrimental to health, safety, and welfare to protect any adjoining uses. Wholesale and 
retail sales and services related to principal uses are permitted. Limited outdoor storage 
associated with a primary use may be permitted.“ 
 

Maximum building height in the M-1 Zone is 55 feet and maximum lot coverage is 70%. 
 

Ventura County Local Agency Formation Commission. The Ventura County Local 
Agency Formation Commission (“LAFCo”) was formed and operates under the provisions of 
state law, specifically what is now known as the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act of 2000 (California Government Code Section 56000 et seq.). State law 
provides for LAFCos to be formed as independent agencies in each county in California. 
LAFCos implement state law requirements and state and local policies relating to boundary 
changes for cities and most special districts, including Spheres of Influence, Incorporations, 
Annexations, Reorganizations and other changes of organization. In this capacity the Ventura 
County LAFCo is the boundary agency for cities and most special districts in Ventura County, 
empowered to review, approve or deny proposals for boundary changes, including 
Annexations, and corporations for cities, counties, and special districts. 
 
In considering whether to approve or deny the proposed Annexations to the City of Oxnard, 
LAFCo must assess consistency of the annexations with LAFCO’s adopted policies and 
standards. LAFCo has also adopted standards for Annexation to cities and districts, general 
boundary criteria, and agriculture and open space preservation, among others.  
 

Southern California Association of Governments. The project is located within the 
jurisdiction of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), which includes Los 
Angeles, Ventura, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial Counties. To facilitate 
planning activities for such a large region, SCAG has divided its jurisdiction into a number of 
sub-regions. The TCSP area is located within the Ventura Council of Governments Sub-region, 
which includes the Cities of Agoura Hills, Camarillo, Fillmore, Moorpark, Ojai, Oxnard, Port 
Hueneme, San Buenaventura, Santa Paula, Simi Valley, Thousand Oaks, and Westlake Village, 
as well as the County of Ventura. 
 
To coordinate regional transportation planning efforts and in response to Federal air and water 
quality laws, SCAG has prepared a Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP). The RCP is a major 
advisory plan prepared by SCAG that addresses important regional issues like housing, traffic/ 
transportation, water, and air quality. The RCP serves as an advisory document to local 
agencies in the Southern California region for their information and voluntary use for preparing 
local plans and handling local issues of regional significance. 
 

4.9.2 Impact Analysis 
 
a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. According to the City of Oxnard’s 2017 

CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project would have a significant impact on land use if it would 
cause any of the following conditions to occur: 
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1) Conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of the City or other 
agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect;  

2) Involve land uses that are not allowed under an applicable airport land use 
compatibility plan;  

3) Conflict with an applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan; or, 

4) Physically divide an established community.  
 
The site is not protected by a habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, 
or other adopted conservation plan. Therefore, impacts related to conservation plans are 
discussed in Section 6.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant. The proposed Development 
Agreement that is part of the project would provide the framework for financial commitments 
paid to the City and would not change the physical elements of the project or result in physical 
environmental effects. The proposed Development Agreement that is part of the project would 
provide the framework for financial commitments paid to the City and would not change the 
physical elements of the project or result in physical environmental effects. 
 

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Table 4.9-1 lists the thresholds under 
consideration in the land use and planning analysis and whether the impact was found to be 
significant and unavoidable (Class I), significant but mitigable (Class II), less than significant 
(Class III), or beneficial (Class IV).  
 

Table 4.9-1 
Summary of Land Use and Planning Impact Conclusions 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
(Class I) 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 
(Class II) 

Less than 
Significant 
(Class III) 

Beneficial 
(Class IV) 

1. Conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation of the City or other agency with 
jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose 
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

 X   

2. Involve land uses that are not allowed under an 
applicable airport land use compatibility plan? 

 X   

3. Conflict with an applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? 

 X   

4. Physically divide an established community?   X  

 
Impact LU-1 The proposed project would not physically divide an 

established community. This is a Class III, less than significant, 
impact. 

 
The project area is located where the urban City of Oxnard meets the agricultural 
unincorporated County lands west of the City boundary. It is surrounded on its other three 
sides, to the north, east and south, by urban development and airport uses. Implementation of 
the proposed Specific Plan and buildout of the additional Annexation parcels with industrial 
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land uses would continue the residential and commercial development pattern surrounding the 
site, but would not cut off connected neighborhoods or land uses from each other. In fact, it 
would enhance connectivity through the project area by providing through streets and 
sidewalks. No new roads, linear infrastructure or other development features are proposed that 
would divide an established community or limit movement, travel or social interaction between 
established land uses. 
 

Mitigation Measures. As impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation is 

necessary. 

 

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  

 

Impact LU-2 The proposed project is potentially inconsistent with applicable 
land use plans, policies and regulations such that an 
environmental impact may occur. This is a Class II, significant 
but mitigable impact. 

 
The City of Oxnard’s 2030 General Plan is the primary policy planning document that guides 
land use in the City. Proposed Specific Plans and development projects must be consistent with 
the 2030 General Plan’s land use designations, goals, policies and objectives in order to be 
approved. As discussed under Goal CD-7, the 2030 General Plan specifically identifies the 
proposed TCSP area as an “Urban Village” with the range of land uses proposed in the TCSP, 
and indicates that a Specific Plan is the appropriate planning approach to the project area. 
Accordingly, the proposed project includes a request that the City adopt the Teal Club Specific 
Plan for the TCSP area portion of the project area. The nine parcels south of Teal Club Road 
proposed for Annexation and zone change to Light Manufacturing (M-1) are designated Airport 
Compatible, which includes low intensity commercial and industrial uses that are compatible 
with the adjacent airport operations. Thus, the proposed Annexation, Specific Plan and M-1 
zone change are consistent with the general intent of the 2030 General Plan land use 
designations for the project area. Mitigation measures as described throughout this EIR and 
included in sections 4.1, Aesthetics, 4.2, Agricultural Resources, 4.3, Air Quality, 4.5, Geology and 
Soils, 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, 4.10, Noise, and 4.13, 
Transportation and Traffic, further ensure consistency with relevant policies. 
 
Table 4.9-1 contains a discussion of the TCSP’s consistency with applicable policies of the City’s 
2030 General Plan. Consistent with the scope and purpose of this EIR, the discussion primarily 
focuses on those policies that relate to avoiding or mitigating environmental impacts. See 
Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change for discussion of the Specific Plan’s 
consistency with policies directly related to greenhouse gas emissions. The ultimate 
determination of whether the proposed project is consistent with the 2030 General Plan lies with 
the decision-making bodies (Planning Commission and City Council). Only policies relevant 
and applicable to the TCSP are included. Policies that are redundant between elements are 
omitted or combined. Policies that call for City actions that are independent of review and 
approval or denial of the proposed project are also omitted. As discussed above, the proposed 
M-1 zoning for the additional nine Annexation parcels is consistent with the City’s land use 
designation for those parcels; a more detailed assessment of policy consistency is not possible at 
this time or necessary because no specific development is proposed on those parcels as part of 
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the project, and any future development on the additional nine Annexation parcels would be 
reviewed for consistency with the General Plan in effect at that time.)  
 
According to the consistency procedure outlined in Chapter 9 of the 2030 General Plan, the City 
has a three-level procedure for determining consistency. The three levels are defined by the 
relationship between the 2030 General Plan goal and its representative implementing policies 
and the proposed project. The three levels are: 

I. Direct Applicability to the Proposed Project 
II. Related or Indirect Applicability to the Proposed Project 
III. No or Distant Applicability to the Proposed Project 

 
A 2030 General Plan consistency analysis starts by categorizing all 2030 General Plan goals into 
one of the three consistency levels as they relate to the proposed project. Each Level I 
classification is supported by a narrative of appropriate length explaining the relationship 
between the 2030 goal and the proposed project. Level II classifications are listed into one or 
more groups with a summary narrative explaining the relationship between the 2030 goal and 
the proposed project. Level III goals are assumed to be all goals not classified as Level I or Level 
II and do not have to be individually listed in a consistency analysis. After the Level 1 and II 
goals are identified, consistency is found (or not found, as the case may be) for each identified 
goal. For Level I goals, the consistency standard is that the proposed project furthers at least one 
of the goal’s implementing policies and otherwise does not inhibit achievement of remaining 
policies. For Level II goals, the consistency standard is that the proposed project shall not 
significantly inhibit achievement of the goal or its implementing policies.  
 
Level III policies are not included in Table 4.9-2. Level I and Level II policies are included and 
are identified as either Level I or II in the narrative discussion.  

 
Table 4.9-2 

2030 General Plan Policy Consistency 
 

General Plan Policy Discussion 

Sustainable Community   

SC-3.1. New Residential Development. 
Encourage incorporation of passive and active 
energy and resources conservation design and 
devices in new residential development and 
substantial remodels and/or expansions.  

Level II - Consistent. Mitigation Measures AQ-2(b) and AQ-
2(c) require that construction and building management 
contracts for residential development within the TCSP include 
energy saving requirements mandated by State Green 
Building Code, as amended during the life of the project. 
Mitigation AQ-2(c) also required that all structures include 
passive energy conservation design elements, including 
building material massing, orientation, architectural elements 
(deeply recessed windows, eave overhangs, etc.), landscape 
shading, recycled or low-impact materials, window glazing to 
increase insulation, and water circulation pumps to reduce 
water use, and/or similar measures shown to be equally 

effective. This mitigation measure that applies to all 

development proposed within the TCSP and within the nine 
parcels proposed for Annexation. 

SC-3.8. Require Use of Passive Energy 
Conservation Design.  As part of the City and 
Community EAP’s, require the use of passive 
energy conservation by building material 
massing, orientation, landscape shading, 
materials, and other techniques as part of the 
design of local buildings, where feasible.   

SC-3.12. Encourage Natural Ventilation Review 
and revise applicable planning and building 
policies and regulations to promote use of 

Level II - Consistent. Mitigation Measure AQ-2(e) requires all 
applicants for all projects within the TCSP area and within the 
nine parcels proposed for Annexation to include natural 
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General Plan Policy Discussion 

natural ventilation in new construction and major 
additions or remodeling consistent with Oxnard’s 
temperate climate.   

ventilation in building design plans whenever feasible, as 
required by the State Green Building Code, as amended 
during the life of the project. 

Community Development   

CD 1.4.  Transportation Choices. Promote the 
application of land use and community designs 
that provide residents with the opportunity for a 
variety of transportation choices (pedestrian, 
bicycle, transit, automobile).   

Level I - Consistent. The TCSP consists of traditional 
neighborhood design components that promote “porch and 
street orientation” and encourage walking and interaction 
between residents. High, Medium, and Medium-High Density 
areas would orient to internal pathways and common areas 
with connection to the public walking network and to the Urban 
Village. The Urban Village would be oriented around a public 
plaza, and would be within walking distance of residential units 
and readily accessible to a new bus stop on Ventura Road 

(Section 2.0, Project Description).   

CD 1.5.  Housing Variety. Promote the 
development of a variety of housing types 
throughout the City including apartments, 
condominiums, lofts, townhouses, and attached 

and detached single family units.   

Level I - Consistent. The TCSP envisions development of up 
to 990 residential dwelling units in a variety of densities and 
product types including both market-rate and affordable 
housing. In addition to single-family residential units, the 
TCSP includes single-family courtyard homes, single-family 
townhomes and multi-family condominiums and apartments 
(Section 2.0, Project Description). 

CD 1.6.  Public Facilities. Enhance resident 
quality of life by providing adequate space for 
schools, libraries, parks and recreation areas, as 
well as space for the expansion of public 
facilities to support the community’s vision.   

Level I - Consistent. The TCSP includes a 6.5-acre public 
(City) Community Park (PA 8) with playground equipment, 
picnic tables, restrooms, and backstops and fencing for 
softball/baseball play and soccer use. Within the residential 
and commercial PA’s, a 6.5-acre community park, a 3.5-acre 
community park, and a 7.4-acre community park combine for 
a total of 17.4 park and open space acres. Combined with the 
Beverly Dr. greenbelt, the TCSP would provide 17.8 gross 
acres of public parks and open space, about 12% of the 
project acreage.  

CD 1.7.  Compact Development. Promote the 
use of development patterns that are more 
compactly built and use space in an efficient 
aesthetic manner as part of the community 
vision.   

Level I - Consistent. High-density residential zones are 30 or 
more dwelling units per acre and medium-high zones are 18 to 
30 dwelling units per acre, as described in the City of Oxnard 
General Plan 2030. The TCSP would include maximum 
densities of between 10 and 30 dwelling units per acre. The 
general distribution of densities for the site is included in the 
2030 General Plan Land Use map, and the proposed TCSP 
generally adheres to that distribution.  

CD 1.8.  Natural Resource Conservation. 
Promote a high quality of life within the 
community, incorporating the retention of natural 
open space areas, greenbelts, and the provision 
of adequate recreational facilities.   

Level I - Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological 
Resources, the project area does not include any natural open 
space areas, as it is currently used for agricultural activities 
and urban development. The project area is adjacent to 
agricultural areas to the west that are outside of the CURB 
boundary. Approximately 17.76 acres of open space and 
parks are proposed within the TCSP area. As discussed in 
Section 4.12 Public Services and Recreation, this acreage 
would exceed the required 12 acres of parkland for the 
project. 

CD 1.9.  Commute Reduction. Minimize the 
commuting distances between residential 
concentrations and employment centers by 

Level I - Consistent. High, Medium, and Medium-High Density 
areas in the TCSP would orient to internal pathways and 
common areas with connection to the public walking network, 
the proposed Business Research Park zone (PA 13 and 14), 
the proposed commercial zones (PA 6 and 7), and the nine 
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encouraging the development of mixed land 
uses in appropriate areas.   

parcels south of Teal Club Road which would be rezoned for 
employment-generating uses. 

CD 1.10.  Jobs-Housing Balance. Consider the 
effects of land use proposals and decisions on 
efforts to maintain an appropriate jobs-housing 
balance ratio.   

Level I - Consistent. The TCSP includes residential uses, as 
well as retail, office, and a business and research park, which 
would offer job opportunities to residents. The adopted VCOG 
2040 forecast projects a total of 83,328 jobs and 71,602 
households for the City of Oxnard by the year 2040. 
Therefore, the 2040 jobs/housing ratio would be 1.16:1 which 
is within the range of 1.1 and 1.34 jobs per housing unit, the 
acceptable jobs/housing ratio range identified by the VCOG 
(VCOG, May 2008). With the additional 2,651 jobs and net 
increase of 988 housing units under the proposed Specific 
Plan, the jobs/housing would change to 1.18:1 (more skewed 
towards a greater number of jobs than housing units) but 
would still be within the acceptable jobs/housing ratio.  
Therefore, the project would not move the City’s ratio out of 
the VCOG range. 

CD 1.12.  Avoiding Encroaching the Oxnard 
Airport. Retain land within the airport hazard 
area as permanent open space as shown on the 
Land Use Map or otherwise recommended by 
the County Department of Airports.   

Level II - Potentially Consistent. Development of the Specific 
Plan would place residential and commercial uses within 
2,000 feet of the Oxnard Airport runway, potentially exposing 
people residing and working in the area to safety hazards. 
However, no habitable development is proposed within the 
airport’s inner or outer safety zone, and as discussed in 
Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the probability 
of an accident occurring in the Plan Area is low. Further, the 
presence of nearby emergency landing areas would reduce 
accident hazards. Safety would be further ensured through 
mitigation measures HAZ-5(a-c). Prior to making a decision on 
the proposed project, the City of Oxnard must refer the 
proposed project to the ALUC for review and comment. The 
ALUC would then review the project for consistency with the 
Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan.  The City must 
consider the comments of the ALUC prior to making a 
decision on adoption of the Specific Plan. 

CD 3.1.  Neighborhood Preservation. Protect 
existing residential neighborhoods from the 
encroachment of incompatible activities and land 
uses as determined through environmental 
review and/or determination by the Planning 

Commission.   

Level II - Consistent. The development within the TCSP would 
be compatible with the existing residential neighborhood 
located to the north of the TCSP area. The proposed Urban 
Village would locate residential uses adjacent to the existing 
residences. Residences to the east are across Ventura Road 
from the project area, which would provide a buffer from the 
neighborhood commercial and higher density residential uses 
proposed in the eastern portion of the TCSP area. 

CD 4.1.  Mitigate Land Use Conflicts. Mitigate 
conflicts between commercial and other land 
uses, especially residential and recreational 
uses.   

Level II - Consistent. Proposed commercial uses in the TCSP 
would not be located directly adjacent to any existing 
residential or recreational uses. Existing residences to the 
east of proposed commercial land use in PA 6 and 7 are 
across Ventura Road from the project area, which would 
provide a buffer from the neighborhood commercial uses.  

CD 5.1.  Industrial Clustering. Encourage the 
clustering of industrial uses into areas that have 
common needs and are compatible in order to 
maximize their efficiency.   

Level II - Consistent. The nine parcels (11.4 acres combined) 
to be Annexed south of Teal Club Road are a mix of vacant 
land and existing small residential and industrial development. 
Upon Annexation, these nine parcels would be zoned Light 
Manufacturing (M-1) by the City of Oxnard and would 
encourage the clustering of industrial uses. The airport area is 
designated by the City as an area where industrial uses are 
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allowed. Business and Research Park uses are also proposed 
for the TCSP area nearest to the airport (PA 13 and 14). 

CD 5.2.  Compatible Land Use. Ensure 
adequate separation between sensitive land 
uses (residential, educational, open space, 
healthcare) to minimize land use incompatibility 
associated with noise, odors, and air pollutant 
emissions.   

Level II - Consistent. The proposed industrial component of 
the Specific Plan would be compatible with existing industrial 
uses as well as the adjacent agricultural, open space, and 
residential land uses with incorporation of the mitigation 
measures specified in Section 4.2, Agriculture. See Section 
4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Section 4.10, 
Noise for further discussion regarding compatibility. The 
proposed Business and Research Park uses in PA 13 and 14 
would not include heavy manufacturing uses likely to produce 
incompatible odors. 

CD 5.3.  Available Services. Encourage 
industrial activities to locate where municipal 
services are available including adequate storm 
drainage and water facilities, as well as easy 
access to multiple modes of transportation.   

Level I - Consistent. The nine parcels (11.4 acres combined) 
to be Annexed south of Teal Club Road are a mix of vacant 
land and existing small residential and industrial development. 
Municipal services currently exist in this area including water 
and sewer lines. When projects are proposed within the nine 
parcels and in the TCSP area, they would be required to 
comply with this 2030 General Plan policy and with existing 
regulations for stormwater. The project area is accessible to 
bicycle lanes and bus stops. 

CD 5.5.  “Green” Major Transportation Routes. 
Guide industrial development to locate near 
transportation facilities capable of handling 
goods movements in an efficient manner without 
decreasing the level of service on the 
transportation network or dividing existing 
neighborhoods.   

Level I - Consistent. Industrial development would be located 
in the vicinity of major transportation routes including Ventura 
Road, Fifth Street and Victoria Avenue, and would not divide 
an existing neighborhood, as discussed above under Impact 
LU-1. The nine parcels south of Teal Club Road proposed for 
Annexation, which could be rezoned for industrial uses, are 
located adjacent to the Oxnard Airport, generally surrounded 
by other industrial land uses and commercial development, 
and no existing neighborhood is located on either side of the 
parcels. The parcels are located within 2.5 miles of Highway 
101, a major transportation route. 

CD 6.1.  Agricultural Buffers. Require that 
agricultural land uses designated for long-term 
protection and production be buffered from 
urban land uses through the use of techniques 
including, but not limited to, greenbelts, open 
space setbacks, fencing, berming, and 
windrows.   

Level II - Consistent. As described in Section 4.2, Agricultural 
Resources, and Mitigation Measure AG-2, which requires 
interim agricultural buffers, Phase 1 would include 91.83 acres 
of the site and interim agricultural buffers are proposed to 
allow Phase 2 owners to continue farming indefinitely. Phase I 
would also include all internal roadway circulation needed to 
service Phase 1. Proposed agricultural buffers would be 300 
feet or 150 feet wide with a double row of appropriate trees 
(windrows). All proposed Phase 1 roads would be built and 
operable; residences for lots in the Phase 1 area within 150-
foot buffers would not be built until Phase 2 is committed to 
development. Trespassing, vandalism, and pilferage impacts 
would be reduced through the development of the Community 
Park separating agricultural production and proposed urban 
land uses. Agricultural uses to the west would be buffered by 
open space planning areas and North Patterson Road. Finally, 
the community park (PA 10) would provide a buffer between 
the residential and business park use and agricultural use to 
the west.  

CD 6.2.  Agricultural Preservation. Preserve 
agricultural land and uses within the Oxnard 
Planning Area unless other uses are allowed 

Level II - Consistent. When voters approved the city’s Save 
Open Space and Agricultural Resources (“SOAR”) initiative in 
1998, the Teal Club site was located inside the urban growth 
boundary (“CURB”). 
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through a future CURB amendment and/or 
applicable exemptions.   

CD-7.1  Establishment of Urban Villages:  Six 
areas of the City are initially designated as 
Urban Villages. It is the intent of the Urban 
Village designation that specific or strategic 
plans for each area will be prepared in advance 
of the planning entitlement process. Additional 
Urban Villages and guidelines may be 
subsequently adopted by the City Council*. 
Urban Villages are envisioned as characterized 
by: 

● Infill and/or development of formerly 
agricultural land 

● Reinvestment in the existing community 

● Mixture of land uses 

● Mix of residential densities and housing 
types 

● Providing a minimum of 15 percent 
affordable housing 

● Location along or near corridors, 
downtown, and transit nodes 

● Transit, pedestrian, and bicycle 
circulation given high priority 

 

Teal Club Specific Plan: 

● Location. Teal Club Road, Patterson 
Road, Doris Avenue, and Ventura 
Road. 

● Land Use. Transit oriented residential 
with supporting mixed use, schools, 
parks, and neighborhood commercial 

services. 

● Overview. The intent of this urban 
village is to encourage neotraditional 
town planning compatible with 
surrounding uses and the Oxnard 
Airport with a focus on sustainability by 
using green building and planning 
principles, provision of adequate public 
and semi-public uses, transit-oriented 
development, and an identity creating 
entry component facing Ventura Road. 
A central focus of this development will 
be in the provision of balanced 
community with jobs, school, 
recreation, shopping, and affordable 

and market-rate housing. 

Level I - Consistent. The proposed TCSP would be consistent 
with the 2030 General Plan’s Urban Village policy, as it is one 
of the areas specifically defined as an Urban Village. The 
TCSP would provide a mix of land uses including but not 
limited to commercial, retail, business research, residential, 
public/semipublic uses, and open space. 

 

The TCSP envisions development of up to 990 residential 
dwelling units in a variety of densities and product types 
including both market-rate and affordable housing (15% 
affordable). In addition to single-family residential units, the 
TCSP includes single-family courtyard homes, single-family 
townhomes and multi-family condominiums and apartments 
(Section 2.0, Project Description). 

 

The TCSP would be located within 2.5 miles of Highway 101, 
a major transportation route and would provide access to 
other public transportation options, including Gold Coast 

Transit buses. 

 

The Urban Village would be oriented around a public plaza, 
and would be within walking distance of residential units and 
readily accessible to bus pull-out locations on southbound and 
northbound lanes of Ventura Road which would be built as 
part of the project. The planned bus stops would serve the 
project area and would help provide public transit options. 
Leasing preferences and incentives may be required so that 
the Urban Village provides a mix of uses that reduce vehicle 
trips by residents (Section 2.0, Project Description).  
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CD-7.5  Pedestrian and Transit Scale.  Design 
urban village areas to be pedestrian-oriented 
and transit accessible, incorporating block 
patterns, walking routes and edges, social 
orientation of buildings, and streetscapes to 
provide ease of walking and safety. 

Level I - Consistent. The urban village would be oriented 
around a public plaza, and would be within walking distance of 
residential units and readily accessible to bus pull-out 
locations on southbound and northbound lanes of Ventura 
Road, which would be built as part of the project. The planned 
bus stops would serve the project area and would help provide 
public transit options. One of the project objectives is to create 
an integrated vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle circulation 
system that connects residential, industrial, commercial and 
institutional uses within the project area. The proposed project 
would involve pedestrian, bicycle, and transit improvements as 
discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, and shown in 
Figure 2-4. 

CD-7.6  Connectivity.  Provide connectivity to 
other activity nodes in the form of roadways, 
transit connections, and bicycle and pedestrian 
linkages that encourages non-vehicular travel 
modes. Urban villages should be considered 
major transit transfer points and have amenities 
oriented towards transit users. 

CD-7.7  Urban Village Streetscapes and 
Identification.  Include streetscape and signage 
programs in roadway improvements that provide 
each area a unique identification and enhance 
the functionality and beauty of entry corridors. 
Ensure that planned roadway improvements do 
not conflict with other policies that encourage 

pedestrian activities and circulation. 

Level II - Consistent. Development under the TCSP, when 
proposed, would be required to adhere to streetscape and 
identification programs as defined by the 2030 General Plan.  

CD-7.8  Road Design.  Reflect the residential 
and commercial activities of the urban village 
area by using appropriate roadway widths for 
road and streetscape design. 

Level II - Consistent. Development under the Specific Plan, 
when proposed, would be required to adhere to road and 
streetscape design as defined by the 2030 General Plan. 

CD-7.9  Infrastructure Compatibility.  Ensure 
new development within each urban village 
complies with the City’s adopted infrastructure 
master plans and provides fair share 
contributions towards existing and future 
improvements necessary to serve the 
development. 

Level II - Consistent. As described in Section 4.14, Utilities 
and Service Systems, developers of the proposed project 
would pay fees for the necessary wastewater infrastructure, 
project developers would design on-site water systems to 
serve the development, and the proposed project would not 

significantly impact water or solid waste infrastructure. 

CD-7.11  Urban Village Open Space 
Areas/Parks.  Park sizes and locations shall 
follow City standards and be within walking 

distance of a majority of the population. 

Level II - Consistent. The TCSP would include 17.8 acres of 
parks and open space, most of which would be located east of 
Patterson Road. The 7.4-acre park adjacent to Patterson 
Road would be within walking distance of all TCSP residents, 
as well as existing residential neighborhoods north and east of 
the project area. 

CD-7.12  Urban Village Collocation with Schools.  
Promote the collocation of parks with school 
facilities for the purpose of enhancing available 
open space and recreation. 

Level II - Consistent. The proposed TCSP does not involve 
collocation of schools and parks; however, the 7.4-acre City 
Community Park proposed to be located alongside Patterson 
Road would be near the proposed OSD school site adjacent to 
the TCSP area.  

CD-7.13  Urban Village Trail and Open Space 
Connections.  Include trails (pedestrian and 
bicycle) and open space areas, where feasible 
within urban village areas. These facilities shall 
create a network that links urban villages and 

other neighborhoods to each other. 

Level II - Consistent. The TCSP would include open space 
areas, including greenbelts along Beverly Drive and Street C. 
The area adjacent to Patterson Road, nearest to the 
agricultural uses, would be developed as a 7.4 acre park area, 
which would be accessible to other neighborhoods. 

CD 8.1.  Limiting Development. Continue to limit 
development to those areas that can be served 

Level II - Consistent. See Section 4.14, Utilities and Service 
Systems. The proposed project is at the edge of the existing 
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by existing or planned utilities, transportation, 
and service systems.   

service area. It would involve development in an area that, 
with the mitigation proposed, can be served by existing or 
planned service systems. Since service does not exist 
currently, the project is potentially consistent. CD 8.2.  Services. Continue to ensure that public 

services and facilities are in place at the time of 
need or prior to the time new development 
occurs in order to avoid overloading existing 
urban service systems.   

CD 8.5.  Impact Mitigation. Ensure that new 
development avoids or mitigates impacts on air 
quality, traffic congestion, noise, and 
environmental resources to the maximum extent 
feasible.   

Level I - Consistent. See Section 4.3, Air Quality for mitigation 
measures including energy efficiency design elements and 
construction requirements that would reduce impacts to air 
quality to a less than significant level. See Section 4.10, 
Noise, which includes mitigation measures and concludes that 
impacts related to noise would be less than significant. See 
Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic for mitigation 
measures related to intersections that would ensure that 
impacts related to traffic would be less than significant. Other 
mitigation measures and impacts to environmental resources 
are discussed throughout this EIR and impacts would be 
reduced to the extent feasible. 

CD 8.7.  Community Balance. Create an 
appropriate balance between urban 
development and preservation of agricultural 
uses by promoting development within the 
CURB while designating land outside the CURB 
as Resource Protection, Open Space or 
Agricultural land use, unless otherwise allowed 
through a CURB amendment and/or exemptions 
from the SOAR ordinance.   

Level II - Consistent. When voters approved the city’s Save 
Open Space and Agricultural Resources (“SOAR”) initiative in 
1998, the Teal Club site was specifically located inside the 

urban growth boundary (“CURB”) (Specific Plan, July 2013). 

CD 8.8.  Public Facility Service Areas. Provide 
appropriate service areas for existing and 
planned public facilities such as a museum, 
secondary and elementary schools, fire stations, 
branch libraries, community centers, parks, and 
infrastructure utility for support facilities.   

Level I - Consistent. Within the residential and commercial 
Planning Areas are a 6.5-acre community park, a 3.5-acre 
community park, and a 0.4-acre greenbelt combine for a total 
of 10.4 park acres. A 7.4-acre City Community Park would 
also be included in the TCSP to the east of Patterson Road. 
Public access to the Community Park would be available to all 
Oxnard residents via Patterson Road. In addition, the property 
at 1618 Doris Avenue in the TCSP area, which is also within 
¼-mile of the proposed Oxnard School District school site 

CD 8.9.  Jobs/Housing Balance & Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SB 375). Incorporate 
inter- and intra-city jobs/housing balance in the 
development of the regional and subregional 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SB 375), 
Urban Village strategy and strategic plans, with 
the main intent to reduce single-occupancy 

work-related vehicular trips.   

Level I - Consistent. The TCSP would create 2,651 
employment opportunities and 988 residential units within a 
transit-oriented development community. This would 
potentially reduce single-occupancy work-related vehicular 
trips by locating employment centers near residences. 

CD 8.10.  Timing of Large-Scale Development. 
Consider at an early stage the infrastructure 
investment needs of largescale developments in 
order to evaluate these needs as part of long-
range water supply, conveyance, wastewater, 
and other relevant planning.   

Level II - Potentially Consistent. As described in Section 4.14, 
Utilities and Service Systems, existing water supply and solid 
waste conveyance systems would be able to serve the 
proposed project. Wastewater conveyance systems and an 
on-site recycled water system would be developed prior to 
occupancy.  

CD 9.4.  View Corridor. Preservation. Ensure all 
public and private investments positively 
contribute to the overall character of the City by 

Level II - Consistent. Given the limited extent to which the 
proposed project would affect scenic vistas (see Section 4.1, 
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minimizing impacts on important view corridors 
by creating edge treatments along greenbelt 
areas and a landscaped buffer corridor of at 
least 30 feet along designated scenic corridors 

and other major transportation corridors.   

Aesthetics), the project would not have a significant adverse 
impact on scenic vistas. 

CD 9.5.  Unique Character Preservation. Ensure 
that new public and private investment maintains 
the unique coastal and agricultural character of 
the City.   

Level II - Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.2, Agricultural 
Resources, there was a significant and unmitigable impact 
associated with the conversion of agricultural land in the 2030 
General Plan.  

CD 10.1.  Human-Scale Development. In the 
evaluation of development proposals, require 
urban development on a human scale, by 
emphasizing the pedestrian experience over the 

movement and storage of vehicles.   

Level II - Consistent. The TCSP would provide for the 
pedestrian experience. High, Medium, and Medium-High 
Density residential areas would orient to internal pathways 
and common areas with connection to the public walking 

network and to the urban village component. 

CD 10.2.  Neighborhood Themes. In the 
evaluation of development proposals, require 
neighborhood themes and principles of design, 
such as neotraditional town planning, which 
include central parks, schools, and community 
and commercial facilities, strong pedestrian 
orientation and de-emphasis of automobile 
related elements in new development projects.   

Level II - Consistent. The TCSP would emphasize the 
neighborhood themes. High, Medium, and Medium-High 
Density areas would orient to internal pathways and common 
areas with connection to the public walking network and to the 
urban village. Small parks or “greenbelts” would be located 
along major roadways within the TCSP area, including on 
Beverly Drive and Street C. The TCSP also includes a 
Community park. 

CD 11.3.  Protect and Enhance Cultural 
Resources. Ensure that new public and private 
investment protects and enhances Oxnard’s 
existing cultural resources, traditional 
neighborhoods, and historic districts, to the 

extent feasible.   

Level II - Consistent. See Section 6.0, Effects Found Not to be 
Significant. There are no officially designated historic 
resources or known cultural resources on or adjacent to the 
project area.   

Infrastructure and Community Services    

ICS 1.2.  Development Impacts to Existing 
Infrastructure. Review development proposals 
for their impacts on infrastructure (e.g., sewer, 
water, fire stations, libraries, streets) and require 
appropriate mitigation measures to ensure that 
proposed developments do not create 
substantial adverse impacts on existing 
infrastructure and that the necessary 
infrastructure will be in place to support the 
development.   

Level II - Consistent. The proposed project includes payment 
of wastewater infrastructure fees to ensure that infrastructure 
would be in place to support development. The project also 
includes development of on-site water systems. The project 
area is on the edge of the existing service area for utilities and 
water and sewer lines are located near the project area. The 
applicant would also be required to fund development of an 
additional fire station, fire engine, and staff to provide 
fire/emergency services to the project area (Mitigation 
Measure PS-1). See Section 4.12, Public Services and 
Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems for a discussion of 
existing and proposed infrastructure. 

Circulation   

ICS 2.5.  Mitigate Impacts on County Roads. 
Require new development to contribute to the 
enhancement of Ventura County-maintained 
roads based on an updated City/ County 

Memorandum of Understanding.   

Level II - Consistent. Intersection improvements and payment 
of standard traffic impact fees would be required as described 
in detail in Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic. 

ICS 3.3.  New Development Level of Service C. 
Determine as part of the development review 
and approval process that intersections 
associated with new development operate at a 
level of service of “C” or better. The City Council 

Level II - Consistent. The proposed project would include 
improvements to ensure that the project does not result in a 
level of service lower than “C.” See Section 4.13, 
Transportation and Traffic and mitigation measures T-1(a-h) 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.9 Land Use and Planning 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.9-17 

General Plan Policy Discussion 

may allow an exception to level of service “D” in 
order to avoid impacting private homes and/or 
businesses, avoid adverse environmental 
impacts, or preserve or enhance aesthetic 

integrity.   

and T-2(a-h) for specific details regarding the affected 
roadways and intersections. 

 

ICS 6.1.  Transit Facilities for New 
Developments. Include transit facilities such as 
bus benches, shelters, pads or turnouts, where 
appropriate, in new development improvement 

plans.   

Level I - Consistent. Enhanced bus facilities on Ventura Road 
are included in the proposed plan. This would include multiple 
bus pull-out locations and bus shelters on southbound and 
northbound lanes of Ventura Road, which would be built as 
part of the project. The planned bus stops would serve the 
project area and would help provide public transit options. 

ICS 7.3.  Travel Patterns. Promote compact, 
mixed use development patterns that 
compliment and encourage TDM programs, 
pedestrian and bicycle travel, and transit use.   

Level II - Consistent. A business/research park on the south 
side of the TCSP area would provide jobs within walking 
distance of area residents and the urban village would be 
oriented around a public plaza, and be within walking distance 
of residential units, as well as readily accessible to a new bus 
stop on Ventura Road. Fees would be paid to a TDM program, 
as described in Section 4.3, Air Quality Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2(a). The proposed density would be relatively compact 
for airport-adjacent areas. 

ICS 8.4.  New Development Requires Bicycle 
Improvements. Where designated, require 
proposed developments to include bicycle paths 
and / or lanes in their plan and to clearly indicate 
possible bicycling hazards such as speed bumps 
and storm drain inlet grates in parking lots.   

Level I - Consistent. When submitted to the City, bike path 
design and alignment would be reviewed for appropriate 
safety elements. (See Figure 2-4 in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, for proposed pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 
improvements). 

ICS 10.2.  Oxnard Airport Compatible Land Use. 
Continue to ensure that the land use and zoning 
adjacent to Oxnard Airport is compatible in order 
to minimize potential noise and safety problems.   

Level II - Potentially Consistent. Only a small portion along the 
southern boundary in the western half of the TCSP area would 
be within the 60 dBA CNEL contour. This portion is proposed 
for a retention basin and business park uses, which would be 
compatible with potential noise from the Oxnard Airport. The 
light manufacturing uses that could be located on the nine 
parcels south of the TCSP area would be compatible with the 
noise levels associated with the Oxnard Airport (see Section 
4.10, Noise). The proposed TCSP area and additional 
Annexation area are both within the Oxnard Airport’s traffic 
pattern zone (TPZ) and are subject to height restrictions. 
Development of the Specific Plan would place residential and 
commercial uses within 2,000 feet of the Oxnard Airport 
runway, potentially exposing people residing and working in 
the area to safety hazards. However, the probability of an 
accident occurring in the Plan Area is low. Further, the 
presence of nearby emergency landing areas would reduce 
accident hazards. Safety would be further ensured through 
mitigation measures HAZ-5(a-c). See Section 4.7, Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials for further discussion.  

ICS 11.6.  Water Conservation and/or Recycling 
Connection as Mitigation. Require the use of 
water conservation offset measures (efficient low 
flow fixtures and irrigation systems, drought 
tolerant landscaping, leak detection programs, 
water audits, and public awareness and 
education programs) and/or proportional 
contributions to recycled water production and/or 
conveyance infrastructure related to the GREAT 

Level II - Consistent. TCSP buildout is proposed to be “water 
neutral” so that future water demand would not exceed the 
proposed transfer of water rights. To provide adequate potable 
water for the TCSP project, the existing agricultural water 
rights within the TCSP area would be transferred for municipal 
and industrial uses to the City of Oxnard. All TCSP 
development water needs for which recycled water use is 
appropriate would be connected to the City’s Ventura Road 
recycled water distribution pipeline. Recycled water would be 
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Program as mitigation for water supply shortage 
as determined by a Water Supply Assessment, 
CEQA documentation, or similar analysis as part 
of new or master plan development review.   

used, at a minimum, for all landscape irrigation and other 
water conservation measures would be required by mitigation 
measures UTIL-3(c) and UTIL-3(d). See Section 4.14, Utilities 
and Service Systems for further discussion of water 

conveyance. 

ICS 11.7.  Water Wise Landscapes. Promote 
water conservation in landscaping for public 
facilities and streetscapes, residential, 
commercial and industrial facilities and require 
new developments to incorporate water 
conserving fixtures (low water usage) and water-
efficient plants into new and replacement 
landscaping.   

Level II - Consistent. Recycled water would be used, at a 
minimum, for all landscape irrigation, provided that the Utilities 
Department extends the recycled water facilities an extension 
of services to the project area is approved. Development 
within the TCSP area and the nine Annexed parcels would be 
required to adhere to Oxnard City Code (OCC) Chapter 22 
Water, Section 22-243 Compliance Requirements, which 
requires that the landscape area of projects proposing 
commercial or industrial uses shall be designed without the 
use of turf and with 100% water wise plants. The landscape 
area of single-family residential, and multi-family residential 
projects shall be designed with no more than 40% of the 
landscaped area in turf or plants that are not water 
wise plants. Mitigation Measure AQ-2(d) requires 
implementation of passive energy conservation design 
techniques such as water conserving fixtures; other water 
conservation measures would be required by mitigation 
measure UTIL-3(c) for exterior water conservation.  

ICS 11.12.  Water for Irrigation. Require the use 
of non-potable water supplies for irrigation of 
landscape and agriculture, whenever available.   

Level II - Potentially Consistent. Recycled water would be 
used, at a minimum, for all landscape irrigation, provided that 
the Utilities Department extends the recycled water facilities to 

the project area. 

ICS 13.2.  Adequate Storm Drains and NPDES 
Discharge Treatment. Provide storm drainage 
facilities with sufficient capacity to protect the 
public and property from the appropriate storm 
event and strive to meet storm water quality 
discharge targets set by NPDES and related 
regulations.   

Level II - Consistent. The site would generally drain into new 
storm drains within Teal Club Road and Patterson Road, with 
additional storm water management provided by the proposed 
retention and on-site infiltration areas shown on the Land Use 
Plan (Figure 2-3) as “storm water treatment” areas. The 
precise configuration of the drainage system would be 
determined with the review and approval of each phase of the 
Specific Plan. All facilities within the TCSP area would be 
funded, permitted, and maintained by a Master Property 
Association, Community Facilities District, or other private 
entity as approved by the City. Implementation of the TSCP 
and buildout of the nine additional parcels would be required 
to comply with local, state and federal water quality and 
discharge requirements. 

ICS 13.3.   Stormwater Detention Basins. Design 
stormwater detention basins to ensure public 
safety, to be either visually attractive or 
unobtrusive, provide temporary or permanent 
wildlife habitats, and recreational uses where 
feasible in light of safety concerns.   

Level II - Consistent. The proposed project would include 
underground drainpipes and detention basins. The detention 
basins and infiltration areas would be located along the 
southern portion of the TCSP area, adjacent to Teal Club 
Road and the Business Research Park. The location would be 
visually unobtrusive. 

ICS 13.4.  Low Impact Development. Incorporate 
low impact development (LID) alternatives for 
stormwater quality control into development 
requirements. LID alternatives include: (1) 
conserving natural areas and reducing 
imperviousness, (2) runoff storage, (3) hydro-
modification (to mimic pre-development runoff 
volume and flow rate), and (4) public education.   
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Environmental Resources  

ER 1.1.  Protect Oxnard’s Natural and Cultural 
Resources. Protect the City’s natural resource 
areas, fish and wildlife habitat, scenic areas, 
open space areas, parks, and cultural and 
historic resources from unnecessary 
encroachment or harm and if encroachment or 
harm is necessary, fully mitigate the impacts to 
the maximum extent feasible.    

Level II - Consistent. No natural resource areas, habitat, 
historic resources, or other natural or cultural resources are 
located adjacent to the project area; therefore, no 
encroachment would occur. Nesting birds and/or monarch 
butterflies, as well as irrigation ditches that may be biological 
resources would be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible 
under mitigation measures as described in Section 4.4, 
Biological Resources. 

ER 1.2.  Protect Surrounding Agriculture and 
Open Space. Protect open space and 
agricultural uses around Oxnard through 
continued adherence to the Guidelines for 
Orderly Development, Ventura County Greenbelt 
programs, the Save Open-Space and 
Agricultural Resources Ordinance, and other 
programs or policies that may subsequently be 
adopted such as the SB 375 Sustainable 
Communities Strategy.  

Level II - Consistent. Implementation of the TCSP and 
Annexation of the nine parcels would not encroach upon 
agricultural areas to the west of the site. Interim agriculture 
buffers, as described in Mitigation Measure AG-2, would 
protect agricultural land on the project area during and after 
development of Phase 1 and before development of Phase 2. 
See Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources for a more detailed 

discussion. 

ER 2.3.  Promote Areas for Open Space. 
Reserve, preserve, and promote areas 
particularly suited for open space/recreational 
uses. Appropriate public access to these 
resources shall be preserved, enhanced, 
restored, and properly controlled.    

Level I - Consistent. Within the residential and commercial 
PA’s, a 6.5-acre community park, a 3.5-acre community park, 
and a 0.4 acre greenbelt combine for a total of 10.4 park 
acres. A 7.4-acre City Community Park would also be included 
in the TCSP to the east of Patterson Road. Public access to 
the Community Park would be available to all Oxnard 

residents via Patterson Road. 

ER 3.2.  Review of Development Proposals. 
Review development proposals in accordance 
with applicable Federal, State, and local statutes 
protecting special-status species and 
jurisdictional wetlands and be open to requiring 
greater protection.   

Level II - Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological 
Resources, there are no special-status species or known 
jurisdictional wetlands on the project area. Nesting birds and 
monarch butterflies would be protected through mitigation 

measures as described in Section 4.4, Biological Resources. 

ER 3.5.  Reduce Construction Silt and Sediment. 
Require that construction-related silt and 
sediment be minimized or prohibited to minimize 

temporary impacts on biological resources.   

Level II - Consistent. As described in Section 4.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, compliance with NPDES Construction 
General Permit and the City of Oxnard ordinance requiring 
implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Control Plan would 
ensure that impacts on biological resources would be 
minimized.  

ER 5.5.  Abandoned Water Wells and Transfer 
of Water Rights. Require immediate capping of 
abandoned water wells at the time of 
abandonment and where appropriate and 
feasible, require and accept transference of 
water rights to the City.   

Level II - Consistent. One well currently exists on the project 
area. The existing agricultural water rights on the site would 
be transferred to the City as part of the proposed Annexation 
under applicable rules of the Fox Canyon Groundwater 
Management Agency. 

ER 5.7.  Minimizing Paved Surfaces. Require 
minimization and/or permeability of paved 
surfaces in new developments and replacement 
paving, where feasible.   

Level II - Consistent. The TCSP includes greenbelts and parks 
throughout the TCSP area, as well as detention basins located 
along the southern boundary of the TCSP area. Impermeable 
surfaces, including buildings, surface parking lots, and streets 
do not exceed requirements. See Section 4.8, Hydrology and 
Water Quality for more details. 

ER 6.1.  Incorporate Views in New Development. 
Preserve important public views and viewsheds 
by ensuring that the scale, bulk and setback of 

Level II - Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics 
impacts to scenic views would be less than significant. Many 
of the views currently available from in and around the project 
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new development does not significantly impede 
or disrupt them and ensure that important vistas 
and view corridors are enhanced. Require 
development to provide physical breaks to allow 

views into these vistas and view corridors.   

area would continue to be accessible via internal streets and 
across the proposed parks and other open areas. 

ER 6.6.  New Development Private Open Space. 
Ensure that new development incorporates open 
space areas that provide community and 
neighborhood identity, private quality exterior 
private open space for each housing unit, and 
minimize conflicting land uses and noise 
generators.   

Level II - Consistent. The TCSP would include 17.8 acres of 
parks and open space, including a 7.4-acre City Community 
Park. The Community Park would be located between the 
TCSP and existing agricultural uses west of Patterson Road, 
which would minimize land use conflicts between urban uses 
and agricultural uses, including those related to air quality and 
noise.  

ER 9.4.  Human Scale Development. Ensure 
that all new development emphasizes a human, 
pedestrian scale and minimizes its effect on the 
area’s sensitive visual resources.   

Level II - Consistent. The TCSP would be an “Urban Village,” 
emphasizing mixed land uses (single- and multi-family 
residential, retail, commercial, a business research park, and 
public/semi-public uses), pedestrian orientation and scale, 
transit accessibility, and neighborhood identity. As described 
in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, development within the TCSP 
would be subject to the Oxnard Design Review Process & 
Guidelines, which include guidelines related to compatibility 
with existing development and reducing effects on sensitive 
visual resources. . 

ER 10.1.  Promote use of Native and Water 
Wise Plants. Promote the development of a 
native, drought-tolerant landscape character 
throughout the City that re-enforces a unified 
and cohesive landscape character and 
discourage plants that are invasive or 
problematic in other ways as determined by the 
City’s landscape architect.   

Level II - Consistent. All development within the TCSP area 
and the nine Annexed parcels would be required to adhere to 
OCC Chapter 22 Water, Section 22-243 Compliance 
Requirements, which requires that the landscape area of 
projects proposing commercial or industrial uses shall be 
designed without the use of turf and with 100% water 
wise plants. The landscape area of single-family residential, 
multi-family residential projects shall be designed with no 
more than 40% of the landscaped area in turf or plants that 
are not water wise plants.  

ER 11.1.  Archaeological Resource Surveys. 
Continue to require a qualified archaeologist to 
perform a cultural resources study prior to 
project approval. Inspection for surface evidence 
of archaeological deposits, and archaeological 
monitoring during grading should be required in 
areas where significant cultural resources have 

been identified or are expected to occur.   

Level II - Consistent. Ground disturbance that has occurred on 
the project area during past development and agricultural 
activities, as well as the lack of natural surface water features, 
reduces the likelihood that intact prehistoric cultural resources 
are present. However, mitigation measures CR-1(a) through 
CR-1(c) would minimize impacts to cultural resources by 
requiring monitoring during grading (all earth disturbing work 
within the vicinity of the find would be temporarily suspended 
or redirected until an archaeologist has evaluated) and 
procedures for discovery of unearthed cultural resources. ER 11.6.  Identification of Archaeological 

Resources. In the event that 
archaeological/paleontological resources are 
discovered during site excavation, continue to 
require that grading and construction work on 
the project site is suspended until the 
significance of the features can be determined 
by a qualified archaeologist/paleontologist.   

ER 12.5.  Soil Conservation and Transfer. 
Encourage the conservation of agricultural soils 
by requiring, if feasible and warranted by expert 
opinion, the transfer of topsoil from agricultural 
land being developed for urban uses.   

Level II - Consistent. As described in Section 4.2, Agricultural 
Resources, the conversion of agricultural land and its soils to 
non-agricultural uses would be a significant and unmitigable 
impact. Transfer of soils would result in potentially significant 
air quality and noise impacts related to excavation and 
hauling; in addition, no especially suited or needed receiver 
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site has been identified. Buildout of the TCSP would be 
primarily at-grade and would not require substantial hauling of 
soil for disposal. 

ER 12.11.  Urban / Agricultural Buffer Zones. 
Ensure adequate buffers between residential 
and agricultural uses, such as open space, 
recreational facilities, utility easements, 
windrows, and parking areas. Adequate fencing 
should be provided around agricultural areas to 

prevent vandalism.   

Level II - Consistent. As described in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, the TCSP would include buffer zones. A 7.4-acre 
public park would be located east of Patterson Road between 
the TCSP and agricultural uses. Interim buffers, as required by 
Mitigation Measure AG-2, would reduce conflicts between 
proposed residential uses and existing agricultural uses within 

the TCSP area.  

ER 14.1.  Incorporate Ventura County AQMP 
Mitigations. Incorporate construction and 
operation mitigation measures recommended or 
required by the current Ventura County Air 
Quality Management Plan (AQMP) when 
preparing CEQA reviews, as appropriate.   

Level II - Consistent. As described in Section 4.3, Air Quality, 
mitigation measures consistent with this policy would be 
required for development within the TCSP and nine parcels 

proposed for Annexation. 

ER 14.2.  Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM). Employ best traffic management 
practices such as bus turnouts and traffic signal 
synchronization in order to reduce traffic-related 
air emissions impacts; require commercial 
developers to improve public transit service 
between residential and employment uses or 
shopping centers, bike lanes and protected 
bicycle parking areas, and other project features 
that would reduce the need for automobile trips 
related to the development; and require 
Transportation Management Associations (TMA) 
for projects that may have adverse air quality 
impacts related to mobile sources and 
contributions to off-site TDM funds to reduce 
residual impacts that cannot be mitigated on a 
project-specific basis.   

Level II - Consistent. The transit oriented development of the 
Urban Village would reduce air quality impacts by creating a 
community that would be accessed by pedestrians and would 
be in close proximity to alternative modes of transportation, 
such as buses. Enhanced bus facilities on Ventura Road are 
included in the proposed plan. This would include multiple bus 
pull-out locations and bus shelters on southbound and 
northbound lanes of Ventura Road, which would be built as 
part of the project. The planned bus stops would serve the 
project area and would help provide public transit options. See 
Section 4.3, Air Quality for Mitigation Measure AQ-2(a) which 
requires payment of fees to a TDM, as well as Section 4.13, 
Transportation and Traffic, which includes mitigation 
measures to improve intersection and roadway operations, 

reducing traffic and, therefore, emissions, at intersections. 

ER 14.3.  Reducing Carbon Monoxide Exposure 
at Congested Intersections. Require mitigation 
measures that consider prohibiting the 
construction of residences or buildings lacking 
ventilation systems at congested intersections 
with the potential for excessive Carbon 
Monoxide “hot spot” exposure to sensitive 
receptors.    

Level II - Consistent. See Section 4.3, Air Quality for 
discussion of Carbon Monoxide “hot spot” risks. It was 
determined that future traffic combined with project traffic 
would not cause an exceedance of either the state or federal 
CO standards in 2020 or 2025 and project-related CO impacts 
would be less than significant. 

ER 14.4.  Emission Control Devices. Require all 
construction equipment to be maintained and 
tuned to meet appropriate EPA, CARB, and 
VCAPCD emissions requirements and when 
new emission control devices or operational 
modifications are found to be effective, such 
devices or operational modifications are required 

on construction equipment.    

Level II - Consistent. See Section 4.3, Air Quality for 
requirements related to construction equipment, which ensure 
consistency with this policy. 

ER 14.5.  Reducing Construction Impacts during 
Smog Season. Require that the construction 
period be lengthened to minimize the number of 
vehicles and equipment operating at the same 

Level II - Consistent. See Section 4.3, Air Quality, which 
includes the requirement that the construction period be 
lengthened in Mitigation Measure AQ-1(b). 
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time during smog season (May through 
October).   

ER 14.6.  Minimizing Dust and Air Emissions 
through Permitting Requirements. Continue to 
require mitigation measures as a condition of 
obtaining building or use permits to minimize 
dust and air emissions impacts from 
construction.    

Level II - Consistent. Mitigation measures consistent with this 
policy are included in the EIR in Section 4.3, Air Quality, 
mitigation measures AQ-1(a and b), which require dust control 
measures and construction equipment controls in accordance 
with VCAPCD requirements. 

ER 14.7.  Mitigation Monitoring. Ensure that 
projects with identified air quality impacts in their 
respective EIRs are subject to effective 
mitigation monitoring as required by AB 3180.   

Level II - Consistent. The Mitigation Monitoring Program 
includes specific details on how each mitigation measure is 
monitored, including those related to air emissions in 
compliance with CEQA Guidelines 7.15097. 

ER 14.12.  Use VCAPCD Air Quality 
Assessment Guidelines. Use the VCAPCD Air 
Quality Assessment Guidelines and 
recommended analytical tools for determining 
and mitigating project air quality impacts and 
related thresholds of significance for use in 
environmental documents. The City shall 
continue to cooperate with the VCAPCD in the 
review of development proposals.   

Level II - Consistent. See Section 4.3, Air Quality for 
discussion of the TCSP’s consistency with the VCAPCD Air 
Quality Assessment Guidelines. This EIR determined that 
operational emissions related to air quality would be significant 
and unmitigable based on these guidelines. All project 
developers would be required to use the guidelines for specific 
project development within the TCSP and nine parcels 
proposed for annexation. 

Safety & Hazards 

SH 1.1.  Minimize Liquefaction Risk. Ensure that 
structures for human occupancy are only 
constructed or placed on a potential liquefaction 
site if the approved geological report shows that 
an acceptable hazard risk would be created 
and/or required mitigation measures are met.   

Level II - Consistent. Mitigation consistent with this policy is 
included in Section 4.5, Geology and Soils. Impact GEO-2 
discusses liquefaction and Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would 
ensure that liquefaction risk would be minimized. 

SH 1.2.  Minimize Subsidence Trends. Avoid 
increases in the level of groundwater extraction 
as a method for meeting new water demands if 
the extraction leads to subsidence, or unless a 
comprehensive reinjection program is approved 

and implemented to offset extractions.   

Level II - Consistent. Mitigation consistent with this policy is 
included in Section 4.5, Geology and Soils. Mitigation 
Measure GEO-2 would ensure that subsidence risk would be 
minimized. Furthermore, the proposed project would be water 
neutral and would not require increased groundwater 

extraction to meet new water demands. 

SH 1.8.  Mitigating Seismic Hazards. Where 
necessary, utilize the expert mitigation measures 
such as those identified in Special publication 
117: Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating 
Seismic Hazards in California (prepared by the 
Southern California Earthquake Center) to 
minimize risk associated with seismic activity.    

Level II - Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.5, Geology 
and Soils, mandatory compliance with applicable City of 
Oxnard and California Building Code requirements would 

mitigate seismic hazards to a less than significant level. 

SH 5.4.  Older Neighborhood Noise Mitigation. 
Develop a noise research and mitigation 
program for any area where traffic generated 
noise is significant and exceeds or is likely to 
exceed acceptable thresholds.   

Level II - Consistent. As described in Section 4.10, Noise, 
impacts would be less than significant other than potential 
traffic noise impacts on future development within the 
proposed project area. Mitigation Measure N-4(a) would 
require future applicants for development within noise 
contours that would exceed City standards to retain a 
professional acoustical consultant to conduct an acoustical 
analysis. 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.9 Land Use and Planning 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.9-23 

General Plan Policy Discussion 

SH 5.6.  Compatibility with Oxnard Airport. Work 
with the Oxnard Airport in revising flight paths to 
minimize flyovers of residential areas, especially 
"touch and go" pattern flying at low altitude and 
at relatively high frequency.   

Level II - Consistent. Prior to making a decision on the 
proposed project, the City of Oxnard must refer the proposed 
project to the ALUC for review and comment. The ALUC 
would then review the project for consistency with the Airport 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan, including the policies and 
standards discussed above. The City must consider the 
comments of the ALUC prior to making a decision on adoption 
of the Specific Plan. Mitigation measures HAZ-5(a-c) would 
also ensure consistency with airport safety through 
requirements such as limiting the density of new land uses. 

SH 6.1.  Construction Noise Control. Provide 
best practices guidelines to developers for 
reducing potential noise impacts on surrounding 
land uses.   

Level II - Consistent. As described in Section 4.10, Noise, 
impacts would be less than significant for surrounding land 
uses. 

SH 6.2.  Limiting Construction Activities. 
Continue to limit construction activities to the 
hours of 7 am to 7 pm, Monday through 
Saturday. No construction shall occur after 
hours, on Sundays, or national holidays without 
permission from the City.   

Level II - Consistent. As described in Section 4.10, Noise, 
construction hours would be limited to 7am to 6pm Monday 

through Saturday. 

SH 6.3.  Buffering of Sensitive Receptors. 
Require noise buffering and/or other construction 
treatments in development located near major 
streets, highways, the airport, rail road tracks, or 
other significant noise sources as recommended 

by a noise analysis.   

Level II - Consistent. As described in Section 4.10, Noise, 
impacts would be less than significant other than potential 
traffic noise impacts on future development within the 
proposed project area. Mitigation Measure N-4(a) would 
require future applicants for development within noise 
contours that would exceed City standards to retain a 
professional acoustical consultant to conduct an acoustical 
analysis. 

SH 6.4.  New Development Noise Compatibility. 
Require that proposed development projects not 
generate more noise than that classified as        
"satisfactory" based on CEQA Thresholds of 
significance on nearby property.    

Level II - Consistent. As described in Section 4.10, Noise, 
impacts would be less than significant and the proposed 
project would not generate noise that exceeds significant 
thresholds on any nearby properties. 

SH 6.5.  Land Use Compatibility with Noise. 
Encourage non-noise sensitive land uses to 
locate in areas that are permanently committed 
to noise producing land uses, such as 
transportation corridors and industrial zones.   

Level II - Consistent. The additional nine parcels proposed for 
Annexation south of Teal Club Road are designated for Airport 
Compatible land uses, as shown on the Oxnard 2030 General 
Plan land use map and would be developed with light 
industrial uses, which are compatible with the noise levels 
generated by the Oxnard Airport. As discussed in Impact LU-

3, industrial development would not impact nearby residences. 

SH 6.7.  Peak Noise Evaluation Along Truck 
Routes. Evaluate peak event noise impacts for 
existing and proposed development along 
existing or proposed designated truck routes and 
require feasible and appropriate mitigations for 
project subject to discretionary review and 
approval.   

Level II - Consistent. As described in Section 4.10, Noise, 
impacts would be less than significant other than potential 
traffic noise impacts on future development within the 
proposed project area. No truck routes are located adjacent to 
the project area. However, Mitigation Measure N-4(a) would 
require future applicants for development within noise 
contours that would exceed City standards to retain a 
professional acoustical consultant to conduct an acoustical 

analysis. 

SH 6.9.  Minimize Noise Exposure to Sensitive 
Receptors. Prohibit the development of new 
commercial, industrial, or other noise generating 
land uses adjacent to existing residential uses, 

Level II - Consistent. As described in Section 4.10, Noise, 
impacts would be less than significant other than potential 
traffic noise impacts on future development within the 
proposed project area. Mitigation Measure N-4(a) would 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.9 Land Use and Planning 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.9-24 

General Plan Policy Discussion 

and other sensitive noise receptors such as 
schools, child and daycare facilities, health care 
facilities, libraries, and churches if noise levels 
are expected to exceed 70 dBA.   

require future applicants for development within noise 
contours that would exceed City standards to retain a 
professional acoustical consultant to conduct an acoustical 
analysis. No residential uses or other sensitive noise receptors 
such as schools, child and daycare facilities, health care 
facilities, libraries, or churches would be exposed to noise 
levels exceeding 70 dBA as a result of the proposed project.   

SH 6.12.  Development Near Railroads and 
Oxnard Airport. Require that new habitable 
structures be setback at least 85 feet from the 
nearest railroad track measured from the edge of 
the outermost railroad track, and only compatible 
new development is located within the Oxnard 

Airport 65 dBA CNEL contour.   

Level II - Consistent. Prior to making a final decision on the 
TCSP project, the City of Oxnard will refer it to the ALUC for a 
consistency review with the Airport Land Use Plan. Only a 
small portion of the TCSP area is within the 65 dBA CNEL 
contour and it would not contain residences or other 
incompatible land uses. The nine parcels proposed for 
Annexation consist of land that is within the 65 dBA CNEL 
contour; however, this land would be zoned for light industrial 
uses, which are compatible. Mitigation measures HAZ-5(a-c) 
would also ensure consistency with airport safety and noise 

regulations. 

SH 6.13.  Noise Acceptable for Open Windows 
and Patios. Continue to require noise analysis of 
proposed development projects as part of the 
environmental review process and the require 
mitigation measures to reduce noise impacts to 
acceptable levels within outside activity areas 
and within residential structures without relying 
on mechanical ventilation, if feasible.   

Level II - Consistent. As described in Section 4.10, Noise, 
impacts would be less than significant other than potential 
traffic noise impacts on future development within the 
proposed project area. Mitigation Measure N-4(a) would 
require future applicants for development within noise 
contours that would exceed City standards to retain a 
professional acoustical consultant to conduct an acoustical 
analysis. 

SH-7.12 Hazardous Materials Studies. Ensure 
that the proponents of new development projects 
address hazardous materials concerns through 
the preparation of phase I or phase II hazardous 
materials studies for each identified site as part 
of the design phase for each project. 
Recommendations required to satisfy federal or 
State cleanup standards outlined in the studies 
will be implemented as part of the construction 

phase for each project.   

Level II - Consistent. Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 requires 
adherence to recommendations made in the Phase 1 for the 
TCSP and nine parcels proposed for Annexation. This would 
require removal and recompaction of soil, as well as continued 
monitoring and appropriate remediation of potentially 
contaminated soil. 

SH 9.1.  Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans. 
Require development around the Oxnard and 
Camarillo Airports to be consistent with the 
safety policies and land use compatibility 
guidelines contained within the Ventura County 
Airport Land Use plan.   

Level II - Consistent. The additional nine parcels proposed for 
Annexation south of Teal Club Road are designated for Airport 
Compatible land uses, as shown on the Oxnard 2030 General 
Plan land use map. Upon Annexation, the additional nine 
parcels proposed for annexation south of Teal Club Road 
would be rezoned Light Manufacturing (M-1) by the City of 
Oxnard and would be compatible. Mitigation measures HAZ-
5(a-c) would also ensure consistency with airport safety and 

noise regulations for the entire project area. 

SH 9.2.  Compliance with FAA Regulations. 
Ensure development within the airport approach 
and departure zones are in compliance with 
applicable Federal Aviation Administration 
regulations that address objects affecting 
navigable airspace.   

Level II - Consistent. The additional nine parcels proposed for 
Annexation south of Teal Club Road are designated for Airport 
Compatible land uses, as shown on the Oxnard 2030 General 
Plan land use map. Upon Annexation, the additional nine 
parcels proposed for annexation south of Teal Club Road 
would be rezoned Light Manufacturing (M-1) by the City of 
Oxnard. Development on the parcels would be reviewed to 
ensure compliance with the FAA regulations at the time such 
development is proposed. Mitigation measures HAZ-5(a-c) 
would also ensure consistency with airport safety and noise 
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regulations for the entire project area through requirements 
including notification of the FAA. 

Housing 

Housing Element Policy-2.2 Balanced 
Opportunities. Provide opportunities to the 
private and public sector for the production of 
housing that meets the needs of special needs-, 
extremely low-, very low-, low-, moderate, and 
above moderate-income housing to achieve a 

balanced community.  

Level II - Consistent. The TCSP envisions development of up 
to 990 residential dwelling units in a variety of densities and 
product types including both market-rate and affordable 
housing (15% affordable). In addition to single-family 
residential units, the TCSP includes single-family courtyard 
homes, single-family townhomes and multi-family 
condominiums and apartments (Section 2.0, Project 
Description). 

 
Airport Land Use Plan. The project area is within the planning area of the Oxnard 

Airport. The Ventura County ALUC has prepared an Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
(CLUP) (2000) to “provide for the orderly growth of each public airport and the area 
surrounding the airport… [and] safeguard the general welfare of the inhabitants within the 
vicinity of the airport and the public in general” (California Public Utilities Code Section 21675). 
As shown on Exhibit 6B of the CLUP, the project area is within the airport’s Traffic Pattern Zone 
(TPZ) and partially within the Height Restriction Zone (HRZ). The CLUP includes the following 
policies related to surrounding land uses and exposure to airport noise and hazards: 
 

● Any structures proposed within the HRZ must remain below the Approach and Transitional 
Surface.  

● For all conditionally acceptable land uses, the recording of a fair disclosure agreement and 
covenant shall be required. 

● Any structures proposed within any part of the F .A.R. Part 77 Airspace Plan which require a 
variance, conditional use, or special use permit because they exceed the permitted height 
requirements of the zoning ordinance shall be reviewed by the ALUC if the height of the proposed 
structure would penetrate any F.A.R. Part 77 surface. 

● If the FAA reviews the proposed structure and finds that the structure would represent a hazard 
to air navigation, the proposal shall be disapproved. The proposal shall also be disapproved if the 
FAA finds that the structure would require the raising of approach minimums at any military or 
public use airport in the County.  

● If the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) reviews the proposed structure and makes a 
finding of “no hazard,” the structure shall be permitted, provided that it shall be marked and 
lighted in accordance with the recommendations of the FAA.  
 
Noise Compatibility. As discussed in Section 4.10, Noise, the entire TCSP area is outside of 

the projected future 65 dBA CNEL airport noise contour, and all but a narrow strip of the 
proposed TCSP area is outside of the 60 dBA CNEL contour. The nine additional parcels 
proposed for Annexation and M-1 zoning are split between the 60, 65 and 70 dBA CNEL 
contours (Kimley-Horn & Associates, 2010). The CLUP sets forth noise compatibility standards 
(CLUP Section 6.1) for Ventura County airports. The proposed land use categories and their 
associated classifications in the CLUP for the noise contours into which they would fall are: 

 
● Residential outside of the 60 dBA CNEL contour – acceptable. 
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● Residential within the 60-65 dBA contour – conditionally acceptable, i.e., must meet the 
following criterion: new construction or development may be undertaken only after an analysis of 
noise reduction requirements and necessary noise insulation is included in the design. 

● Industrial (includes light industrial and business park uses) and Commercial uses within the 60-
70 dBA contours – acceptable. 

 
The California Building Code as adopted by the City of Oxnard (Ord. No. 2760, 2968) requires 
that interior noise levels are attenuated to 45 dBA or lower through construction techniques and 
materials. This existing regulation would ensure that “necessary noise insulation is included in 
the design” of new residential construction that would be facilitated by adoption of the 
proposed Specific Plan. Thus, the proposed project would be consistent with the noise 
compatibility guidelines of the CLUP. 
 

Safety Compatibility. The CLUP sets forth safety compatibility standards (CLUP Section 
6.2) for Ventura County airports. This includes classifying the compatibility of specific land uses 
in proximity to the airport as to whether they are acceptable, conditionally acceptable or 
unacceptable within identified safety zones. The proposed land use categories and their 
associated classifications in the CLUP are: 
 

● Residential – conditionally acceptable, i.e., must meet the following criteria: structural coverage 
may not exceed 25%, and an avigation easement and fair disclosure agreement and covenant 
must be recorded for the subject property. 

● Industrial (includes light industrial and business park uses) and Commercial – conditionally 
acceptable, i.e., must meet the following criteria: structural coverage may not exceed 50%, with 
structures placed as far as practical from the runway on parcels immediately adjacent to airport 
property; and an avigation easement and fair disclosure agreement and covenant must be 
recorded for the subject property. 

 
As discussed in Section 4.10, Noise and Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, mitigation 
measures HAZ-5(a-c) would ensure that the criteria for residential and commercial/industrial 
uses are met. As discussed in Impact N-5, noise impacts associated with the airport would be 
less than significant.  
 
Prior to making a decision on the proposed project, the City of Oxnard must refer the proposed 
project to the ALUC for review and comment. The ALUC would then review the project for 
consistency with the Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, including the policies and 
standards discussed above. The City must consider the comments of the ALUC prior to making 
a decision on adoption of the Specific Plan and can vote to override the findings of an ALUC 
with a super majority (two-thirds). Neither the County of Ventura, the ALUC, nor the FAA has 
approval authority over the project; therefore, consistency findings and other decisions or 
recommendations from these agencies are limited in the context of whether the City of Oxnard 
ultimately approves, approves with conditions, or denies the proposed project.  
 
The FAA also reviews projects proposed on or near airports for compliance with airspace 
obstruction-clearance criteria published in 14 CFR, Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of 
the Navigable Airspace, of the Federal Aviation Regulations (FARs). FAR Part 77 requires that a 
project be submitted to the FAA for review if it would penetrate a "notice surface" based on a 
slope of 100 feet horizontal to 1 foot vertical from the nearest point of the nearest runway. The 
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notice surface simply establishes a threshold for FAA study; it does not suggest that an object 
that might penetrate it would be an obstruction. The application initiates an “obstruction 
evaluation” (OE) by FAA staff. The FAA's role in conducting an OE is solely to determine if a 
proposed structure might constitute an obstruction or, more seriously, a “hazard” to air 
navigation. Regardless of its findings, FAA cannot approve or prohibit construction; that 
responsibility is with the local jurisdiction in exercising its zoning powers.  
 
The most distant structure from the airport runway in the TCSP area would be approximately 
2,800 feet away. At this distance, a structure over 28 feet would penetrate the “notice surface.” 
Because the nearest structures would be only about 750 feet from the runway edge, virtually all 
of them could penetrate the notice surface. Therefore, Part 77 does require that the developer 
submit the project to FAA for study. This can be done as a blanket application for the entire 
development rather than as individual applications for each building and Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-6(a) is required to ensure compliance with this regulation.  
 

City of Oxnard Zoning Ordinance. The entire project area is currently zoned 
Agricultural Exclusive with a minimum lot size of 40 acres (AE-40) by the County of Ventura. 
Upon annexation, each Planning Area within the proposed TCSP area would be assigned a City 
zone to reflect the specific uses approved for the site. If the proposed annexation and Specific 
Plan were approved, the project would be consistent with the zoning regulations.  
 
Upon annexation, the additional nine parcels proposed for Annexation south of Teal Club Road 
would be rezoned Light Manufacturing (M-1) by the City of Oxnard. The Annexation and 
application of the new zoning are not associated with any specific development project or 
proposal. This analysis assumes that buildout under the proposed new zoning would be 
consistent with the M-1 standards per standard City requirements and existing regulations. 
 

Local Agency Formation Commission. In considering whether to approve or deny the 
proposed annexations to the City of Oxnard that are part of the proposed project, LAFCo must 
assess consistency of the Annexations with their adopted policies and standards. A discussion 
of the project’s potential consistency with LAFCo policies is presented in Table 4.9-3.  

 
Table 4.9-3 

LAFCo Policy Consistency 
 

Policy Discussion 

General Policies 

Urban development should occur, whenever and 
wherever practical, within incorporated cities 
which exist to provide a full range of municipal 
services and are responsible for urban land use 
planning. 

The proposed TCSP area is adjacent to the City of Oxnard 
and fully within the City of Oxnard Sphere of Influence and 
CURB. Annexation to the City of Oxnard, Calleguas 
Municipal Water District (CMWD) and Metropolitan Water 
District (MWD) is proposed. LAFCo generally avoids creating 
unincorporated islands and attempts to eliminate existing 
unincorporated islands as a condition of approval for nearby 
Annexations; the project also includes nine parcels south of 
Teal Club Road to create one contiguous Annexation area 
and avoid creating unincorporated islands. The TCSP would 
provide planning policies for the entire Annexed area to help 
guide development in the area to be Annexed. As discussed 
in Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, and 4.14, 
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Utilities and Service Systems, municipal services would be 
available to serve these contiguous areas. 

The cities and the County should strive to 
produce general plans, ordinances and policies 

which will fulfill these guidelines. 

Proposed adoption of the TCSP and pre-zoning of the 
additional nine parcels to be Annexed fulfills the goal of 

providing policies to guide urban planning in the area. 

Policies within Spheres of Influence 

The following policies shall apply within City Spheres of Influence (Spheres of Influence are created by LAFCo, as 
required by State law, to identify the probable boundaries of cities and special districts, realizing that spheres may 
be amended from time to time as conditions warrant): 

● Applicants for land use permits or 
entitlements for urban uses shall be 
encouraged to apply to the City to achieve 
their development goals and discouraged 
from applying to the County. 

In order for the development to be built and occupied, the 
project would first have to be Annexed into the City, and the 
TCSP approved by the City. Subsequent entitlements would 
be under the City’s jurisdiction. If the Annexation is not 
approved, development in the TCSP area, or on the nine 
additional parcels under the proposed M-1 zoning, would not 

move forward as proposed. 

● The City is primarily responsible for local land 
use planning and for providing municipal 
services. 

The City would adopt the TCSP and the M-1 Zoning for the 
nine additional parcels. As discussed in Section 4.12, Public 
Services and Recreation, and 4.14, Utilities and Service 
Systems, municipal services would be available to serve 
these contiguous areas. 

● Prior to being developed for urban purposes 
or to receiving municipal services, land 
should be annexed to the City. 

Annexation to the City is proposed. 

● Annexation to the City is preferable to the 
formation of new or expansion of existing 
County service areas. 

● Land uses which are allowed by the County 
without annexation should be equal to or 
more restrictive than land uses allowed by 
the City. 

● Development standards and capital 
improvement requirements imposed by the 
County for new or expanding developments 
should not be less than those that would be 
imposed by the City. 

Specific Policies 

Any annexation to the City of Oxnard shall only be considered and approved if the subject territory is already within 
the Calleguas Municipal Water District, or is approved concurrently with an annexation to the Calleguas Municipal 
Water District, unless it is clearly demonstrated that the subject territory has no foreseeable need for potable water 
service. For the purpose of this policy in making the determination that the subject territory will have no 
foreseeable need for potable water service, the Commission will consider the following factors: 

(a) The territory is subject to a deed 
restriction that permanently limits the 
use to agriculture or open space uses 
that do not require any potable water 
service. 

Annexation to the Calleguas Municipal Water District is 
proposed. 
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(b) The territory is owned by a public 
agency and used for public utility or 
open space uses that do not require any 
potable water service. 

(c) Calleguas Municipal Water District 
requests that annexation not occur as 
the District cannot provide timely service 

to subject territory. 

Consistency with General and Specific Plans: Unless exceptional circumstances are shown, LAFCo will not 
approve a proposal unless it is consistent with the applicable general plan and any applicable specific plan. For 
purposes of this policy, the applicable general plan is as follows: 

(a) For proposals by a city, the general plan 
of the city. 

Consistency with the City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan is 
discussed throughout this document and in Table 4.9-1 
above. The project is consistent, or potentially consistent 
based on Specific Plan-level information, with the 2030 
General Plan. 

(b) For proposals by a district, where the 
affected territory lies within an adopted 
sphere of influence of a city, the general 
plan of the city. 

Not applicable. 

(c) For proposals by a district, where the 
affected territory lies outside an adopted 
city sphere of influence, the Ventura 
County General Plan. 

Not applicable. 

LAFCo will not approve a proposal from a city that 
is in conflict with any Greenbelt Agreement unless 
exceptional circumstances are shown to exist. 
LAFCo encourages that Greenbelt Agreements 
be amended by all parties involved prior to the 
filing of any proposal that may be in conflict with 
the Agreements. 

The Oxnard-Ventura Greenbelt begins on the west side of 
Patterson Road. The project area is not located within either 
of these greenbelts, but is adjacent to the Oxnard-Ventura 

Greenbelt.  

 

Factors Favorable To Approval: 

(a) The proposal would eliminate islands, 
corridors, or other distortion of existing 
boundaries. 

The proposed TCSP area is adjacent to the City of Oxnard 
and fully within the City of Oxnard Sphere of Influence and 
CURB. Although not an island, it is a “cut-out” shape in the 
City boundary that would be filled in to result in a more 
coherent City boundary in this location. 

(b) The affected territory is urban in 
character or urban development is 
imminent, requiring municipal or urban-
type services. 

The proposed TCSP area is not urban in nature, but the 
TCSP area and the nine parcels proposed for annexation are 
surrounded on three sides by urban and airport development 
and within the Sphere and CURB.  

(c) The affected territory can be provided all 
urban services by the city or district as 
shown by the city’s or district’s service 
plans and the proposal would enhance 
the efficient provision of urban services. 

As discussed in Section 4.12, Public Services and 
Recreation, and 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, 
municipal services would be available to serve these 
contiguous areas. 

(d) The proposal is consistent with state 
law, adopted spheres of influence, 
applicable general and specific plans, 
and these policies. 

No conflicts with state law, adopted spheres of influence, 
applicable general and specific plans, or these policies has 
been identified. 
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(e) The proposal is for the annexation of city 
or district owned property, used or to be 

used for public purposes. 

The project is for the Annexation of property currently used 
for agriculture, which would be privately owned but 
developed with some public uses, including a 7.4-acre City 
Community Park. 

Factors Unfavorable To Approval: 

(a) The proposal would create or result in 
corridors, peninsulas, or flags of city or 
district area or would otherwise cause or 
further the distortion of existing 
boundaries. 

The TCSP area and nine parcels proposed for Annexation 
are adjacent to the City of Oxnard and would not distort any 
existing boundaries. 

(b) The proposal would result in a 
premature intrusion of urbanization into 
a predominantly agricultural or rural 

area. 

The TCSP area and land to the west of the site are currently 
used for agriculture. However, the project area is surrounded 
on three sides by urban development. The nine parcels 
proposed for Annexation are located between areas that are 
currently developed with urban commercial, industrial, and 
residential uses. The conversion would not be premature as 
the project area is within the CURB and the City’s Sphere of 
Influence and identified for development in the City’s 2030 
General Plan. 

(c) The proposal is inconsistent with state 
law, adopted spheres of influence, 
adopted general or specific plans, 
adopted habitat conservation and/or 
restoration plans, other applicable plans 
adopted by any governmental agency, 
or these policies. 

As described in Table 4.9-1, the proposed project is generally 
consistent with the City of Oxnard General Plan (2030). The 
TCSP is included in the 2030 General Plan as an Urban 
Village. See Table 4.9-3, below, for consistency with SCAG 
plans, policies, and goals. The site is not protected by any 
local policies or ordinances pertaining to biological resources 
or by an adopted conservation plan. 

(d) For reasons of topography, distance, 
natural boundaries, or like 
considerations, the extension of services 
would be financially infeasible, or 
another means of supplying services by 
acceptable alternatives is preferable. 

No topographical or natural boundaries exist that would 
cause the extension of public services to be financially 
infeasible. The TCSP area and nine parcels proposed for 
Annexation are adjacent to existing urban development. See 
Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems for further 
discussion of the availability of services. 

(e) Annexation would encourage a type of 
development in an area that due to 
terrain, isolation, or other economic or 
social reason, is not in the public 
interest. 

The area proposed for Annexation is not isolated, the terrain 
is similar to the terrain of the surrounding urban areas, and 
no other economic or social reasons exist that would cause 

the project to be outside of the public interest. 

(f) The proposal appears to be motivated 
by inter-agency rivalry or other motives 
not in the public interest. 

The project is not motivated by inter-agency rivalry or other 
motives not in the public interest. 

(g) The proposed boundaries do not include 
logical service areas or are otherwise 
improperly drawn. 

The proposed Annexation is adjacent to the City of Oxnard 
and urban development and is a logical extension of the city 
limits. 

(h) The proposal area would accommodate 
new development and includes a 
tsunami inundation zone, wildfire hazard 
zone, FEMA designated floodway or 
floodplain, or other hazardous area 
designated by federal, state or local 
public agencies, unless the Commission 

The project area is not within a 100-year flood hazard area. 
Further, the site is not at risk from inundation but seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow. The Plan Area and the additional 
Annexation area are not located within wildfire hazard areas 
as identified in the Ventura County General Plan Hazards 
and Safety Element (2020). The site is not in any hazardous 
area designated by federal, state or local public agencies. 
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determines that the hazard or hazards 
can be adequately mitigated. 

See Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials for 
further discussion. 

(i) The proposal will result in an 
unacceptable significant adverse 
impact(s) to the environment as 
determined by the Commission. 

This EIR identifies significant impacts related to agriculture 
and operational emissions of air pollutants. Whether these 
impacts are unacceptable or not is a matter to be decided by 
the City and LAFCo in making their decisions on the project.  

LAFCo Favors Applications with Boundaries that do the Following: 

(a) Create logical boundaries that coincide 
with existing and planned service areas 
and, where possible, eliminate 

previously existing islands. 

The project area as a whole would be within City service 
areas. Although the area is not an “island” that is surrounded 
by City service areas on all sides, it is a “cut-out” shape in the 
City boundary that would be filled in to result in a more 
coherent City boundary in this location. 

(b) Follow natural and man-made features, 
such as ridge lines drainage areas, 
watercourses, and edges of right-of-way, 
provided they coincide with lines of 
assessment or ownership, or are 
described by metes and bounds legal 
descriptions which can easily be used 
for mapping lines of assessment or 
ownership. 

The generally level project area follows the edges of right-of-
way along North Ventura Road, Doris Avenue, and North 
Patterson Road, as well as the boundaries of the Oxnard 
Airport to the south. The parcels included in the project area 
allow for ease of mapping lines of assessment. 

(c) Include adjacent urbanized areas which 
are receiving or which may require urban 
services such as public water and/or 

sewer services. 

The proposed Annexation area is adjacent to the City of 
Oxnard and urban development that is served by City water 
and sewer services. 

LAFCo Discourages Applications with Boundaries that: 

(a) Split neighborhoods or divide an existing 
identifiable community, commercial 
district, or other area having a social and 

economic identity. 

The proposed project would not divide any existing 
neighborhood or communities, or other areas having a social 
or economic identity. The Annexation would be adjacent to 
existing urban areas on the south, north and east of the 
project area. 

(b) Create areas where it is difficult to 
provide services. 

The proposed project is adjacent to urban areas that are 
already provided with services; no such difficulty would occur. 

(c) Create boundaries which result in 
islands, peninsulas, flags, “pinpoint 
contiguity,” “cherry stems,” or cause, or 
further, the distortion of existing 
boundaries. 

The TCSP area and nine parcels proposed for annexation 
are adjacent to the City of Oxnard and have been proposed 

such that they would not distort any existing boundaries. 

(d) Are drawn for the primary purpose of 
encompassing revenue-producing 
territories. 

Revenue production for the City is not the primary purpose of 
the proposed annexation. 

Findings and Criteria for Prime Agricultural and Open Space Land Conversion: LAFCo will approve a proposal for 
a change of organization or reorganization which is likely to result in the conversion of prime agricultural or open 
space land use to other uses only if the Commission finds that the proposal will lead to planned, orderly, and 
efficient development. For the purposes of this policy, a proposal for a change of organization or reorganization 
leads to planned, orderly, and efficient development only if all of the following criteria are met: 
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(a) The territory involved is contiguous to 
either lands developed with an urban 
use or lands which have received all 
discretionary approvals for urban 
development. 

The TCSP area and nine parcels that are proposed for 
Annexation are contiguous to lands that are developed with 
urban uses. The southern boundary is adjacent to the Oxnard 
Airport and other urban uses. 

(b) The territory is likely to be developed 
within 5 years and has been pre-zoned 
for nonagricultural or open space use. In 
the case of very large developments, 
annexation should be phased wherever 
possible. 

The TCSP area is designated in the City of Oxnard General 
Plan (2030) for development that would occur in two phases 
over a number of years, expecting to commence Phase I 
within five years of the TCSP.  

(c) Insufficient non-prime agricultural or 
vacant land exists within the existing 
boundaries of the agency that is planned 
and developable for the same general 
type of use. 

There are limited vacant, non-prime areas of comparable 
size, configuration and location within the City of Oxnard that 
are similarly identified for development in the City’s 2030 
General Plan at a scale of the proposed plan.  

(d) The territory involved is not subject to 
voter approval for the extension of 
services or for changing general plan 
land use designations. Where such voter 
approval is required by local ordinance, 
such voter approval must be obtained 
prior to LAFCo action on any proposal 
unless exceptional circumstances are 
shown to exist. 

The project area is not on a site subject to voter approval. It 
is within the Oxnard CURB and designated for urban uses in 
the City’s 2030 General Plan. 

(e) The proposal will have no significant 
adverse effects on the physical and 
economic integrity of other prime 
agricultural or open space lands. 

See Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources for a complete 
discussion of the project’s effects on agricultural land.  
Impacts to nearby agricultural uses were determined to be 
significant but mitigable and Mitigation Measure AG-2, which 
required agricultural buffers, would ensure that significant 

adverse effects would not occur. 

Findings that Insufficient Non-Prime Agricultural or Vacant Land Exists: The Commission will not make affirmative 
findings that insufficient non-prime agricultural or vacant land exists within the boundaries of the agency unless the 
applicable jurisdiction has prepared a detailed alternative site analysis which at a minimum includes: 

(a) An evaluation of all vacant, non-prime 
agricultural lands within the boundaries 
of the jurisdiction that could be 
developed for the same or similar uses. 

The TCSP contains approximately 149.72 acres of farmland 
of statewide importance. Development under the proposed 
Specific Plan would involve permanently removing 149.72 
acres of land, identified as farmland of statewide importance, 
from agricultural production, a significant and unavoidable 
impact. The 2030 General Plan Program EIR, incorporated 
by reference, included the conversion of the TCSP to urban 
use and made the same significant impact finding. A 
Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted with the 
2030 General Plan that includes the TCSP area. The location 
selected for the TCSP was so chosen because it can 
emphasize transportation oriented development, a mixed-use 
community, and a jobs/housing balance. The proposed site is 
the proper size and location for the project objectives, as laid 
out in the 2030 General Plan. As discussed in Section 7.0, 
Alternatives, there are no potential alternative project sites in 
the local vicinity that are similar in acreage and could achieve 
the project objectives. The City’s 2030 General Plan 
evaluated land within the City of Oxnard and determined that 
the project area was suited for the proposed uses. Other 

(b) An evaluation of the re-use and 
redevelopment potential of developed 
areas within the boundaries of the 
jurisdiction for the same or similar uses. 

(c) Determinations as to why vacant, non-
prime agricultural lands and potential re-
use and redevelopment sites are 
unavailable or undesirable for the same 
or similar uses, and why conversion of 
prime agricultural or open space lands 
are necessary for the planned, orderly, 
and efficient development of the 
jurisdiction. 
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programs and policies of the General Plan address re-use 
and redevelopment of areas already within the City. As 
described in Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, Mitigation 
Measure AG-1 includes options for agricultural conservation 
that would either require the applicant to record permanent 
agricultural conservation easements in order to help avert the 
future regional loss of agricultural lands or provide an in-lieu 
fee to contribute to the provision of farmworker housing. 

Impacts on adjoining prime agricultural or open space lands: In making the determination whether conversion will 
adversely impact adjoining prime agricultural or open space lands, the Commission will consider the following 
factors: 

(a) The prime agricultural and open space 
significance of the territory and adjacent 
areas relative to other agricultural and 
open space lands in the region. 

Please see the specific consistency discussions above, in 
addition to the analysis and conclusions of the EIR, for 
discussions of these topics. Agricultural resources on the site 
and the project’s impacts on those resources, land uses 
surrounding the project area, as well as the configuration and 
topography of the project area, 2030 General Plan 
consistency, and municipal services and utilities are 
addressed in those discussions. 

(b) The economic viability of the prime 
agricultural lands to be converted. 

(c) The health and well being of any urban 
residents adjacent to the prime 

agricultural lands to be converted. 

(d) The use of the territory and the adjacent 
areas. 

(e) Whether public facilities related to the 
proposal would be sized or situated so 
as to facilitate the conversion of prime 
agricultural or open space land outside 
of the agency’s sphere of influence, or 
will be extended through prime 
agricultural or open space lands outside 
the agency’s sphere of influence. 

(f) Whether natural or man-made barriers 
serve to buffer prime agricultural or open 
space lands outside of the agency’s 
sphere of influence from the effects of 
the proposal. 

(g) Applicable provisions of local general 
plans, applicable ordinances that require 
voter approval prior to the extension of 
urban services or changes to general 
plan designations, Greenbelt 
Agreements, applicable growth-
management policies, and statutory 
provisions designed to protect 
agriculture or open space. 

(h) Comments and recommendations by the 
Ventura County Agricultural 
Commissioner. 

 

Southern California Association of Governments. The TCSP area is located within the 
area served by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), which includes 
Los Angeles, Ventura, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial Counties. The TCSP 
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area is located within the Ventura Council of Governments Subregion, which includes the Cities 
of Agoura Hills, Camarillo, Fillmore Moorpark, Ojai, Oxnard, Port Hueneme, San 
Buenaventura, Santa Paula, Simi Valley, Thousand Oaks, and Westlake Village, as well as the 
County of Ventura. 
 

SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) is the agency’s primary policy 
document for coordination of regional planning efforts and compliance with federal air and 
water quality laws. The RCPG includes a set of broad goals for the region and identifies 
strategies designed to guide local decision-making. SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP), and Compass Growth Visioning document also contain goals, policies and 
principalsprinciples applicable to the proposed Oxnard Village Specific Plan. Table 4.9-4 
contains a discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with selected applicable goals, 
objectives and policies of theses SCAG plans and documents. 

 

Table 4.9-4 
Consistency with SCAG Goals, Policies and Principles 

 

Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

Plan Goal or Policy Discussion 

Growth Management Policy 3.05.  Encourage 
patterns of urban development and land use 
which reduce costs on infrastructure 
construction and make better use of existing 
facilities. 

Growth Management Policy 3.09.  Support local 
jurisdictions’ efforts to minimize the cost of 
infrastructure and public service delivery, and 
efforts to seek new sources of funding for 
development and the provision of services. 

Development under the proposed TCSP and of the nine parcels 
proposed for development would connect to existing utility lines 
and roadways in the immediate vicinity. Any updates of existing 
utility lines that may need to be made to accommodate projects 
within the area would be the responsibility of the project 
developer(s). See Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, for 
more details. 

Growth Management Policy 3.12.  Encourage 
existing or proposed local jurisdictions’ 
programs aimed at designing land uses which 
encourage the use of transit and thus reduce 
the need for roadway expansion, reduce the 
number of auto trips and vehicle miles traveled, 
and create opportunities for residents to walk 
and bike. 

Growth Management Policy 3.14.  Support local 
plans to increase density of future development 
located at strategic points along the regional 
commuter rail, transit systems, and activity 
centers.  

Growth Management Policy 3.15. Support local 
jurisdictions’ strategies to establish mixed-use 
clusters and other transit-oriented 
developments around transit stations and along 
transit corridors.   

Growth Management Policy 3.16.  Encourage 
developments in and around activity centers, 
transportation corridors, under-utilized 
infrastructure systems and areas needing 
recycling and redevelopment 

The TCSP generally reflects urban land uses, as described in the 
City’s 2030 General Plan, that emphasizes residential 
development with supporting mixed uses and transit access to 
encourage alternate modes of transportation. Commercial and 
retail uses, business parks, and other frequently traveled-to uses 
would be located such that residents could travel via alternate 
modes of transportation. Bus stops and associated amenities are 
located within walking distance of all of the aforementioned uses; 
see Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic for further details. 
Enhanced bus facilities on Ventura Road are included in the 
proposed plan. This would include multiple bus pull-out locations 
and bus shelters on southbound and northbound lanes of 
Ventura Road, which would be built as part of the project. The 
planned bus stops would serve the project area and would help 
provide public transit options. The TCSP area is located within 
three miles of U.S. 101, State Route 1, and the Union Pacific 
railroad tracks. The project area is near to major transportation 
corridors including U.S. 101 and State Route 1, as well as 
Ventura Road, Fifth Street and Victoria Avenue. 
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Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

Plan Goal or Policy Discussion 

Growth Management Policy 3.20.  Vital 
resources as wetlands, groundwater recharge 

areas, woodlands, productions lands, and land 

containing unique and endangered plants and 
animals should be protected. 

Open Space and Conservation Core Action: 
Develop well-managed viable ecosystems or 
known habitats of rare, threatened and 
endangered species, including wetlands. 

The project area does not support any sensitive habitats or 
riparian habitat, and is not considered to be critical for regional 
wildlife movement or migration, or as a native wildlife nursery. 
The site is surrounded on three sides by urban development and 
airport uses. See Section 4.4, Biological Resources, for further 
discussion and mitigation measures that would ensure protection 
for nesting birds, monarch butterflies, and irrigation ditches that 
may be present on the project area. 

Growth Management 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 to seismic hazards, minimize 
earthquake damage, and to develop 
emergency response and recovery plans. 

Mitigation measures are included in Section 4.4, Biological 
Resources, Section 4.5, Geology and Soils and Section 4.10, 
Noise to address potential impacts to biological resources, 
seismic hazards, and noise. 

Growth Management Policy 3.24. Encourage 
efforts of local jurisdictions in the 
implementation of programs that increase the 
supply and quality of housing and provide 
affordable housing as evaluated in the Regional 
Housing Needs Assessment. 

The TCSP includes 990 residential units and would increase the 
number of households on site and citywide. Up to 148 (15%) 
affordable housing units are incorporated into the project. 

Regional Transportation Plan 

Regional Transportation Plan Goal: Maximize 
mobility and accessibility for all people and 
goods in the region.  

Regional Transportation Plan Goal: Encourage 
land use and growth patterns that complement 
our transportation investments. 

The project is located within three miles of major transportation 
corridors including the Union Pacific railroad tracks, U.S. 101 and 
State Route 1. 

Compass Growth Visioning 

Growth Visioning Principle 1: Improve mobility 
for all residents 

● Encourage transportation investments 
and land use decisions that are 
mutually supportive. 

● Locate new housing near existing jobs 
and new jobs near existing housing 

● Encourage transit-oriented 
development 

● Promote a variety of travel choices 

The project is located near major transportation corridors 
including the Union Pacific railroad tracks, U.S. 101 and State 
Route 1. The project is within five miles of (approximately 15 
minutes driving time) the Esplanade Mall, Riverpark Town 
Center, and Oxnard Financial Plaza, which are existing job 
centers. Commercial and business research park components 
are also proposed to be located near existing residential uses to 
the north and east of the TCSP area, as well as within close 
proximity to the residential uses proposed as part of the Specific 
Plan. Enhanced bus facilities on Ventura Road are included in 
the proposed plan. This would include multiple bus pull-out 
locations and bus shelters on southbound and northbound lanes 
of Ventura Road, which would be built as part of the project. The 
planned bus stops would serve the project area and would help 
provide public transit options. The project is also located within 
the vicinity of existing bus stops. Additional transportation 
amenities and options are also part of the project, as discussed 
in Section 4.13 Transportation and Traffic. The project includes 
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Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

Plan Goal or Policy Discussion 

dedicated pedestrian paths and bicycle paths (see Figure 2-4 in 
Section 2.0, Project Description) and would emphasize transit 
oriented residential development with supporting mixed uses to 
encourage alternate modes of transportation.  

Growth Visioning Principle 2: Foster livability in 
all communities 

● Promote infill development and 
redevelopment to revitalize existing 
communities. 

● Promote developments, which provide 
a mix of uses. 

● Promote “people scaled,” walkable 
communities. 

● Support the preservation of stable, 
single family neighborhoods. 

The TCSP and nine parcels proposed for Annexation are 
adjacent to an urban area. The TCSP includes a mix of uses 
(commercial, business research park, and residential) and 
emphasizes walkability. The proposed Specific Plan includes 
dedicated pedestrian paths and bicycle paths (see Figure 2-4 in 
Section 2.0, Project Description). 

Growth Visioning Principle 3: Enable prosperity 
for all people 

● Provide in each community, a variety 
of housing types to meet the housing 
needs of all income levels. 

● Support educational opportunities that 
promote balanced growth. 

● Ensure environmental justice 
regardless of race, ethnicity or income 
class. 

● Support local and state fiscal policies 
that encourage balanced growth 

● Encourage civic engagement 

The TCSP includes a mix of housing types including single and 
multi-family residential, and would include a range of purchase 
prices and rent levels. The TCSP includes 990 residential units 
and up to 148 affordable housing units. 

Growth Visioning Principle 4: Promote 
sustainability for future generations 

● Preserve rural, agricultural, 
recreational and environmentally 
sensitive areas. 

● Focus development in urban centers 
and existing cities. 

● Develop strategies to accommodate 
growth that uses resources efficiently, 
eliminate pollution and significantly 
reduce waste 

● Utilize “green” development 
techniques. 

In general, the project is consistent with these policies, as it 
would involve Annexation of prime agricultural land at the City’s 
outside boundary and convert it to urban uses. This planning 
decision was made when the City adopted the 2030 General 
Plan, and was analyzed in an EIR herein incorporated by 
reference. In addition, the Urban Village planning approach 
provides opportunities for reduction of vehicle trips through 
enhanced transit access, bicycle and pedestrian circulation, and 
locating jobs near housing, which reflect some “green” 
development concepts.  

 
Conclusion. The project is consistent, or potentially consistent, with goals, policies and 

objectives of the 2030 General Plan and other policy documents, with inclusion of the mitigation 
measures described throughout this EIR and in the tables above. 
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Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures contained in Sections 4.1, Aesthetics, 4.2, 
Agricultural Resources, 4.3, Air Quality, 4.5, Geology and Soils, 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
4.10, Noise, and 4.13, Transportation and Traffic. 

 
Significance After Mitigation. Mitigation measures listed above would reduce 

environmental impacts to help achieve consistency with adopted goals and policies. 
 

Impact LU-3 The proposed project would be generally consistent with land 
uses allowed under the airport land use plan for the Oxnard 
Airport; however, existing structures, trees and lighting on the 
nine parcels in the additional Annexation area constitute an 
obstruction to airport operations. This is considered a Class II, 
significant but mitigable, impact. 

 
Development of the Specific Plan would place residential and commercial uses within 2,000 feet 
of the Oxnard Airport runway. An aircraft hazard and land use risk assessment was conducted 
by Heliplanners, Inc. in 2012. This report assessed potential conflicts regarding the height of the 
proposed structures and development within safety zones. The following analysis is based on 
Heliplanners report and the Airport Land Use Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Ventura 
County (CLUP).  

 
TCSP Area 
 

 Safety Zones: The TCSP area is within the traffic pattern zone of the Oxnard Airport (see 
Figure 4.7-1). The CLUP contains a list of acceptable, conditionally acceptable, and unacceptable 
land uses within each safety zone category. The TCSP includes development of single-family 
residences, multi-family residences, commercial uses, and a park. Parks are listed as acceptable 
uses in the TPZ. Single-family residences and multi-family residences are listed as conditionally 
acceptable uses, provided the maximum structural coverage of the land is no greater than 25%. 
Commercial uses are listed as conditionally acceptable uses, provided the maximum structural 
coverage does not exceed 50%. Heliplanners estimated that structural coverage in the TCSP area 
would be less than 20%, in compliance with FAA standards. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 
LU-3(b) is required to ensure that development in the TCSP area does not exceed FAA 
maximum structural coverage standards.  
 
 Height Restricted Zone: The TCSP area underlies the horizontal and transitional surfaces 
for the purposes of airport land use planning. The horizontal surface is at 195 feet MSL and the 
transitional surface at the southern part of the TCSP area closest to the airport is approximately 
95 feet MSL. The tallest proposed building in the TCSP area would be approximately 92 feet 
MSL. Therefore, no proposed structures would be a significant factor with regard to the 
horizontal or transitional surfaces. Therefore, the proposed structures in the TCSP area would 
not conflict with the CLUP height-restricted zone.  
 

Additional Annexation Area 
 

Safety Zones: The Annexation area is within the TPZ. This area is designated for Airport 
Compatible uses according to the Oxnard 2030 General Plan land use map. The General Plan 
states that development in land designated for Airport Compatible uses would include low 
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intensity commercial and industrial uses which are compatible with airport operations and 
activities in that they do not pose unreasonable hazards to aircraft operations. According to the 
CLUP, industrial and commercial uses in the TPZ are considered conditionally acceptable uses, 
provided that the maximum structural coverage does not exceed 50%. Although the General 
Plan does not list residential uses as Airport Compatible uses, the existing residential uses in the 
additional Annexation are expected to be would be replaced with industrial and commercial 
uses under implementation of the proposed project. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure LU-3(c) is 
required to ensure that future development in the additional annexation area does not exceed 
FAA structural coverage limits.  
 
 Height Restricted Zone: The southern edge of the additional Annexation area south of Teal 
Club Road is contiguous with the airport property line. Virtually any structure in this area 
would violate the 7:1 transitional surface and would constitute an “obstruction” under the 
criteria published in FAR Part 77. Further, trees, light standards, and power lines may also 
constitute an “obstruction.” In addition, future development, such as rooftops with high-glare 
solar panels, could result in glare visible to pilots or control tower staff. Therefore, the FAA 
must conduct an obstruction evaluation process for structures in this area to determine if they 
would be classified as a “hazard” to aviation. (See Mitigation Measure LU-3(c).) 
 
The County of Ventura has requested an avigation easement be granted to the County. 
Typically, an avigation easement indicates that property owner(s) acknowledge that their 
properties are in an area subject to frequent aircraft overflights and that such overflights may 
result in noise, exhaust emissions and vibrations. 
 
For structures in both the TCSP area and the additional Annexation area, the ALUC must 
review the proposed plan for consistency with the CLUP. If the Commission determines that 
the proposed action is inconsistent with the Plan, then the City has the option of overruling the 
Commission. That, however, can only occur if at least 2/3rds of the City Council (i.e., five 
members) vote to make specific findings that the proposed action is consistent with specific 
provisions of state law regarding the orderly development of airports, including preventing the 
creation of new noise and safety problems Assuming review by the ALUC, compliance with 
County requirements, and adoption of the mitigation measures listed below, impacts would be 
less than significant. The report found that the proposed structures within the TCSP area would 
likely comply with all relevant criteria; however, structures on the nine parcels south of Teal 
Club Road may be considered obstructions or hazards to aviation. Regardless, because all 
structures would likely penetrate the FAA “notice surface,” the applicant would be required to 
initiate an Obstruction Evaluation through the FAA. Therefore, airport land use impacts would 
be significant and implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-3(a) is required. Impacts are Class 
II significant but mitigable.  
 

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures would be required to reduce 

conflicts with the applicable airport land use plan to a less than significant level.  

 

LU-3(a) FAA Notification. For all development in the TCSP area and the 
additional Annexation area, the applicant shall notify the FAA via 
online application at FAA’s 
https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/external/portal.jsp website. The 
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FAA will determine if the structure is an “obstruction” or 
“hazard” to aviation, and if so, will make recommendations to 
reduce the obstruction or hazard. Prior to issuance of building 
permits, the applicant shall forward the FAA determination and 
recommendations to the City of Oxnard and the City shall require 
that the applicant implement the recommendations provided by 
the FAA. Recommendations may include the use of red 
obstruction lighting on new construction.  

 
LU-3(b) Structural Coverage in the TCSP Area. Structures within the 

TCSP area shall conform to the following guidelines: 
● Residential uses: Maximum structural coverage of the 

residential planning areas must be no more than 25%. 
“Structural coverage” is defined as the percent of building 
footprint area to total land area, including streets and 
greenbelts 

● Commercial uses: Maximum structural coverage of the 
commercial planning areas must not exceed 50%. “Structural 
coverage” is defined as the percent of building footprint area 
to total land area, including streets and greenbelts.  

 
 LU-3(c) Structural Coverage in the Additional Annexation Area. 

Structures within the additional Annexation area shall conform to 
the following guidelines: 
● Commercial and industrial uses: Maximum structural 

coverage must not exceed 50%. “Structural coverage” is 
defined as the percent of building footprint area to total land 
area, including streets and greenbelts. Where development is 
proposed immediately adjacent to the airport property, site 
plans shall be designed to locate structures as far as practical 
from the runway. 

 
LU-3(d) Avigation Easement. Prior to issuance of final tract maps for 

development pursuant to the proposed Specific Plan or rezone of 
additional Annexation areas, the project applicant shall grant an 
avigation easement to the County of Ventura to record that the 
property owner(s) acknowledge that their properties are in an 
area subject to frequent aircraft overflights and that such 
overflights may result in noise, exhaust emissions and vibrations. 

 
Significance After Mitigation. With implementation of the mitigation measures above, 

impacts related to airport operations would be reduced to less than significant levels. 
 

c. Cumulative Impacts. Implementation of the proposed project, in conjunction with 

other related projects as part of buildout projected in the City’s 2030 General Plan, would 

cumulatively result in an overall intensification and recycling of land uses in Oxnard. Although 

some future projects may require General Plan Amendments, Zone Changes, Variances, 
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Conditional Use Permits, Tract Map approvals, or other discretionary land use actions, the 

merits of each project would be considered on a case-by-case basis. These projects may not be 

approved if they are found inconsistent with the 2030 General Plan, or the General Plan in place 

at that time, or if the required findings of approval, which typically address land use 

compatibility, cannot be made. Increased development densities from these projects would 

generate secondary cumulative impacts with respect to traffic, air quality, noise, and public 

services. These impacts are discussed in their respective sections of this EIR. Therefore, overall 

the proposed project would not substantially contribute to significant cumulative impacts. 
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4.10 NOISE 
 
This section addresses the impact of the noise generated by future development facilitated by 
the proposed TCSP and additional Annexations on nearby noise-sensitive land uses, as well as 
the effect of current and future noise levels on the proposed TCSP land uses. 
 

4.10.1 Setting 
 

a. Overview of Sound Measurement. Noise level (or volume) is generally measured in 
decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA). The A-weighting scale is an 
adjustment to the actual sound power levels to be consistent with that of human hearing 
response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around 4,000 Hertz (about the highest note on a 
piano) and less sensitive to low frequencies (below 100 Hertz).  
 
Sound pressure level is measured on a logarithmic scale with the 0 dBA level based on the 
lowest detectable sound pressure level that people can perceive (an audible sound that is not 
zero sound pressure level). Based on the logarithmic scale, a doubling of sound energy is 
equivalent to an increase of 3 dBA, and a sound that is 10 dBA less than the ambient sound level 
has no effect on ambient noise. Because of the nature of the human ear, a sound must be about 
10 dBA greater than the reference sound to be judged as twice as loud. In general, a 3 dBA 
change in community noise levels is noticeable, while 1-2 dBA changes generally are not 
perceived. Quiet suburban areas typically have noise levels in the range of 40-50 dBA, while 
arterial streets are in the 50-60+ dBA range. Normal conversational levels are in the 60-65 dBA 
range and ambient noise levels greater than 65 dBA can interrupt conversations. Table 4.10-1 
illustrates representative noise levels for the environment. 
 
Noise levels typically attenuate (or drop off) at a rate of about 6 dBA per doubling of distance 
from point sources (such as industrial machinery). Noise from lightly traveled roads typically 
attenuates at a rate of about 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance. Noise from heavily traveled 
roads typically attenuates at about 3 dBA per doubling of distance. Noise levels may also be 
reduced by intervening structures; generally, a single row of buildings between the receptor 
and the noise source reduces the noise level by about 5 dBA, while a solid wall or berm reduces 
noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA. The manner in which older homes in California were constructed 
(approximately 30 years old or older) generally provides a reduction of exterior-to-interior noise 
levels of about 20 to 25 dBA with closed windows. The exterior-to-interior reduction of newer 
residential units and office buildings is generally 30 dBA or more (FTA, May 2006). 
 
In addition to the actual instantaneous measurement of sound levels, the duration of sound is 
important since sounds that occur over a long period of time are more likely to be an annoyance 
or cause direct physical damage or environmental stress. One of the most frequently used noise 
metrics that considers both duration and sound power level is the equivalent noise level (Leq). 
The Leq is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the same amount 
of energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of time (essentially, the 
average noise level). Typically, Leq is summed over a one-hour period. Lmax is the highest 
RMS (root mean squared) sound pressure level within the measurement period, and Lmin is the 
lowest RMS sound pressure level within the measurement period. 
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The time period in which noise occurs is also important since noise that occurs at night tends to 
be more disturbing than that which occurs during the day. Community noise is usually 
measured using Day-Night Average Level (Ldn) or the Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL), which weight hourly Leqs over a 24-hour period. Ldn adds 10 dBA to actual noise 
levels occurring from 10 PM to 7 AM CNEL adds a 5 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 7 
PM to 10 PM and a 10 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 10 PM to 7 AM. Noise levels 
described by Ldn and CNEL usually do not differ by more than 1 dBA. 
 

Table 4.10-1 
Representative Environmental Noise Levels 

Common Outdoor Activities 
Noise Level 

(dBA) 
Common Indoor Activities 

 —110— Rock Band 

Jet Fly-over at 1,000 feet   

 —100—  

Gas Lawnmower at 3 feet   

 —90—  

  Food Blender at 3 feet 

Diesel Truck going 50 mph at 50 feet —80— Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 

Noisy Urban Area during Daytime   

Gas Lawnmower at 100 feet —70— Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 

Commercial Area  Normal Speech at 3 feet 

Heavy Traffic at 300 feet —60—  

  Large Business Office 

Quiet Urban Area during Daytime —50— Dishwasher in Next Room 

   

Quiet Urban Area during Nighttime —40— Theater, Large Conference Room 
(background) 

Quiet Suburban Area during Nighttime   

 —30— Library 

Quiet Rural Area during Nighttime  Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall (background) 

 —20—  

  Broadcast/Recording Studio 

 —10—  

   

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing —0— Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 

Source: Caltrans, 1998: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/Technical%20Noise%20Supplement.pdf 

 
b. Fundamentals of Groundborne Vibration. Vibrating objects in contact with the 

ground radiate energy through that medium. If a vibrating object is massive enough and/or 
close enough to the observer, its vibration is perceptible. The rumbling sound caused by the 
vibration of room surfaces is called groundborne noise. The ground motion caused by vibration 
is measured in vibration decibels (VdB). 
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The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually around 50 VdB. The 
vibration velocity level threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB. A 
vibration velocity level of 75 VdB is the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible 
and distinctly perceptible levels for many people. Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused 
by sources within buildings such as the operation of mechanical equipment, movement of 
people, or the slamming of doors. Typical outdoor sources of perceptible groundborne vibration 
are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads. If a roadway is 
smooth, the groundborne vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible. The range of interest is 
from approximately 50 VdB, which is the typical background vibration velocity level, and 100 
VdB, which is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in fragile buildings (FTA, 
2006). 
 
The general human response to different levels of groundborne vibration velocity levels is 
described in Table 4.10-2. 

 

Table 4.10-2 
Human Response to Different Levels of Groundborne Vibration 

Vibration Velocity Level Human Reaction 

65 VdB Approximate threshold of perception for many people. 

75 VdB 
Approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible. Many 
people find transit vibration at this level annoying. 

85 VdB Vibration acceptable only if there are an infrequent number of events per day.  

90 VdB Difficulty with tasks such as reading computer screens. 

Source: FTA, 2006. 

 
c. Sensitive Receptors. The City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan defines sensitive receptors 

as residential areas, hospitals, child and daycare facilities, convalescent homes and facilities, 
schools, and other similar land uses. These uses are considered sensitive because the presence of 
excessive noise may interrupt normal activities typically associated with their use. Noise 
sensitive land uses near the project area include residential neighborhoods approximately 75 
feet north of the project area across Doris Avenue and 130 feet east of the project area across 
Ventura Road. The existing residences on the parcels south of Teal Club Road proposed for 
Annexation are also noise sensitive land uses. These residences are approximately 50 feet south 
of the TCSP area and 25 feet from potential future industrial development. 
 

d. Regulatory Setting. Plans and policies that pertain to noise and its effect on the 
project area vicinity include the City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan Safety and Hazards Element 
and the City’s Noise Regulation Ordinance (Chapter 7, Article XI of the Oxnard CityCode). 
 
The City’s Noise Ordinance identifies noise standards for various sources and includes specific 
noise restrictions for sources of noise within the City. Section 7-184 of the Oxnard CityCode 
designates sound zones for properties within the City based on their corresponding land use. 
Residential uses are designated as Sound Zone I; Commercial properties are designated as 
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Sound Zone II; Industrial areas are designated as Sound Zone III; and all property within the 
contours around a roadway, railroad track, or the Oxnard Airport (as identified in Figure IX-2 
of the Noise Element of the 2020 General Plan) are designated as Sound Zone IV.  
 
Table 4.10-3 shows the allowable noise levels and corresponding times of day for each of the 
identified sound zones. 
 

Table 4.10-3 
Exterior Noise Standards 

Sound Zone Type of Land Use 

Allowable Exterior Sound Level 

7:00 AM to 10:00 PM 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM 

I Residential 55 dBA 50 dBA 

II Commercial 65 dBA 60 dBA 

III Industrial 70 dBA 70 dBA 

IV As identified in Figure IX-2 of the 2020 General Plan 

Source: City of Oxnard CityCode § 7-185. 

 
Section 7-185 of the City Code specifies that no person at any location within the City shall 
create, maintain, cause or allow any sound on property which causes the sound level, when 
measured on any other property, to exceed: 
 

(1) The allowable exterior sound level for a cumulative period of more than 30 minutes 

in any hour;  

(2) The allowable exterior sound level plus five dBA for a cumulative period of more than 

15 minutes in any hour;  

(3) The allowable exterior sound level plus ten dBA for a cumulative period of more than 

five minutes in any hour;  

(4) The allowable exterior sound level plus 15 dBA for a cumulative period of more than 

one minute in any hour; or  

(5) The allowable exterior sound level plus 20 dBA for any period of time. 

In addition, with respect to residential uses, the interior noise level may not exceed 45 dBA 
between the hours of 10 PM and 7 AM and 50 dBA between 7 AM and 10 PM for a period of 
five or more minutes in any hour, as shown in Table 4.10-4. Further, the allowable interior level 
plus 5 dBA cannot be exceeded for more than one minute in an hour and the allowable interior 
level plus 10 dBA cannot be exceed for any period of time (City Code Section 7-186). 
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Table 4.10-4 
Residential Interior Noise Standards 

Sound Zone Type of Land Use 

Allowable Interior Sound Level 

7:00 AM to 10:00 PM 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM 

All Residential 50 dBA 45 dBA 

Source: City of Oxnard City Code § 7-186 

 
e. Existing Noise Sources. The most common sources of noise in the project area vicinity 

are transportation sources, including traffic on surrounding roads and intermittent aircraft 
noise. Motor vehicle noise is of concern because it is characterized by a high number of 
individual events, which often create sustained noise levels. Existing noise sources within the 
TCSP area are limited to agricultural operations, with intermittent noise derived from tractors 
and other similar agriculturally related equipment and operations. Existing noise sources 
within the additional Annexation includes noise typical of residential development.  
 
The Oxnard Airport runway is approximately 750 feet south of the TCSP area and 225 feet 
south of the proposed additional Annexation area. The nine parcels south of Teal Club Road are 
within the 65 dBA CNEL noise contour for the Oxnard Airport (General Plan 2030 EIR).  
 
On August 27, 2019, Rincon Consultants staff performed three 15-minute weekday noise 
measurements using an ANSI Type II integrating sound level meter.1 The noise monitoring 
results are summarized on Table 4.10-5 and the various locations of the measurements are 
shown on Figure 4.10-1. These measurements reflect noise at various times ranging from 7:20 
AM to 9:00 AM. These measurements reflect noise levels at peak traffic hours (typically 7 AM to 
9 AM and 4 PM to 6 PM), which is generally when the highest levels of vehicular traffic occur 
and generate the highest average noise levels.  
 

Table 4.10-5  
Noise Measurement Results 

Measurement 
Number (as 
shown on 
Figure 4.10-1) Measurement Location 

Primary 
Noise 
Source 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Leq 
(dBA) 

Lmax 
(dBA) 

1 Teal Club Rd between Patterson 
Rd and Ventura Rd 

Traffic/Airport 15 feet 72.1 86.3 

2 Ventura Rd between Teal Club 
Road and Doris Ave 

Traffic 35 feet 78.6 96.2 

3 Doris Ave between Patterson Rd 
and Ventura Rd 

Traffic 35 feet 67.5 85.0 

Source: Rincon Consultants, Inc. Recorded during field visit using ANSI Type II Integrating sound level meter. See Appendix H 
for noise monitoring data sheets. 

 

 
1 Current ambient noise levels during the COVID-19 pandemic may be temporarily lower than measured 
as a result of reduced traffic and aircraft volumes; however, these noise measurements are representative 
of typical ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site. It is anticipated that traffic and aircraft 
volumes would return to pre-pandemic levels by implementation of Phase 1 of the proposed project. 
Therefore, the measurements remain appropriate for determining baseline noise conditions. 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR  
Section 4.10 Noise 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.10-6 

Figure 4.10-1 Noise Measurement Locations 
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4.10.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a. Methodology and Thresholds of Significance. The following thresholds are based on 
the City of Oxnard’s 2017 CEQA Guidelines. Impacts would also be potentially significant if the 
proposed project would: 
 

1) Generate or expose persons to noise levels exceeding standards established in the 
Oxnard 2030 General Plan or Noise Ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies; 

2) Generate or expose persons to excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels; 

3) Generate a substantial temporary or period increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project; 

4) Generate a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project; 

5) For a project located within an airport land use plan for Oxnard Airport or within 
two miles of Naval Base, Ventura County at Point Mugu, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels; or 

6) Expose non-human species to excessive noise. 

 
Future development within the project area would generate noise during construction 
and operations. Impacts associated with exposure of non-human species to excessive 
noise are discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources. The proposed Development 
Agreement that is part of the project would provide the framework for financial 
commitments paid to the City and would not change the physical elements of the project 
or result in physical environmental effects. 
 

Long-Term Operational Noise. Impacts to future development within the project area 
relating to operational project area activities, traffic noise, and aircraft noise would be 
considered significant if project-related activities create noise exceeding the City’s noise 
standards as shown in Table 4.10-3 and 4.10-4 above. 
 

Traffic Noise. Noise levels associated with existing and future traffic along area 
roadways and highways were calculated using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
Traffic Noise Model (TNM) based on data provided in the 2014 traffic report prepared for the 
prosed Specific Plan).2 Cumulative conditions correspond to projected buildout of the City’s 
General Plan, as discussed in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting. While information used for the 
traffic model was provided by the original 2014 Stantec-prepared traffic study for the proposed 
project, that study assumed 1,094 AM peak hour trips, 1,359 PM peak hour trips, and 13,794 
total average daily trips. As shown in Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, the current 
proposed project would generate an estimated 892 AM peak hour trips (a 202 trip reduction 
compared to previous project), 998 PM peak hour trips (a 361 trip reduction) and 13,611 average 

 
2 Data in the 2014 traffic study remains representative of existing traffic conditions on area roadways. 
Traffic volumes have not significantly increased since preparation of this traffic study. 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR  
Section 4.10 Noise 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.10-8 

daily trips (a 183 trip reduction). Therefore, the modeling presented in this section includes a 
conservative analysis of traffic noise increases generated by the proposed project.  
 
For traffic-related noise, impacts would be significant if project-generated traffic noise would 
result in exposure of sensitive receptors to an unacceptable increase in noise levels. 
Recommendations contained in the September 2018 Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
report created by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) were used to determine whether 
increases in traffic noise would be unacceptable.3 With these thresholds, the allowable noise 
exposure increase is reduced with increasing ambient existing noise exposure, such that higher 
ambient noise levels have a lower allowable noise exposure increase. Table 4.10-6 shows the 
significance thresholds for increases in traffic-related noise levels caused either by the project 
alone or by the project’s contribution to cumulative development. 
 

Temporary Construction Noise and Vibration. Construction noise and groundborne 
vibration levels were estimated based estimates from the FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration 
Impact Assessment (September 2018). Reference noise and vibration levels from that document 
were used to estimate noise levels at nearby sensitive receptor locations based on the distance 
between the construction site and receptors and a standard noise attenuation rate of 6 dBA per 
doubling of distance and vibration attenuation rate of approximately 6 VdB per doubling of 
distance. Construction noise and vibration level estimates do not account for the presence of 
intervening structures or topography, which could further reduce noise and vibration levels at 
receptor locations. Therefore, the noise and vibration levels presented herein represent a 
conservative estimate of actual construction noise. 
 

Table 4.10-6 
Significance of Changes in Operational Roadway Noise Exposure 

Existing Noise Exposure 
(dBA Ldn or Leq) 

Allowable Noise Exposure Increase 
(dBA Ldn or Leq) 

45-50 7 

50-55 5 

55-60 3 

60-65 2 

65-74 1 

75+ 0 

Source: Federal Transit Administration. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. September 2018. 

 
Construction noise would be significant if it would occur between the hours of 6 PM and 7 AM 
Monday through Saturday or anytime on Sunday; however, Oxnard City Code Section 7-188 
exempts construction and grading activities from the City’s noise restrictions provided the 
activities occur between the hours of 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM Monday through Saturday.  
 

 
3 The FTA’s 2018 manual is the most current authoritative source of recommended criteria for significant 
increases in traffic noise due to projects. 
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The City has not adopted specific numerical thresholds for groundborne vibration impacts. 
Therefore, this analysis uses the FTA’s vibration impact thresholds to determine whether 
groundborne vibration would be “excessive.” A vibration velocity level of 75 VdB is the 
approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible levels for many 
people. Consequently, the FTA recommends an 80 VdB threshold for infrequent events at 
residences and buildings where people normally sleep (e.g., the future project area residences 
and the residences 500 feet southwest of the project area). The FTA does not consider most 
commercial and industrial uses to be noise-sensitive (except for those that depend on quiet as 
an important part of operations, such as sound recording studios) and, therefore, does not 
recommend thresholds for groundborne vibration impacts to such uses. In terms of 
groundborne vibration impacts on structures, the FTA states that groundborne vibration levels 
in excess of 100 VdB would damage fragile buildings and levels in excess of 95 VdB would 
damage extremely fragile historic buildings. 
 

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Table 4.10-7 lists the thresholds under 
consideration in the noise analysis and whether the impact was found to be significant and 
unavoidable (Class I), significant but mitigable (Class II), less than significant (Class III), or 
beneficial (Class IV).  
 

Table 4.10-7 
Summary of Noise Impact Conclusions 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

(Class I) 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

(Class II) 

Less than 
Significant 

(Class III) 
Beneficial 
(Class IV) 

1. Would the project generate or expose persons to 
noise levels in excess of standards established in 
the Oxnard 2030 General Plan or noise ordinance, 
or applicable standards of other agencies; 

  X  

2. Would the project generate or expose persons to 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

  X  

3. Would the project generate a substantial 
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

  X  

4. Would the project generate a substantial 
permanent increase in ambient noise in the project 

vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

  X  

5. For a project located within the airport land use 
plan for Oxnard Airport or within two miles o Naval 
Base, Ventura County at Point Mugu, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the 

project area to excessive noise levels? 

  X  

6. Would the project expose non-human species to 
excessive noise?  

  X  
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Impact N-1 Construction-related activities associated with potential 
buildout of the project area would intermittently generate high 
noise levels and groundborne vibration within and adjacent to 
the project area. This may affect existing and future receptors in 
or near the project area. However, construction noise would be 
temporary and subject to the requirements of City Code Article 
XI Sound Regulation, which would ensure that this impact 
would remain Class III, less than significant.  

 
As shown in Table 4.10-5, measured ambient noise levels in the project area range from 67.5 
dBA to 78.6 dBA Leq. Nearby noise-sensitive land uses, including the existing residential 
neighborhoods 75 feet north and 130 feet east of the project area, and the residences located on 
the area south of Teal Club Road proposed for Annexation, could be exposed to temporary 
construction noise and groundborne vibration during buildout of the TCSP and nine additional 
parcels to be annexed. Residences south of Teal Club Road in the additional annexation area 
would be approximately 50 feet away from Phase 1 TCSP development and approximately 25 
feet away from development in the Annexation area. In addition, Phase 1 TCSP development, 
including residential uses and other sensitive uses, could be exposed to temporary construction 
noise and groundborne vibration that occur during Phase 2 TCSP development and 
development in the additional Annexation area. As shown in Figure 2-3 in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, residential uses (PA1, PA2, PA3, and PA5) would be immediately adjacent to the 
Phase 2 development area. Therefore, residential uses in the Phase 1 development area would 
be exposed to construction noise during Phase 2 development.   
 
The sensitive receptors closest to potential project area construction sites are the existing 
residences in the additional Annexation area 25 feet from potential future manufacturing uses. 
As illustrated in Table 4.10-8, noise levels associated with the use of heavy equipment at 
construction sites can range from about 82 to 91 dBA 25 feet from the source, depending upon 
the types of equipment in operation at any given time and the phase of construction. The 
operation of heavy equipment during construction would result in temporary increases in noise 
in the immediate vicinity of the project area. The highest noise levels would generally occur 
during grading, excavation, and foundation development, which involve the use of such 
equipment as backhoes, bulldozers, shovels, and front-end loaders. In addition, construction 
vehicles traveling on local roadways can generate intermittent noise levels that affect adjacent 
receptors.  
 
Vibration from construction activities could also have an impact on nearby noise-sensitive land 
uses. Table 4.10-9 identifies various vibration velocity levels for the types of construction 
equipment that would operate in the project area during construction.  
 
The primary sources of man-made vibration are blasting, grading, pavement breaking and 
demolition. The primary vibratory source during construction within the project area would 
likely be large bulldozers to demolish existing structures and loaded trucks for the import of 
construction materials or the export of soil or demolition materials. As shown, typical bulldozer 
or loaded truck activities generate an approximate vibration level of 58-87 Vdb at a distance of 
25 feet. Vibration levels in excess of 80 VdB may result in periodic annoyance. As such, existing 
residences in the additional Annexation area approximately 25 feet from potential future 
manufacturing uses may intermittently be disturbed by vibration noise during the day. 
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Vibration levels would not exceed 100 VdB, which is the threshold where minor damage can 
occur in fragile buildings.  
 
 

Table 4.10-8 
Typical Noise Levels at Construction Sites 

Equipment Onsite 

Typical Level 
(dBA) 25 Feet from 

the Source 

Typical Level 
(dBA) 50 Feet from 

the Source 

Typical Level 
(dBA) 75 Feet from 

the Source 

Typical Level 
(dBA) 130 Feet 

from the Source 

Air Compressor  86 80 76.5 71.7 

Backhoe 86 80 76.5 71.7 

Concrete Mixer  91 85 81.5 76.7 

Crane, mobile 89 83 79.5 74.7 

Dozer 91 85 81.5 76.7 

Jack Hammer 94 88 84.5 79.7 

Paver 91 85 81.5 76.7 

Saw 82 76 72.5 67.7 

Truck 90 84 80.5 75.7 

Noise levels assume a noise attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance. The analysis provided does not account for 
attenuating factors, such as topography, structures, or vegetation. Such factors would decrease the noise levels at sensitive 
receptors. 
Source: Federal Transit Administration (FTA), September 2018 

 

Table 4.10-9 
Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 

Equipment 

Approximate VdB 

25 Feet 50 Feet 75 Feet 130 Feet 

Large Bulldozer 87 81 77 72.7 

Loaded Trucks 86 80 76 71.7 

Jackhammer 79 73 69 64.7 

Small Bulldozer 58 52 48 43.7 

Vibration levels assume an attenuation rate of 6 VdB per doubling of distance. 

Source: Federal Transit Administration (FTA), September 2018 

 
Based on the information presented in Table 4.10-8 and Table 4.10-9, temporary construction 
noise and groundborne vibration could affect sensitive noise receptors. Noise levels could reach 
up to 95 dBA and vibration levels could reach up to 87 VdB at a distance of 25 feet.  These noise 
levels would exceed the City’s standards for allowable exterior noise at residential uses and 
would be intermittently audible as the project area builds out.  
 
Sensitive receptors are less noise sensitive during daytime hours. The City has a standard 
condition of approval for construction projects to limit construction hours to between the hours 
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of 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM Monday through Saturday, consistent with Oxnard City Code Section 
7-188. Therefore, although project construction would result in noise levels that would exceed 
City standards at residential uses, because these activities would occur during the daytime 
hours, impacts would be less than significant. Further, construction-related noise and vibration 
would be temporary and intermittent in nature and would not result in long-term noise 
impacts. 
 

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required.   
 
Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  

 
Impact N-2 Project area operations would generate noise that may 

periodically be audible to existing land uses near and in the 
project area. However, operational noise would not exceed City 
noise standards. This is a Class III, less than significant impact. 

 
As discussed above, sensitive receptors are located at distances between 50 and 130 feet from the 
TCSP area and are located in the additional Annexation area where future manufacturing uses 
may be developed. The dominant existing noise source from the TCSP area is agricultural 
equipment (e.g., tractors). Agricultural equipment for the cultivation of row crops generates noise 
on an intermittent basis, especially during tillage of the soil, seeding or planting, fertilization, and 
harvesting. Existing noise from the additional Annexation area includes noise typical of 
commercial, industrial and residential uses. In addition, noise on roadways surrounding the 
project area (Ventura Road, Teal Club Road, and Doris Avenue) is audible at adjacent receptor 
locations.  
 
The proposed project would involve replacing agriculture-related noise with noise typical of 
commercial, business park, manufacturing, residential uses. Noise sources associated with the 
proposed commercial and business park uses in the TCSP area and manufacturing uses in the 
Annexation area include noise generated by loading docks, mechanical equipment (such as 
heating, ventilation and air conditioning units), deliveries, trash hauling activities, and parking 
lots (such as engine starts, car doors closing, horns, and alarms). Noise generated by residential 
uses typically includes noise from landscaping equipment, car operation, children playing, and 
conversations. Noise from residential, commercial, business park, and manufacturing land uses 
would be intermittent but more frequent than existing noise generated by agricultural equipment 
in the TCSP area. As discussed in Section 4.11, Population and Housing, the proposed project would 
result in an estimated increase 3,909 residents to the project area, in addition to new commercial 
and light industrial uses. Greater density would increase the amount of mechanical equipment and 
vehicles operating and generating noise in the project area.  
 
Noise associated with operation of the proposed project could be audible at nearby residential 
areas. However, commercial and manufacturing uses are subject to the City’s Noise Ordinance 
(OCC Section 7-180 et. seq.) which prohibits sound levels above specified noise standards. 
Although the specific design of individual structures and residences in the project area are not 
known at this time, as shown in Figure 2-3 in Section 2.0, Project Description, residential and non-
residential uses would generally be separated. For example, the business research park area would 
be separated from residential areas at least approximately 100 feet by existing and planned 
roadways. In addition, residential, school, commercial, retail, dining, and professional office uses 
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are not generally significant noise generators. Noise generated by these activities would be 
intermittent in nature and therefore would likely not exceed City standards. Although project area 
noise sources may create temporary annoyances to nearby receptors, all project area activities 
would be subject to the City’s Noise Ordinance (OCC Section 7-180 et. seq.) which prohibits sound 
levels above specified noise standards. Impacts would be less than significant.  
 

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required.  
 
Significance After Mitigation. Compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance would 

prohibit sound levels above specified noise standards and prevent loud and excessive noise. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Impact N-3 Traffic generated by development under the proposed project 
would incrementally increase traffic-related noise in the vicinity 
of the project area. However, because increases in noise would 
not exceed significance thresholds on any study area road 
segment, this impact would be Class III, less than significant. 

 
Development facilitated by the proposed project would increase the number of vehicle trips to 
and from the project area, which would increase traffic noise on area roadways in the vicinity of 
the project area. Traffic levels from the 2014 traffic study  were used to estimate the change in 
noise levels resulting from increased traffic on 10 roadway segments within the vicinity of the 
project area. Table 4.10-10 shows exterior noise levels that would result from project-related 
traffic increases. As shown in the table, based on the traffic increases projected to occur, project 
implementation would cause noise level increases of up to 1.4 dBA. The projected noise 
increases would not exceed significance thresholds on any study area road segment. Impacts 
from project-related traffic noise increases would therefore be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required.  
 

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
Impact N-4 Future residences in the TCSP area would be exposed to 

ambient traffic noise levels that may exceed City standards. 
Through the plan check review process for new developments, 
the City would ensure acceptable noise levels at residences. 
Furthermore, the exposure of new sensitive receptors to noise 
would be an effect of the environment on the project, which is 
not a significant impact under CEQA. Therefore, this would be a 
Class III, less than significant impact. 

 
The following analysis of the exposure of new sensitive receptors to ambient noise is presented 
for informational purposes only. Noise exposure is an issue of concern to the community, and it 
is also relevant to the proposed TCSP’s consistency with the City’s noise standards. However, 
the Second District Court of Appeal found in 2011 that analysis of impacts of the environment 
on a project (such as the exposure of new residents to ambient noise) is not required for CEQA 
compliance (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust et al. v. City of Los Angeles). 
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Table 4.10-10 
Pre-Project and Post-Project Traffic Noise Impacts on Existing Development 

Roadway 

Projected Noise Level 
(dBA Leq) 

Change In Noise Level 
(dBA Leq) 

FTA 
Thresholds 

Significant 
Impact? 

2020 No 
Project 

(1) 

2020 + 
Project 

(2) 

Cumulative 
2030 No+ 
Project 

(3) 

Cumulative 
2030 + 
Project 

(4) 
Project Only 
(2 minus 1) 

Cumulative 
Growth + 
Project 

(4 minus 3) 

Victoria Ave north of Doris Ave 72.9 73.0 73.2 73.2 0.1 0.0 1 No 

Victoria Ave south of Teal Club Rd 76.1 76.1 76.1 76.2 0.0 0.1 0 No 

Doris Ave west of Patterson Rd 60.9 61.5 61.8 61.8 0.6 0.0 2 No 

Doris Ave east of Patterson Rd 64.0 63.9 65.3 65.2 0.1 -0.1 1 No 

Teal Club Rd west of Patterson Rd 57.6 59.0 59.0 59.3 1.4 0.3 3 No 

Teal Club Rd east of Patterson Rd 61.2 61.0 62.2 62.0 -0.2 -0.2 2 No 

Patterson Rd south of Doris Ave 57.4 58.1 59.0 58.1 0.7 0.9 3 No 

Ventura Rd north of Doris Ave 72.6 73.0 73.3 73.5 0.4 0.2 1 No 

Ventura Rd south of Doris Ave 72.8 73.2 72.9 73.2 0.4 0.3 1 No 

Ventura Rd south of Teal Club Rd 73.3 73.5 73.7 73.6 0.2 -0.1 1 No 

* Noise thresholds shown in Table 4.10-7. 
**This is a fractional increase due to rounding. A noise level increase of less than 0.1 DBA would not be audible.  

Note: Noise levels estimated in this table are based on trip generation rates for 990 residential units, 192,000 square feet of business park, and urban village commercial land uses, 
as well as 23.9 acres of community neighborhood parks and an eight-acre public/ semi-public use area. As shown in Section 4.13, Traffic, trip generation rates for the proposed 
project would be lower. Thus, this table represents a conservative estimate.  

Source: Noise levels modeled in FHWA TNM2.5, Appendix H. Existing + Project noise level based on existing noise levels and completed development, while cumulative growth + 
project generates noise levels under 2030 traffic levels. Noise levels within 50 feet of roadway centerline.  
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The proposed TCSP would facilitate future development that includes noise sensitive receptors 
such as residences. Future residential development in the TCSP area would be located adjacent  
to planned roadway segments (such as Coronado Place and Beverly Drive, see Figure 2.3 in 
Section 2.0, Project Description) and therefore would be exposed to vehicle noise. The precise 
location of future sensitive receptors under the TCSP relative to future roadways is not known 
at this time. Generally, as shown in Figure 2-3 in Section 2.0, Project Description, residential uses 
would be located next to proposed roadways such as Coronado Place (PA 12, PA 2, PA 11, and 
PA 4) and Beverly Drive (PA 10, PA 11, PA 1, PA 3, PA 4, PA5, PA6, and PA 7). Internal 
roadways would be built during Phase 1 development. Depending on the traffic noise levels on 
internal roadways, proximity of receptors to roadway segments, and the type of building 
material used, exterior traffic noise may result in internal noise levels in future receptors in the 
TCSP area above the City’s interior residential noise standards of 50 dBA during the daytime 
and 45 dBA during the nighttime (see Table 4.10-4).  
 
The exterior-to-interior noise attenuation of standard building materials used for residential 
development can be up to 30 dBA (FTA, September 2018). Therefore, for sensitive receptors 
located near internal roadways with noise levels above 75 dBA, interior noise levels may exceed 
City standards. As shown in Table 4.10-10, high traffic roadways in the vicinity of the project 
area could have noise levels from between 58 and 76.2 dBA at 50 feet from the roadway 
centerline in cumulative plus project conditions. However, the future TCSP roadways would 
have lower traffic levels than those analyzed in Table 4.10-10 as they would contain internal 
TCSP traffic only. Therefore, noise levels on interior roadways would be lower than noise levels 
estimated in Table 4.10-10. Nonetheless, depending on the exact distance between sensitive 
receptors and planned internal roadways and on internal traffic volumes, project area 
residences could be exposed to interior noise levels that exceed 45 dBA. During the plan check 
review process for future residential developments in the TCSP area, the City would ensure that 
residences are designed to attain an acceptable interior noise level of 45 dBA or lower. 
 
As discussed above, the exposure of new residents in the TCSP area to ambient traffic noise is 
an impact of the environment on the project, which does not constitute a significant impact 
under CEQA. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required.   
  

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 
Impact N-5 Aircraft associated with the Oxnard Airport would periodically 

generate noise that may be audible to future land uses within 
the project area. However, aircraft noise in the project area 
would not exceed City noise standards. Furthermore, the 
exposure of new sensitive receptors to noise would be an effect 
of the environment on the project, which is not a significant 
impact under CEQA. This is a Class III, less than significant 
impact. 

 
The following analysis of the exposure of new sensitive receptors to ambient aircraft noise is 
presented for informational purposes only. As discussed in Impact N-4, the Second District 
Court of Appeal found in 2011 that analysis of impacts of the environment on a project (e.g., the 
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exposure of new residents to aircraft noise) is not required for CEQA compliance (Ballona 
Wetlands Land Trust et al. v. City of Los Angeles). 
The project area is not in the vicinity of a private airstrip. The public Oxnard Airport runway is 
approximately 750 feet south of the TCSP area and 225 feet south of the proposed additional 
Annexation area. Operation of aircraft at this airport may intermittently generate noise that is 
audible within the project area. Figure 4.10-2, based on Figure 6-2 in the City of Oxnard 2030 
General Plan Program EIR, shows the airport’s 65, 70, and 75 dBA CNEL noise contours. Policy 
SH-6.12 in the City’s 2030 General Plan requires that “only compatible new development is 
located within the Oxnard Airport 65 dBA CNEL contour.”   
 
No part of the TCSP area is located within the 65 dBA CNEL noise contour. Therefore, no 
residential or other noise sensitive uses associated with the TCSP would be exposed to excessive 
airport noise.  
 
The additional Annexation area south of Teal Club Road would be within the 65 dBA noise 
contour and a small part of the southern portion of the additional Annexation area would be 
within the 70 dBA noise contour (see Figure 4.10-2). However, this area would be zoned for 
manufacturing, which would be compatible new development in accordance with 2030 General 
Plan Policy SH-6.12. Sensitive receptors including residences, schools, child and daycare 
facilities, health care facilities, libraries, and churches would not be located in the additional 
Annexation area. Impacts would be less than significant.  
 

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required.  
 

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 
 c. Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative development would incrementally increase noise 
levels throughout the City. In accordance with the City’s 2030 General Plan, cumulative 
development would accommodate a population within a range of 238,000 to 286,000 people in 
Oxnard by 2030, depending on household size and other demographic factors. The City of 
Oxnard 2030 General Plan Program EIR (certified 2011) concludes that impacts related to 
exposure of noise-sensitive uses to traffic noise, railroad noise, and groundborne vibration would 
be significant and unavoidable. The land uses proposed under the proposed project make up a 
part of the total development called for under the 2030 General Plan and were included in the 
development analyzed in the 2030 General Plan Program EIR. The proposed project is consistent 
with development of the project area and other cumulative projects already examined in the 2030 
General Plan Program EIR. As discussed above, noise impacts associated with this proposed 
project would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would not significantly contribute to 
the unavoidably significant cumulative noise impacts identified in the General Plan EIR. 
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Figure 4.10-2 Oxnard Airport Noise Level Contours 
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4.11 POPULATION, EDUCATION, AND HOUSING 
 
This section evaluates the proposed project’s potential impact on population, housing and 
employment in the City of Oxnard. 
 

4.11.1   Setting 
 
 a. City of Oxnard Population, Housing, and Employment. Oxnard is the largest city in 
Ventura County, with a 2020 population estimate of 206,352 (California Department of Finance 
[DOF], January 2020). Table 4.11-1 provides the 2020 estimates of population and housing for 
the City of Oxnard and Ventura County as a whole. Oxnard accounts for approximately 25% of 
the countywide 2020 population of 842,886. The City’s 56,240 households make up 
approximately 19% of the County’s total households. The average number of persons per 
household in Oxnard is 3.89, more than the countywide average of 3.01 persons per household.  
 

Table 4.11-1 
2019 Housing and Population 

 Oxnard Ventura County Percent of County 

Households 56,240 291,210 19.3 

Population 206,352 842,886 24.5 

Persons/Household 3.89 3.01 - 

Source: .California Department of Finance, 2020.  

 
Table 4.11-2 shows employment, households and population projections for 2035 and 2040 for 
Oxnard compiled by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). As shown, 
according to the most recent data available (2017), the number of jobs in the City is estimated at 
65,550, which is 18% of the 358,229 total jobs in Ventura County.  
 

Table 4.11-2 
SCAG Employment, Households and Population Projections for Oxnard 

 2020 20351 20401 

Employment (number of jobs) 65,550 (2017)2 78,200 79,200 

Households 56,2403 59,800 60,100 

Population 206,3523 236,300 237,300 

1 Source: SCAG. Growth Forecasting. Integrated Growth Forecast. Accessed November 2020.  
2 SCAG, Profile of the City of Oxnard, May 2019 
 

  
b. Project Area Setting. The TCSP area is in active agricultural use, currently cultivated 

with row crops. There are several agricultural accessory buildings in the TCSP area, the largest 
being a barn and greenhouses in the central-southern portion along Teal Club Road. The area 
also supports two single-family residences, one just east of the barn and one in the northeastern 
corner of the site at Doris Avenue and North Ventura Road.  
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The additional parcels to be Annexed south of Teal Club Road are a mix of vacant land (the 
westernmost three parcels) and approximately six residences and industrial development (the 
easternmost six parcels, which include approximately six houses).  
 

c. Schools Setting. In the project area, public education is provided by the Oxnard 
School District (OSD) and the Oxnard Union High School District (OUHSD) (see Figure 4.11-1). 
The OSD provides educational services for kindergarten through eighth grade students, while 
the OUHSD provides educational services for ninth through twelfth grade students. The 
attendance boundaries of individual schools are adjusted by the school districts periodically on 
an as-needed basis. For this reason, students from homes developed in the TCSP area could 
potentially affect enrollment at any school within the District. As such, it is unknown which 
specific schools could be impacted. For this reason, the analysis focuses on overall school 
district capacities. Further, although in March 2018, OSD approved a new school site adjacent to 
the project area that would include a district office, a 700-student elementary school, and a 
1,200-student middle school, the timing of construction and opening of these schools is 
unknown. The capacity and enrollment for each school in the OSD is summarized in 
Table 4.11-3. As shown, OSD is operating at 107% capacity. However, with the proposed new 
elementary and middle school (additional capacity of 1,900 students) the OSD would operate at 
below capacity. 

 
According to the OUHSD’s 2020 Developer Fee Justification Study, the District currently has a 
capacity of 15,234 students (not including the facilities for the Adult Transitional SDC) and the 
2019/2020 enrollment was 17,091 students in grades 9-12. Therefore, enrollment exceeds school 
capacity by 1,857 students.  

 
Both the OSD and OUHSD provide bus services. The OSD provides bus service for students 
within the district who live greater than 1.5 miles from their assigned Grade Pre-K-6 school or 
two miles from their assigned Grade 7-8 school (Adriana Romero, July 2012). The OUHSD 
provides bus service for students within the district who live more than 3 miles from their 
assigned school site (Stephen McFarland, July 2012). 
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Figure 4.11-1 Oxnard School Districts  
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Table 4.11-3  
Current Enrollments and Capacity at Oxnard School District 

District and Schools 
Enrollment  
2018-20191 

Total 
Permanent 
Classrooms Capacity2 

Percent of  
Capacity 

Brekke K-6 Elementary 600 27 675 89% 

Elm K-6 Elementary  574 12 300 191% 

Harrington K-6 Elementary  588 17 425 138% 

Marina West K-6 Elementary 595 20 500 119% 

Marshall K-6 Elementary 593 28 700 85% 

McAuliffe K-6 Elementary 698 28 700 100% 

McKinna K-6 Elementary 711 17 425 167% 

Ramona K-6 Elementary 606 26 650 93% 

Ritchen K-6 Elementary 612 28 700 87% 

Rose Avenue K-6 Elementary 622 31 775 80% 

Sierra Linda K-6 Elementary 661 21 525 126% 

Chavez K-8 Elementary 896 41 1,052 85% 

Curren K-8 Elementary 1,026 41 1,052 98% 

Driffill K-6 Elementary 1,169 41 1,052 111% 

Kamala K-8 Elementary 1,119 40 1,027 109% 

Lemonwood K-8 Elementary 844 16 411 205% 

Soria K-8 Elementary 1,032 37 950 109% 

Frank 6-8 Intermediate 1,223 45 1,215 100% 

Fremont 6-8 Intermediate 1,065 36 972 110% 

Haydock 6-8 Intermediate 895 32 864 104% 

Total  16,134 584 14,970 107% 

N/A = not available 
1 Enrollment data from California Department of Education DataQuest website, August 2019. 
2 Capacity data from written and personal communication, Jorge Gutierrez, Executive Director of Facilities Planning, 
Engineering, and Operations, OSD, December 2014; Based on state loading standards of 25 students per classroom 
for elementary grades and 27 students per classroom for middle grades.  
Note: this table does not include the future planned 700-student elementary and 1,200 student middle schools 

 
Funding for Public Education. School districts are funded by local property tax revenue 

accrued at the state level and then allocated to each school district based primarily on average 
daily student attendance. Because state funding for capital improvements has lagged behind 
enrollment growth, physical improvements to accommodate new students come primarily from 
assessed fees on development projects and local facility bonds. In 1986, the State Legislature 
approved Assembly Bill 2926 (Chap. 887), which authorized school districts to levy school 
impact fees on new development projects, and at the same time placed a cap on the total 
amount of fees that could be levied. School facilities legislation (California Government Code 
Section 65995) was enacted to generate revenue for school districts for capital acquisitions and 
improvements. This legislation allows one-time fees on new development projects. These fees 
are divided between the primary and secondary schools and are termed Level One fees. The 
current statutory Level One fee that may be imposed on residential construction is $4.08 per 
square foot of assessable space for new residential development and $0.66 per square foot of 
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chargeable covered and enclosed commercial/industrial development for the impact to 
Kindergarten through 12th grades (OUHSD, 2020 
 
In the past, statutory limitations regarding the payment of development fees to school districts 
were placed on projects that did not require quasi-legislative approvals, such as Zoning 
Amendments, Rezoning, Plan Amendments, Specific Plans, and Development Agreements, as 
decided in the Mira, Hart, and Murietta State Supreme Court cases. In cases where projects 
required quasi-legislative approvals, the Courts allowed local agencies to collect additional fees 
as mitigation measures under CEQA. However, the November 1998 passage of Proposition 1A, 
and the funding made available through its passage, requires implementation of Senate Bill 50 
(SB 50) and eliminates the additional funding allowed per the Mira, Hart, and Murietta cases. 
Instead, SB 50 provides for Level Two and Level Three fees in residential development; these 
fees are allowed to be in excess of the previous limitation. Level Two fees require the developer 
to provide one-half (50%) of the costs of housing students in new schools, while the state would 
provide the other half. Level Three fees require the developer to pay the full cost of housing the 
students in new schools and would be implemented at the time the funds available from 
Proposition 1A are expended. School districts must demonstrate to the State their long-term 
facilities needs and costs based on long-term population growth in order to qualify for this 
source of funding. Once qualified, the districts may impose fees as calculated per SB 50. 
According to Government Code Section 65996, the development fees authorized by SB 50 are 
deemed to be “full and complete school facilities mitigation.”    
 
The OSD is eligible for Level One and Level Two funding. The current Level One school 
developer fee rate for OSD is $3.83 per square foot for residential space and $0.436 per square 
foot for commercial/industrial development (OSD, 2020). OUHSD is not eligible for Level Two 
or Level Three funding. OUHSD Level One fee amounts vary per elementary school feeder 
district. For Oxnard Elementary, OUHSD has a rate of $1.39 per square foot for residential space 
and $0.22 per square foot of commercial space (OUHSD, 2020).  
 

4.11.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a.  Methodology and Significance Thresholds. In accordance with the City’s 2017 
CEQA Guidelines, a project would result in a significant impact on the environment if it would: 

 
1. Involve a General Plan Amendment that could result in an increase in population 

beyond that projected in the 2030 General Plan that may result in one or more 
significant physical environmental effects 

2. Induce substantial growth on the project site or surrounding area, resulting in one 
or more significant physical environmental effects 

3. Result in a substantial (15 single-‐family or 25 multi-‐family dwelling units – 
about one-half block) net loss of housing units through demolition, conversion, or 
other means that may necessitate the development of replacement housing 

4. Result in a net loss of existing housing units affordable to very low-‐ or low-‐
income households (as defined by federal and/or City standards), through demolition, 
conversion, or other means that may necessitate the development of replacement 
housing 
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5. Cause an increase in enrollment at local public schools that would exceed capacity 
and necessitate the construction of new or expanded facilities? 

6. Directly or indirectly interfere with the operation of an existing or planned school? 
 

The proposed Development Agreement that is part of the project would provide the 
framework for financial commitments paid to the City and would not change the 
physical elements of the project or result in physical environmental effects. 

 
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Table 4.11-4 lists the thresholds under 

consideration in the population, education, and housing analysis and whether the impact was 
found to be significant and unavoidable (Class I), significant but mitigable (Class II), less than 
significant (Class III), or beneficial (Class IV).  
 

Table 4.11-4 
Summary of Population, Education, and Housing Impact Conclusions 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
(Class I) 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 
(Class II) 

Less than 
Significant 
(Class III) 

Beneficial 
(Class IV) 

1. Involve a General Plan Amendment that could 
result in an increase in population beyond that 
projected in the 2030 General Plan that may result 
in one or more significant physical environmental 
effects? 

  X  

2. Induce substantial growth on the project site or 
surrounding area, resulting in one or more 

significant physical environmental effects? 

  X  

3. Result in a substantial (15 single-‐family or 25 

multi-‐family dwelling units – about one-half block) 
net loss of housing units through demolition, 
conversion, or other means that may necessitate the 
development of replacement housing? 

  X  

4. Result in a net loss of existing housing units 
affordable to very low-‐ or low-‐income households 
(as defined by federal and/or City standards), 
through demolition, conversion, or other means that 
may necessitate the development of replacement 
housing? 

  X  

5. Cause an increase in enrollment at local public 
schools that would exceed capacity and necessitate 
the construction of new or expanded facilities? 

  X  

6. Would the project directly or indirectly interfere 
with the operation of an existing or planned school? 

  X  

 
Impact PEH-1 The proposed project would add 982 residential units and an 

estimated 2,651 employees and 3,909 residents to the project 
area. However, because these increases are within Oxnard 2030 
General Plan and SCAG projections for the City, impacts related 
to housing and population growth would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

 
Project implementation would result in a net increase of 982 residential units (990 units proposed 
minus eight existing units to be demolished), up to 60,000 square feet of neighborhood serving 
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commercial retail, mixed use, and office uses in a variety of single- and mixed-use structures, 
and a 132,000 square foot Business Research Park, as described in Section 2.0, Project Description. 
As discussed in Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, the project does not involve a General Plan 
Amendment. Potential buildout of the additional parcels to be Annexed and rezoned south of 
Teal Club Road could result in up to approximately 347,608 square feet of light industrial 
development, of which 173,804 square feet is assumed to be manufacturing space and 173,804 
square feet is assumed to be warehouse space. Based on the City average of 3.98 persons per 
household, the proposed addition of 982 residential units would generate an increase of 
approximately 3,909 residents. Based on the estimated 2020 citywide population of 206,352 
residents, the addition of 3,909 residents would increase Oxnard’s population by approximately 
1.9% added incrementally over an approximately 10-year period as the project area builds out. 
The addition of 982 residential units would increase the current (2020) number of households in 
the City by approximately 1.7%. 
 
The proposed project would add an estimated 2,651 employees at full buildout. Table 4.11-5 
shows the estimated employment at buildout of the proposed project.  
 

Table 4.11-5 
Estimated On-Site Employment at Project Buildout 

Land Use 
Building Area 
(square feet) Employees / sf * Estimated Jobs 

Commercial/Retail 60,000 1/412 146 

R&D/Flex Space  
(Business Research Park) 

132,000 1/277 477 

Light Manufacturing (Annexed 
Parcels) 

173,804 1/202 861 

Warehouse 173,804 1/149 1,167 

Total 2,651 

* Employee generation factors from SCAG’s 2001 Employee Density Study 

 
Table 4.11-6 compares project-generated population, employment and housing growth to SCAG 
growth projections for the City of Oxnard. As indicated, the net 3,909 new residents associated 
with project buildout would make up approximately 13% of the projected citywide population 
growth through 2035 and 2040. The net 982 housing units associated with project buildout 
would make up approximately 11% of the projected citywide housing growth through 2035 and 
2040. The 2,651 new jobs associated with project buildout would make up approximately 21% of 
the projected citywide employment growth through 2035 and 19% of projected citywide 
employment growth through 2040. Neither project-generated population housing nor 
employment estimates would exceed citywide projections. 
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Table 4.11-6 
Comparison of Project Population and Housing Growth to City Projections 

 

Projected Citywide Growth 
Through 2035 * 

Project Growth as a % of 
Overall Growth 

Proposed Project 
(net) 

SCAG Growth Projections for Oxnard City of Oxnard 

2035 2040 2035 2040 

Housing * 982 units1 8,702 units 9,002 units 11% 11% 

Population 3,909 residents 29,801 residents 30,801 residents 13% 13% 

Employment 2,651 jobs 12,650 jobs 13,650 jobs 21% 19% 

* Citywide projections are taken from tables 4.11-1 and 4.11-2. 
1 990 proposed dwelling units minus eight existing occupied single-family units to be demolished 

 
As indicated in Table 4.11-6, the increases in housing, employment and population as a result of 
the proposed project are within SCAG projections for the City. Moreover, buildout of the 
proposed TCSP was included in the growth and development estimates used for the City’s 2030 
General Plan adopted in 2011. Impacts would be less than significant. 

 
Mitigation Measures. None required. 
 
Significance After Mitigation. Impacts related to growth in housing and population 

would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 
Impact PEH-2 The proposed project would involve demolition of up to eight 

on-site single-family residential units that are not considered 
“affordable” units, which would displace approximately eight 
occupied housing units and the on-site population and reduce 
the City’s housing stock. The proposed project would involve 
the development of up to 990 housing units, with at least 15%, or 
148, of those housing units reserved as “affordable.” This would 
be required to meet the City’s very low- and low-income price 
restrictions. Therefore, impacts related to the displacement of 
housing and population would be Class III, less than significant. 

 
The proposed TCSP includes the construction of up to 990 residential units, development of 
192,000 gross square feet (gsf) of business park uses and a general commercial space. In order to 
accommodate the proposed TCSP, all existing project area structures (existing barn, 
greenhouses, and two single-family residences) would be demolished and/or removed. As 
noted above in Setting, there are also approximately six residences on the nine additional 
parcels proposed for annexation. Because the residences in the Annexation area are subject to 
higher levels of airport noise than those in most surrounding areas, including the TCSP area, 
and because they would be located in a potentially developing Light Manufacturing zone, it is 
reasonable to anticipate that residents may move out or redevelop their properties with 
industrial uses over time. Thus, the Annexation and Rezoning may lead to displacement, 
directly or indirectly, of some or all of those residents as well.  
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The proposed project would displace both the single-family residences and the project area 
population supported by those residences. As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the 
TCSP area is designated “Urban Village” in the City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan, which is 
required to provide a minimum of 15% affordable housing. While none of the eight single-
family residences are designated as affordable units, 15%, or 148, of the 990 proposed 
residential units would be reserved as “affordable” units. Affordable units would comprise 15% 
of the total project area residential development, as the entire residential project area is defined 
as “Urban Village.” Levels of affordability would be approximately 40% Very Low income and 
60% Low income. Affordable units would include very-low and low-income households. 
Approximately 108 affordable units would be built as part of Phase 1 and 40 would be built as 
part of Phase 2. Affordable units would be generally distributed between Planning Areas 5 and 
6, 11, and 12. 
 
The eight residences involved, including those on the TCSP area and those on the nine parcels 
proposed for Annexation, would not constitute substantial displacement. The project would 
not involve the removal of more than 15 single-family units and would not result in a net loss 
of affordable housing units. In addition, although buildout in the TCSP area and nine 
additional parcels could displace several residential units, the proposed project would include 
990 new residential units, including 148 affordable units, which is a substantial net increase in 
housing for the project area. Therefore, impacts related to the displacement of housing and 
population would be less than significant. 
  

Mitigation Measures. None required. 
 
Significance After Mitigation. Impacts related to the displacement of housing and people 

would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 
Impact PEH-3  The proposed project would generate an estimated 491 K-8th 

Grade school-age students and 166 9-12th Grade school-age 
students. This could adversely affect school facilities in the 
Oxnard School District and Oxnard Union High School 
District. However, with payment of required school impact 
fees, impacts would be reduced to a Class III, less than 
significant, level. 

 
Table 4.11-7 shows the projected number of students that would be generated by the proposed 
project. These projections are based on a student generation factors used by the OSD and 
OUHSD to estimate students generated by new development. Student generation factors for 
OSD were derived from the School Facilities Needs Analysis (February 2012). Student generation 
factors for OUHSD were derived from the Fee Justification Report for New Residential and 
Commercial/Industrial Development (August 2020). As indicated in the table, the proposed project 
would generate an estimated 491 new elementary and middle school students at the OSD, and 
65 high school students at the OUHSD. It is possible that residents and students would relocate 
from elsewhere in the OSD or OUHSD service areas; however, this analysis assumes all new 
students in the systems.  
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Table 4.11-7 
School District Generation Factors and Student Generation 

School District Projected Units 
Student Generation Factor  
(students per dwelling unit) 

Students  
Generated 

Oxnard School District  
Single Family Detached - 220 1.0000 220 

Single Family Attached1 - 770 0.3520 271 

Oxnard Union High  
School District  

Single Family - 220 0.08 18 

Multi Family - 770 0.06 47 

Total Students   556 
1 For purposes of this analysis all attached units were assumed to be single family attached (townhomes, 
condominiums, etc.) as this type of unit had the higher generation factor. 
Source: Oxnard School District School Facilities Needs Analysis, February 2019 and Oxnard Union High School 
District Fee Justification Report, August 2020. 

 
Table 4.11-8 compares projected enrollment at the schools serving the project area to the current 
capacity of those schools. Based on the current enrollment and projected number of students 
generated by the proposed project, implementation of the project would put the Oxnard School 
District approximately 11% over capacity with a total of about 16,625 students. In addition, the 
projected number of students generated by the proposed project would add to existing 
overcrowded conditions at Oxnard Union High School District. The proposed project would 
put OUHSD 13% over capacity with a total of 17,156 students.  
 

Table 4.11-8 
Project School Enrollment and Capacities 

School District Capacity 
Current  

Enrollment 

Current % 
of  

Capacity 

Students 
Generated  
by Project 

Projected 
Enrollment  
with Project 

Projected 
% of 

Capacity 
Over  

Capacity? 

Oxnard School District  14,970 16,134 108% 491 16,625 111% Yes 

Oxnard Union High  
School District  

15,234 17,091 112% 65 17,156 113% Yes 

Source: Oxnard School District School Facilities Needs Analysis, February 2012 and Oxnard Union High School 
Developer Fee Justification Study August 2020 

 
Given that the project would put the OSD over capacity and OUHSD is currently operating 
over capacity, the increase in the student population associated with the proposed project 
would adversely affect school facilities at both districts if new facilities are not developed. 
However, as a condition of development, the developer would be required to pay the applicable 
required State-mandated school impact fees under the provisions of SB 50. Pursuant to Section 
65995 (3)(h) of the California Government Code (Senate Bill 50, chaptered August 27, 1998), the 
payment of statutory fees “...is deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any 
legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or 
development of real property, or any change in governmental organization or reorganization.” 
Therefore, with payment of school impact fees, potential impacts to schools resulting from the 
proposed project would be less than significant. 
 
Within the OSD, the elementary and intermediate schools closest to the project area are Ritchen 
Elementary and Soria Elementary, both of which are approximately ½ mile from the project 
area, and Fremont Intermediate, which is approximately 0.35 miles from the project area. The 
OSD’s “My School Locator” website indicates that residents along Teal Club Road just south of 
the project area are currently served by Ritchen Elementary and Fremont Intermediate. Soria is 
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currently operating at 109% of its capacity. Ritchen Elementary is currently operating at 87% of 
its capacity (see Table 4.11-3).  
 
Further, a 25-acre site adjacent to the TCSP area has been approved by the Oxnard School 
District for development of an elementary school and middle school. Future students in the 
TCSP area would be served by these planned schools. In addition, the OUHSD is proposing a 
new high school (Del Sol High School) at Rose Avenue and Camino Del Sol approximately three 
miles from the project area.  
 
The OSD provides bus service for students within the district who live greater than 1.5 miles 
from their assigned Grade Pre-K-6 school or two miles from their assigned Grade 7-8 
school(OSD Transportation Services website, 2020). The OUHSD provides bus service for 
students within the district who live more than three miles from their assigned school site 
(OUHSD Transportation website, 2020).  The project area is less than one mile from Ritchen 
Elementary School and Fremont Intermediate School, and approximately 1.2 miles from Oxnard 
High School. Additionally, with development of the schools adjacent to the TCSP area, travel 
distances to local elementary and middle schools would be reduced even further. The OSD and 
OUHSD would not be required to bus students from the project area to their schools.  
 
The developer would be required to pay State-mandated school impact fees under the 
provisions of SB 50. Pursuant to Section 65995 (3)(h) of the California Government Code (Senate 
Bill 50, chaptered August 27, 1998), payment of these fees is deemed full and complete 
mitigation. With payment of impact fees and with planned new schools that would serve the 
project, the project would not cause an increase in enrollment at local public schools that would 
exceed capacity and necessitate the construction of new or expanded facilities. The school 
district may choose to use these fees as it sees fit for school facilities and/or buses. Therefore, 
payment of school impact fees would reduce the potential impacts resulting from the proposed 
project to a less than significant level. Further, the project would not directly indirectly interfere 
with the operation of an existing or planned school. Please see Section 4.13 Transportation and 
Circulation for a discussion of proposed pedestrian amenities including paths and sidewalks, 
and a discussion of safe routes to schools from the project site. 
 

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation is necessary. The applicable required State-
mandated school impact fees would be collected at the time of building permit issuance.  
 

Significance After Mitigation. Payment of the applicable State-mandated school impact 
fees is considered full mitigation for the proposed project’s impacts under CEQA, and provision 
of a school site and development of a K-8 school within the TCSP area would alleviate 
overcrowding at local elementary and middle schools, although the proposed project could add 
to existing overcrowded conditions at Oxnard Union High School District schools.  

 
c. Cumulative Impacts.  
 
Housing, Population, and Employment. The cumulative impacts analysis for this EIR is 

based on the City’s 2030 General Plan, adopted in September 2011, and its Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR). The 2030 General Plan evaluated a population between 
238,000 to 286,000 people by 2030, depending on household size and other factors. Currently 
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(2020), the City’s population is 206,352 and with the estimated additional 3,909 new residents 
the project would not exceed the City’s General Plan population buildout.  The 2030 General 
Plan assumes Annexation and full development of the TCSP area and the additional 
Annexation area, including the associated population increases from housing and employment 
opportunities. 
 
As discussed in Impact PEH-1, the TCSP is included in the City’s 2030 General Plan, and the 
project’s associated population, housing and employment generation is accounted for in the 
growth forecasts in the 2030 General Plan. Further, the Therefore, the proposed project’s 
contribution to cumulative population and housing impacts would be within SCAG and City 
projections and would be less than significant. 
 
 Displacement of Housing and Population. Cumulative development would contribute to 
displacement and population growth in Oxnard. In accordance with the City’s 2030 General Plan, 
cumulative development would accommodate a population within a range of 238,000 to 286,000 
people in Oxnard by 2030, depending on household size and other demographic factors. The City 
of Oxnard 2030 General Plan Program EIR (certified 2011) did not analyze population and 
housing or displacement impacts specifically. However, the land uses proposed under the 
proposed project make up a part of the total development called for under the 2030 General Plan 
and were included in the development analyzed in the 2030 General Plan Program EIR. The 
proposed project is consistent with development of the project area and other cumulative projects 
already examined in the 2030 General Plan Program EIR. As discussed above, the proposed 
project would displace both of the two single-family residences in the TCSP area and the project 
area population supported by those residences. It may also displace the residences located on 
the nine parcels proposed for Annexation over time, should the residents choose to leave or the 
owners choose to redevelop with industrial uses. The eight residences involved would not 
constitute substantial displacement. Cumulative development projects throughout the City 
could similarly displace residences and populations. However, the proposed project would 
displace a relatively small number of residences and would add up to 990 housing units (net 
gain of 982 units), a substantial net gain for the City. Therefore, the project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts related to the displacement of people and housing would be less than 
significant.  
 

Public Schools. Cumulative development would increase student enrollment at Oxnard 
schools. As discussed in Impact PEH-3 above, the proposed project would generate 
approximately 556 students. Even though the schools in the area are operating at near or above 
capacity, as projects are approved, they would be required to pay the full statutory fees allowed 
by the provisions of SB 50. With the collection of these fees for all new developments, 
cumulative impacts to schools would be mitigated to a less than significant level. Additionally, 
a potential elementary and middle schools site is planned for development by OSD and is 
located adjacent to the TCSP area, and a new high school (Del Sol High School) has been 
proposed at Rose Avenue and Camino Del Sol. If constructed, they would help to further 
mitigate cumulative impacts to educational facilities. 
 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.12 Public Services and Recreation 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.12-1 

4.12 PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 
 
This section evaluates the proposed project’s potential impacts to fire protection services, police 
protection services, and parks and recreation facilities.  
 

4.12.1 Setting 
 
 a. Fire Protection. The City of Oxnard Fire Department (OFD) provides fire prevention, 
fire suppression, and emergency services in Oxnard and coordinates the City’s disaster 
preparedness program. The Fire Department also responds to chemical spills, injuries, and 
vehicle accidents, and is responsible for managing the City’s records pertaining to hazardous 
material Risk Management and Prevention programs. The OFD also has mutual aid agreements 
with Ventura County and the City of Ventura for emergency assistance.  
 
The OFD operates eight fire stations equipped with breathing apparatus, emergency medical 
supplies, tools, and fire-proof clothing. Each station is equipped with a fire engine. The closest 
fire station to the project area is Fire Station #1. On-duty staffing and equipment at each fire 
station is listed below.  
 
Fire Station #1:  

• Apparatus: Engine #61, Truck #61, Utility #60, Engine #161, Truck #161. 

• Personnel: Captains 2, Engineers 2, and Firefighters 3. 
 
Fire Station #2:  

• Apparatus: Engine #62, Utility #62, Engine #162. 

• Personnel: Captains 1, Engineers 1, and Firefighters 1. 

• Secondary Focus: Drivers Training. 
 
Fire Station #3:  

• Apparatus: Engine #63, Engine #163. 

• Personnel: Captain 1, Engineer 1, Firefighter 1. 
 
Fire Station #4: 

• Apparatus: Engine #64, Office of Emergency Services #396. 

• Personnel: Captain 1, Engineer 1, Firefighter 1. 

• Secondary Focus: Wildland Firefighting, High Rise. 
 
Fire Station #5: 

• Apparatus: Engine #65, Light and Air 65. 

• Personnel: Captain 1, Engineer 1, Firefighter 1. 
 

Fire Station #6: 

• Apparatus: Engine #66, Ocean Rescue #66. Rescue Water Craft #66. 

• Personnel: Captain 1, Engineer 1, Firefighters 3. 

• Secondary Focus: Water Rescue. 
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Fire Station #7: 

• Apparatus: Engine #67, HM (Hazardous Materials unit) #67. 

• Personnel: Captain 1, Engineer 1, Firefighters1. 

• Secondary Focus: Hazmat. 
 
Fire Station #8:  

• Apparatus: Engine #68, Battalion #61, USAR #68, Squad #68 

• Personnel:  Captain 1, Engineer 1, Firefighter 1. 

• Secondary Focus: Training site, Urban Search and Rescue, Swift Water Rescue, 
Advanced Life Support (Paramedic) 

 
The OFD, among its 128 total staff, currently has 36 uniformed personnel (firefighters) on duty 
per day, which equates to 0.17 firefighters for every 1,000 people in the City, based on its 
current population of 206,352 (DOF 2020). The International City Managers Association 
recommends a ratio of 1 firefighter per 1,000 people (Rod Thorp, June 2012). The City is divided 
into eight overlapping response areas (see Figure 4.12-1). Each fire station has a primary service 
area in which its personnel respond to calls for service. Each station also has a secondary and 
tertiary response area to ensure adequate coverage of the City in case the primary engine is out 
on a call. Secondary response units are also dispatched to any structure fire along with the 
primary response unit. The OFD has identified a response time goal of four personnel on scene 
within five minutes for 90% of all structure fire responses, which is consistent with the National 
Fire Protection Association Standard 1710 response time goal. The OFD achieves the five minute 
response time goal 17.2% of the time. For medical calls, OFD arrives on the scene within 5 
minutes, 54% of the time (Alex Hamilton, September 2019). 
 
The OFD is also the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) for the City of Oxnard. Senate 
Bill 1082, passed in 1993, created the Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials 
Management Regulatory Program (Unified Program), which requires the administrative 
consolidation of six hazardous materials and waste programs (program elements) under one 
agency, called a CUPA. The program elements consolidated under the Unified Program are as 
follows: 
 

1. Hazardous Materials Inventory and Business Plan Program. 
2. Hazardous Waste Generator. 
3. Onsite Hazardous Waste Treatment (Tiered Permitting) Programs. 
4. Underground Storage Tank (UST) Program. 
5. Aboveground Storage Tank Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan 

(SPCC) Program. 
6. California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program. 
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Figure 4.12-1 Response Areas for Fire Stations  
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Under the Unified Program, application forms are standardized and consolidated, inspections 
are combined where possible, annual fees for each program element are merged into a single fee 
system, and enforcement procedures are made more consistent. The goal of the Unified 
Program is to create a more cohesive, effective and efficient program to address the 
management of hazardous materials. As part of this program, the State has assessed a service 
fee (surcharge) to fund their oversight activities; the local agency collects the surcharge for the 
state, but retains no portion of it. For more information on hazardous materials response, see 
Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  

 
b. Police Protection. Police protection services in Oxnard are provided by the City of 

Oxnard Police Department (OPD), which operates from the police station located at 251 South C 
Street. The station is located approximately 0.9 miles east of the project area. The City is divided 
into four Police Districts, each of which is further divided into smaller response beats (see 
Figure 4.12-2). Each beat is patrolled 24 hours a day, seven days a week in three overlapping 12-
hour shifts. The project site is located in Beat 22, which is part of District 2. In addition to its 
police stations, the OPD operates eight storefront police substations. 
 
The OPD currently has 249 sworn officers and 124 civil support personnel (Scott Swenson, OPD, 
pers. comm. 2019). With a 2020 population of 206,352  and 249 sworn officers, Oxnard’s police 
officer to population ratio is currently 1.2 officers for every 1,000 persons.  
 
The OPD’s total calls for service in 2019 were 137,403 (Scott Swenson, 2019). Response times 
vary based on the type of call and the priority that each call is assigned when it is received. 
Response times start when a call is received in the dispatch center and entered into the 
Computer Aided Dispatch System. The clock continues to run until the first emergency unit 
arrives on scene. According to the most recent response time data available (2015), response 
times are the following (Cliff Waer, OPD, pers. comm. January 2015): 
 

• Priority 1+ = 4.37 minute response time (Highest Priority). 

• Priority 1 = 9.41 minute response time (Medium Priority). 

• Priority 2 = 21.49 minute response time (Lowest Priority). 
 

c. Parks. The City of Oxnard Parks Division is responsible for all municipally owned 
and operated park facilities within the City. The Department operates and maintains 523.42 
acres spread over 58 parks and amenities which includes 36 ball diamonds 38 basketball courts 
and 8 playgrounds (City of Oxnard, 2020). There are also approximately 374 acres of beaches 
within the City1 (City of Oxnard, 2011). With a 2020 population of approximately 206,352 
residents (DOF, 2020), the City has a parkland to population ratio of 4.3 acres/1,000 residents. 
The City’s standard for parkland to population ration is 3 acres/1,000 residents (Michael 
Henderson, City of Oxnard General Services Superintendent, pers. com., October 24, 2012). 
Table 4.12-1 lists park facilities within an approximately one-mile radius of the project area, 
including a list of selected features of each park. Figure 4.12-3 shows the location of these 
facilities in relationship to the project area.  
 

 
1 Beach acreage is based on an average of 300 feet in width.  
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Figure 4.12-2 Police Beats  
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Table 4.12-1 
City Parks in Project Vicinity 
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Cabrillo Park  6 *                   *  

Campus Park 30  3   *     *     * *      

Community Center 
East Park 

11 *  1  *  *  * 2 1 * 1 * *     *  

Community Center 
West Park 

4 * 2  * *    *   * 1 * *   8    

Connelly Park 3.1 *    *   *           1   

Durley Park 11 * 4 2 * *    *   * 1 * *     *  

Eastwood Park 4.2 * 2 1 * *     *  * 1  *       

Fremont Tot Park 1.5     *       * 1       *  

Marina West Park 6.3 *    *       * 2  *   2  *  

Orchard Park 12.6 *  0.5  *     *  * 1  *   1  *  

Plaza Park 2 *    *               *  

Sea Air Park 8.6 * 1 1  * *  *  *  * 1  *   1  *  

SeaBridge 13.6 *           * 1  *   2 1 *  

Sea View Park 6.4 * 1 1  *     *  * 2  *   2  *  

Southwest 
Community Park 

26         *    1    2     

Southwest 
Community Park 
Extension 

5.5 *  1  * *  *    * 1    2     

Via Marina Park 12 * 1 1 * *  *   *  * 1  *   1    

Source: City of Oxnard Spring 2020 Recreation Guide 
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Figure 4.12-3 City Parks in Project Vicinity 
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 d. Libraries. The Oxnard Public Library (OPL) provides library services throughout the 
city at three locations: Downtown Main Library, South Oxnard Center Branch Library, and the 
Colonia Branch Library. The Main Library is the closest to the TCSP area approximately 1 mile 
east of the TCPS area. Overall, the OPL has nearly 400,000 items in its collection and 
approximately 95,560 square feet of library space (72,000 sf at the Downtown Main Library, 
23,000 sf at the South Oxnard Branch Library and 560 sf at the Colonia Branch Library). The 
State of California library standards are a goal of 0.5 sf of library facility per resident. The 1996 
American Association minimum standard for public library space was 0.6 sf per residing in the 
library’s service area. In the 1990s, the ALA standard was increased to 1.0 sf per resident.  

 
4.12.2 Impact Analysis 
 
 a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. Information on current fire, police, and 
park facilities was collected from personal and written communication with the OFD and OPD, 
personnel as well as from the City’s 2030 General Plan. In accordance with the City of Oxnard 
2017 CEQA Guidelines, a significant impact could occur if a project would: 

 
1) Increase demand for fire protection service such that new or expanded facilities would 

be needed to maintain acceptable service levels, the construction of which may have 
significant environmental effects; 

2) Increase the demand for law enforcement service such that new or expanded facilities 
would be needed to maintain acceptable service levels, the construction of which may 
have significant environmental effects; 

3) Increase the use of existing park facilities such that substantial physical deterioration 
of the facilities would occur or be accelerated or that new or expanded park facilities 
would be needed to maintain acceptable service levels; or 

4) Increase the use for or use of existing library or other community facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated. 

 
The proposed Development Agreement that is part of the project would provide the 

framework for financial commitments paid to the City and would not change the physical 
elements of the project or result in physical environmental effects. 

 
 b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Table 4.12-2 lists the thresholds under 
consideration in the public services analysis and whether the impact was found to be significant 
and unavoidable (Class I), significant but mitigable (Class II), less than significant (Class III), or 
beneficial (Class IV).  
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Table 4.12-2 
Summary of Public Services Impact Conclusions 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 

(Class I) 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

(Class II) 

Less than 
Significant 

(Class III) 
Beneficial 
(Class IV) 

1. Increase demand for fire protection service such 
that new or expanded facilities would be needed to 
maintain acceptable service levels, the construction 
of which may have significant environmental effects? 

 X   

2. Increase the demand for law enforcement service 
such that new or expanded facilities would be 
needed to maintain acceptable service levels, the 
construction of which may have significant 
environmental effects? 

 X   

3. Increase the use of existing park facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities 
would occur or be accelerated or that new or 
expanded park facilities would be needed to maintain 
acceptable service levels? 

  X  

4. Increase the use for or use of existing library or 
other community facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or 
be accelerated? 

  X  

 
Impact PS-1 The proposed project would incrementally increase demands on 

the Oxnard Fire Department. This increase would affect the 
personnel, equipment, and the organization of the Fire 
Department. This would be a Class II, significant but mitigable, 
impact. 

 
Development of the project area would incrementally increase demand for fire protection and 
emergency response services above and beyond current on-site conditions. With buildout of the 
TCSP, calls for service are expected to be typical of residential, commercial, and business park 
uses, and would include calls for structure fires, garbage bin fires, car fires, electrical fires, and 
emergency medical response. With buildout of the additional Annexation area, calls for service 
are expected to be typical of light industrial uses and would also include calls for structure fires, 
electrical fires, and emergency medical response.  
 
The City of Oxnard Fire Department has prepared a Fire Protection Planning Guide (2015), which 
is a compilation of general development requirements for fire prevention and protection 
measures. All new development within the City must comply with the requirements of this 
guide, and new development is subject to a detailed review by Fire Department staff to ensure 
such compliance. The Fire Protection Planning Guide includes access requirements for fire 
apparatus and firefighting; fire protection requirements for fire sprinklers, fire hydrants, fire 
flow, hydrant spacing, and fire department connections; protective signaling systems; and 
hazardous materials. The proposed project would be required to install automatic fire 
sprinklers per OFD requirements and comply with all fire safety regulations outlined in the 
Uniform Fire Code. The proposed project would be subject to the City’s Growth Requirement 
Capital Fee, which requires that new construction pay fees per dwelling unit or per 1,000 
building square foot of non-residential space that would fund improvements and expansions to 
fire facilities.  
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The Fire Department can also require additional fire prevention measures during review of 
development plans. Along with required implementation of measures in the Fire Protection 
Planning Guide, the Fire Department has indicated that development of the proposed project 
would require development of a fire station, a fire engine, and staff to provide fire/emergency 
services to the project area, and that a Community Facilities District would be required to offset 
associated staffing costs (Rod Thorp, 2019). These requirements have been incorporated into 
Mitigation Measure PS-1, discussed below.  
 
Impacts related to response times, staffing, and fire hydrants are discussed below.  
 

Response Times. Fire Station 1, located at 491 South K Street, would be the primary 
response unit for fire emergencies within the project area under the proposed project. This Fire 
Station is approximately 0.5 miles away from the closest part of the project area and 
approximately 1.6 miles away from the most distant portion of the project area. Estimated total 
response time for this area is 5 minutes2 (Rod Thorp, July 2012). The OFD has identified a 
response time goal of five minutes for 90% of all emergency responses, which is consistent with 
the National Fire Protection Association Standard 1710 response time goal. The OFD achieves 
the five minute response time goal 17% of the time (Alex Hamilton, September 2019). Because 
the project area is within the OFD’s preferred 5-minute response radius from the Fire Station 1, 
impacts associated with response times would be less than significant.  
 
 Staffing. In the City of Oxnard there are currently a total of 36 uniformed firefighters 
that serve a population of 206,352, which equates to approximately 0.17 firefighters for every 
1,000 people. This is below the City of Oxnard’s standard of one firefighter for every 1,000 
people. The proposed development would incrementally increase the population of the City, 
thus exacerbating the existing service ratio deficiency. This is a potentially significant impact. 
 
Funding for additional staffing is allocated to the Fire Department through the City’s budget 
process and is not directly tied to individual development projects. The growth of the City over 
time, including growth associated with the proposed project, will require that increased 
funding be allocated to the Fire Department to maintain adequate levels of service and service 
ratios. The project’s share of this funding would be provided through Mitigation Measure PS-1, 
discussed below. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PS-1 would mitigate staffing impacts 
related to the proposed project’s contribution to the overall staff deficiency in the City.  
 

Fire Flows. The proposed project would also be required to maintain minimum water 
flows through fire hydrants to provide sufficient water to firefighters during an emergency. Fire 
flow is defined as the amount of water required, above and beyond domestic needs, to 
extinguish a fire in a structure and which should be available during peak water demand 
periods. It is the City’s policy not to permit new development unless there is adequate water 
supply and pressure to serve the fire flow needs of the project. Before development of any 
phase of the proposed project, the developer of that phase would be required to demonstrate 
that it would meet this requirement, which would help ensure that there would be adequate 

 
2 Response time is reported as “total time to respond,” which includes “reaction time” plus the “response time”.  
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water supply and pressure to serve the proposed project. Therefore, impacts relating to fire 
flows would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures. The developer would be required to incorporate measures 
identified in the Fire Protection Planning Guideline and Fire Code requirements such as automatic 
sprinklers, fire hydrants, and adequate water flows, as well as project-specific measures 
required during final Fire Department review of proposed projects built out under the TCSP 
and in the additional annexation area, into final site and building plans. Building plans would 
be subject to review and approval by the Fire Department. In addition, the following measure is 
proposed to reduce impacts associated with equipment and facilities needs to a less than 
significant level.  

 
PS-1 New Fire Equipment and Staffing. The developer shall provide 

sufficient proportional funding for development of an additional 
fire station, fire engine, and staff to provide fire/emergency 
services to the project area. The City of Oxnard shall create a 
Community Facilities (Mello Roos) District within the project area 
to offset proportional associated staffing costs. Mitigation shall be 
in place and operational prior to occupancy to be determined by 
the Oxnard Fire Department. 

 
Significance After Mitigation. Mitigation Measure PS-1 has been included to ensure that 

the City has the appropriate funding to staff and serve the proposed project. Implementation of 
the mitigation measures identified above would reduce impacts associated with fire protection 
to a less than significant level.  

 
Impact PS-2 The proposed project would incrementally increase demands on 

the Oxnard Police Department, which could adversely affect the 
Police Department. This would be a Class II, significant but 
mitigable impact. 

 
Development of the proposed project would incrementally increase the demand for police 
services in the area. The project area is within the service area of the OPD. The proposed project 
includes a residential component that would increase the onsite population, reduce the citywide 
officer-to-population ratio, and increase the number of service calls. While there is not a directly 
proportional relationship between increases in development and land use activity and increases 
in demand for police protection services, the number of request for assistance calls for police 
response to burglaries, damage to vehicles, traffic-related incidents, and crimes against persons 
would be anticipated to increase with the buildout of the project area. Based on the most 
recently available data, the OPD estimates that the proposed project’s projected population 
increase of up to 3,909 people would generate approximately 2,200 new service calls per year 
(most service calls are for paramedic services), and that, with the average patrol officer handling 
1,100 calls per year, an increase of two officers would be required to accommodate these new 
service calls (Scott Swenson, personal communication, 2019). 
 
However, as with firefighting personnel, funding for additional staffing is allocated to the OPD 
through the City’s budget process and is not directly tied to individual development projects. 
The proposed project would be subject to the City’s Growth Requirement Capital Fee, which 
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requires that new construction pay fees per dwelling unit or per 1,000 building square foot of 
non-residential space that would fund improvements and expansions to police facilities. The 
growth of the City over time will require that increased funding be allocated to the OPD to 
maintain adequate levels of service and service ratios. Provided that additional funding is made 
available to the OPD to support new personnel as expected, the proposed project would not 
significantly affect police protection service standards. Nonetheless, because the OPD estimates 
that two additional officers would be needed to service the Plan Area, this impact would be 
potentially significant.  
 
Response times vary based on the type of call and the priority that each call is assigned when it 
is received. Response times start when a call is received in the dispatch center and entered into 
the Computer Aided Dispatch System. The clock continues to run until the first emergency unit 
arrives on scene. In Oxnard, Priority 1+ has a response time of 4:37 minutes, Priority 1 has a 
response time of 9:41 minutes, and Priority 2 has a response time of 21:49 minutes. All response 
times are reported as “total time to respond,” which includes “reaction time” plus “response 
time”. The most common incidents requiring police response at largely residential 
developments like the proposed project tend to be petty or property related crimes such as 
theft, burglary, graffiti, auto theft, code violations, family disputes, alarm calls, and others (Jeri 
Williams, Chief of Police, Oxnard Police Department, personal communication, July 2012).  
 
The OPD is actively involved in the City’s Development Design Review process and sits on the 
City’s Development Advisory Committee to provide crime and safety recommendations to all 
developments. The OPD recommends implementation of CPTED (Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design) strategies in order to ensure the project’s design does not negatively 
impact the community (Jeri Williams, Chief of Police, Oxnard Police Department, personal 
communication, July 2012). Unless appropriate CPTED-type crime prevention design features 
are incorporated into project design, this impact would be potentially significant.  
   

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures would reduce impacts to police 
services to a less than significant level.  

 
PS-2(a)  Oxnard Police Department Consultation. Prior to approval of 

individual Development Design Review permits, the developer 
shall work closely with the Oxnard Police Department prior to the 
final design of the project to ensure the development of adequate 
security measures for the construction and occupancy stages of 
development. Such measures shall include, but are not limited to 
the following: 

• Compliance with Oxnard Police Department 
recommendations relative to building design, site design, 
visibility, access, graffiti control, landscaping, security 
lighting, doors, locks and other relevant factors in the 
preparation of the final plans.  

• The Oxnard Police Department shall be included in the plan 
check process to enable the Department to recommend specific 
improvements that will enhance crime prevention for the 
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project and allow for the police to better plan for calls that may 
be generated by the development. 

• Implement fencing and security measures during the 
construction phase. The City of Oxnard Police Department 
shall approve security measures.  

 
PS-2(b) New Police Staffing. The developer shall provide sufficient 

proportional funding for development of additional police 
staffing to provide police protection services to the project area. 
The City of Oxnard shall create a Community Facilities (Mello 
Roos) District within the project area to offset proportional 
associated staffing costs. Mitigation shall be in place and 
operational prior to occupancy to be determined by the Oxnard 
Police Department.  

 
Significance After Mitigation. Impacts to police protection services would be less than 

significant with implementation of the above mitigation measures. 
 

Impact PS-3 The proposed project would both incrementally increase 
demand for, and incrementally increase demands on, local 
recreational facilities. The proposed project includes 17.8 acres 
of parks and open space that would more than satisfy the 
additional park demand generated by future TCSP residents. 
This impact would be Class III, less than significant. 

 
The City of Oxnard has adopted a parkland threshold which requires 3 acres of parkland for 
every 1,000 residents in an area. Currently the City of Oxnard contains approximately 897 acres 
of parkland and beaches (City of Oxnard Spring 2020 Recreation Guide, 2020; City of Oxnard, 
2011). The current population for the City of Oxnard is 206,352, putting the parkland to 
population ratio at 4.3 acres per 1,000 residents. This is over the requirement set by the City of 
Oxnard.  
 
It is anticipated that the proposed project would bring approximately 3,898 new residents to the 
area, which would require approximately 12 acres of parkland according to the 3 acres per 1,000 
residents standard. The project proposes 17.8 acres of parkland and open space (including both 
parks and parkways). This would exceed the required 12 acres of parkland, and would bring 
the City’s parkland and beach total to approximately 915 acres and its parkland ratio to 4.35 
acres per 1,000 residents. This would improve the parkland ratio for the City of Oxnard, which 
would have a beneficial impact on the availability of parklands in the City. Therefore, at full 
buildout, the project would have a beneficial impact in this regard.  
 
Phase 1 of the TCSP involves development of 1.5 acres of linear parkland along Teal Club Road 
and Ventura Road. Therefore, because the majority of parkland proposed would be developed 
subsequent to development of the Phase 1 TCSP housing, there may be insufficient recreational 
facilities to serve the Phase 1 residents in between when the housing is occupied and the park is 
built. However, during operation of Phase I, residents would be able to access the proposed 
Phase I parkland as well as existing parks in the adjacent neighborhoods and throughout the 
city. Further, the future development under the proposed project would be subject to the City’s 
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Parks and Recreation Fee, which requires that new construction pay fees per dwelling unit or 
per 1,000 building square foot of non-residential space that would fund improvements and 
expansions to park and recreation facilities. Overall, impacts would be less than significant.  

 
Mitigation Measures. No mitigation is required.  
 
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 
Impact PS-4 The proposed project would incrementally increase the demand 

for library services but would not cause substantial physical 
deterioration of such facilities. This impact would be Class III, 
less than significant. 

 
As discussed in the setting, the most recent ALA standard for library space is 1.0 sf per resident 
and the OPL has approximately 95,560 square feet of library space. The current population of 
Oxnard is an estimated 206,352; therefore, the City is below the ALA goal of 1.0 sf per resident. 
Currently, the City has approximately 0.46 sf per resident. The proposed project would add an 
estimated 3,909 new residents. Assuming a goal of 1.0 sf per resident that would equate to 3,909 
sf. With the proposed project, the ratio of library square feet per resident would be 
approximately 0.45 sf per resident. Although the project would also introduce new employees, 
in general, employees are not likely to patronize libraries during working hours, as they are 
more likely to use libraries near their homes during non-work hours.  
 
The proposed project would only incrementally affect the overall ratio of library sf per resident. 
Further, the proposed project would be subject to the City’s Growth Requirement Capital Fee, 
which requires that new construction pay fees per dwelling unit or per 1,000 building square 
foot of non-residential space that would fund improvements and expansions to government 
facilities and cultural and recreational facilities such as libraries.  
 
As discussed, in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, the TCSP was anticipated in the City’s 
General Plan. The General Plan includes goals and policies to support the City’s public library 
system by developing funding, expanding library services, and expanding online access. It is 
not anticipated that the project would increase the use of existing libraries such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated. Should the City determine 
that future expanded library facilities are needed, new or expanded library facilities would be 
subject to CEQA environmental analysis and any identified mitigation measures required to 
avoid, minimize, or reduce any identified environmental effects. This impact would be less than 
significant.  

 
Mitigation Measures. No mitigation is required.  
 
Significance after Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

 
 c. Cumulative Impacts. As discussed in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, cumulative 
development within the City of Oxnard includes buildout in accordance with the City’s 2030 
General Plan which accommodates a population between 238,000 and 236,000 people by 2030. 
The City’s 2030 General Plan Program EIR (certified 2011) found that impacts associated with 
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implementation of the General Plan related to law enforcement service, fire protection service, 
parks and recreation facilities, and library facilities, would be less than significant.  
 
 Fire Protection. Cumulative development would increase demands on fire protection 
services by adding residents and generating additional traffic that would hinder emergency 
response. Without increases in staffing and facilities correlating to these population increases, 
potentially significant impacts could occur. As discussed in Impact PS-1 above, the proposed 
project would not significantly impact responses times or staffing with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure PS-1. Subsequent projects would need to analyzed on a case-by-case basis 
to ensure their design allows them to be adequately served by the OFD. Funding for the OFD 
comes from the City’s General Fund. Provided that the City allocates funds to the OFD in 
proportion to the population and its service obligations, no significant cumulative impacts 
would occur. The environmental effects of any future facility expansions would need to be 
evaluated and mitigated, if necessary, prior to the implementation of such facilities. Therefore, 
the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to fire protection services would not 
be cumulatively considerable.  

 
Police Protection. Cumulative development would increase demands on police 

protection services by adding both residents and a daytime population, and by increasing traffic 
that would hinder emergency response. Without increases in staffing and facilities correlating to 
these population increases, potentially significant impacts could occur. Subsequent projects 
would need to analyzed on a case-by-case basis to ensure their design allows them to be 
adequately served by the OPD. Funding for the OPD comes from the City’s General Fund. 
Provided that the City allocates funds to the OPD in proportion to the population and its service 
obligations, no significant cumulative impacts would occur. The environmental effects of any 
future facility expansions would need to be evaluated and mitigated, if necessary, prior to the 
implementation of such facilities. Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative 
impacts to police protection services would not be cumulatively considerable. 

 
Parks and Recreation. Cumulative development would increase demands on parkland 

within the City and impact the City’s parkland to population ratio. As discussed under Impact 
PS-3, the proposed project would add parkland and would improve the City’s parkland to 
population ratio. Therefore, the proposed project would have a beneficial effect and the 
proposed project would not contribute to cumulative impacts to park and recreation facilities.  

 
Libraries. Cumulative development would increase demands on library services. As 

discussed under Impact PS-4, the project is anticipated under the City’s General Plan EIR, 
which found that impacts related to library services would be less than significant with 
implementation of goals and policies in the City’s General Plan. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not contribute to a cumulative impact on library facilities. 
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4.13 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 
 
This section assesses the impacts of the proposed TCSP and development of the additional 
Annexation area on traffic conditions in the project vicinity. The analysis in this section is based 
on the traffic impact study prepared for the project by Stantec in September 2014 and updated 
in May 2015 and in December 2019. The full updated study is included in this EIR as 
Appendix I. This analysis is also based on a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis prepared by 
Stantec in September 2022 which is also included in Appendix I.  
 

4.13.1 Setting 
 

a. Existing Roadway System. Figure 4.13-1 shows the local street system, and the 
following describes the major roadways serving the project study area: 

 
● U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) extends along the Pacific Coast between Los Angeles and 

San Francisco. Within the City of Oxnard, the six to eight-lane freeway is the principal 
route between Oxnard and the cities of Ventura and Santa Barbara to the north, and the 
cities of Camarillo, Thousand Oaks and Los Angeles to the south. Regional access from 
U.S. Highway 101 to the project site is provided via the interchanges with Victoria 
Avenue, Ventura Road and Oxnard Boulevard.  

 
● Doris Avenue: This is a three-lane east-west local arterial with one lane eastbound and 

two lanes westbound adjacent to the project site. The intersections with Victoria Avenue 
and Ventura Road are signalized, all other intersections are controlled with stop signs on 
the side streets. 

 
● Fifth Street: This thoroughfare is the principal east-west street serving the Central 

Business District of the City and the mid-City region on both the east and west sides of 
Oxnard. It is currently designated State Route 34 east of Rice Avenue. Fifth Street 
functions as a secondary arterial except for the segments from Victoria Avenue to H 
Street and Oxnard Boulevard to Rose Avenue, which presently function as primary 
arterials.  

 
● Gonzales Road: This road is a main east-west thoroughfare that serves the central and 

north central portions of the City of Oxnard. This roadway presently extends from 
Harbor Boulevard to Rice Avenue. Gonzales Road serves as a primary arterial over its 
length except from Victoria Avenue to Harbor Boulevard, where it functions as a local 
arterial. Primary arterials have a recommended right-of-way width of 120-feet. This can 
be larger based on landscaping requirements of the TCSP. 

 
● Oxnard Boulevard: This roadway is one of the principal entrances into the City of Oxnard. 

It is also the principal north-south access to the Central Area, and continues southerly 
through the “Five Points” intersection to southeast commercial and residential areas. Its 
location in the center of the City has led to its functioning as a primary arterial. North of 
the Ventura Freeway (U.S. 101) it terminates as a collector street in the Riverpark 
residential development. 
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Figure 4.13-1 Existing Street Network and Project Location  
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● Patterson Road: This local arterial, which has a gap at the Oxnard Airport, provides 
access to residential neighborhoods in the northwest and southwest areas of Oxnard. In 
addition, Patterson Road provides access to the Oxnard Airport, the City of Port 
Hueneme and the U.S. Navy Construction Battalion Center. 

 
● Teal Club Road: This local arterial would provide direct access to the project site, and has 

future plans to expand to secondary arterial. 
 

● Ventura Road: This four to six-lane north-south primary arterial provides access to the 
west side of the City. To the south, the road serves the City of Port Hueneme, the U.S. 
Navy Construction Battalion Center and to a lesser degree the current Hueneme Road 
industrial area. Ventura Road also extends north of Vineyard Avenue, and terminates in 
the Riverpark area. 

 
● Victoria Avenue: This is an important four to six-lane north-south arterial street in west 

Oxnard, which provides a crossing of the Santa Clara River for connection with the 
County Government Center in east Ventura. The southern terminus is in the Silver 
Strand area. 

 
● Wooley Road: This is a major east-west thoroughfare that provides access to the 

residential community in the southwest portion of the City, to the central area of 
Oxnard, and to the Central Industrial Area. This road functions as a secondary arterial 
but is affected by the presence of the rail lines belonging to the Ventura County Railway 
as well as operational limitations of the “Five Points” intersection. 

 
b. Study Area. Twenty-five intersections have been identified and investigated as 

potentially impacted by the proposed project. These intersections are as follows: 
 

1. Victoria Ave & US 101 NB Ramps  
2. Victoria Ave & Valentine Rd  
3. Victoria Ave & Olivas Park Rd  
4. Victoria Ave & Gonzales Rd  
5. Victoria Ave & Doris Ave  
6. Victoria Ave & Teal Club Rd  
7. Victoria Ave & Fifth St  
8. Victoria Ave & Wooley Rd  
9. Patterson Rd & Gonzales Rd  
10. Patterson Rd & Doris Rd 
11. Patterson Rd & Teal Club Rd 
12. Ventura Rd/ Town Center Dr  
13. Ventura Rd/ Wagon Wheel Dr 
14. Wagon Wheel Dr / U.S. 11 SB Off 
15. Ventura Rd & Vineyard Ave 
16. Ventura Rd & Gonzales Rd 
17. Ventura Rd & Doris Ave 
18. Ventura Rd & Beverly Dr 
19. Ventura Rd & Teal Club/Second Street 
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20. Ventura Rd & Fifth Street 
21. Ventura Rd & Wooley Rd 
22. Oxnard Blvd & Town Center Dr 
23. Oxnard Blvd & US 101 NB Ramps 
24. Oxnard Blvd & US 101 SB Ramps 
25. Oxnard Blvd & Gonzales Rd 

 
c.  Existing Conditions. Peak hour intersection vehicle turning movement and average 

daily traffic (ADT) counts were obtained in May 2018. The performance criteria used for 
evaluating traffic volumes and roadway capacities are based on the City of Oxnard standards of 
Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology for calculating Level of Service (LOS) 
values at signalized intersections during the AM and PM peak hours. For Caltrans intersections 
and unsignalized intersections, the delay-based methodology as contained in the Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM) was also used. 

 
The term "Level of Service" (LOS) is used by traffic engineers to estimate the level of congestion 
generally accepted by drivers and to grade the stability of traffic flow. The ICU methodology 
defines LOS as the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio at an intersection. This is typically used to 
describe the percentage of capacity utilized by existing or projected traffic at an intersection. 
Under the HCM methodology, LOS at intersections is defined as a function of the average 
overall wait time for a vehicle to pass through the intersection. In this way, LOS can be 
quantitatively measured at any intersection. Table 4.13-1 summarizes LOS definitions.  
 

Table 4.13-1 
Level of Service Descriptions 

LOS Description 

HCM 
Delay per Vehicle (sec) 

ICU 

Volume/ 
Capacity 

(V/C) Ratio Signalized Unsignalized 

A Conditions of free unobstructed flow, no delays and all signal 
phases sufficient in duration to clear all approaching vehicles.  

< 10.0 < 10.0 < 0.60 

B Conditions of stable flow, very little delay, a few phases are 
unable to handle all approaching vehicles.  

10.0 – 20.0 10.0 – 15.0 0.61 - 0.70 

C Conditions of stable flow, delays are low to moderate, full use 
of peak direction signal phases is experienced.  

20.0 – 35.0 15.0 – 25.0 0.71 - 0.80 

D Conditions approaching unstable flow, delays are moderate 
to heavy, significant signal time deficiencies are experienced 
for short durations during the peak traffic period.  

35.0 – 55.0 25.0 – 35.0 0.81 - 0.90 

E Conditions of unstable flow, delays are significant, signal 
phase timing is generally insufficient, congestion exists for 
extended duration throughout the peak period.  

55.0 – 80.0 35.0 – 50.0 0.91 - 1.00 

F Conditions of forced flow, travel speeds are low and volumes 
are well above capacity. This condition is often caused when 
vehicles released by an upstream signal are unable to 
proceed because of back-ups from a downstream signal.  

> 80.1 > 50.0 > 1.00 

V/C =  volume-to-capacity; LOS = level of service 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition: A guide for Multi-Modal Mobility Analysis, Transportation Research Board, 2016, 
Transportation Research Board, National Research Council. 
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Existing Levels of Service. Table 4.13-2 summarizes the existing AM and PM peak hour 
LOS at each of the study intersections in existing conditions. Existing intersection geometries 
and existing AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes are shown in Figure 4.13-2. According to 
the Guidelines for CMP Traffic Impact Analysis Reports in Ventura County and City criteria, LOS C 
is considered the minimum acceptable LOS for an intersection in Oxnard. LOS D is the 
minimum City of Ventura standard. Caltrans has established the cusp of the LOS C/D range as 
the target level of service standard for their facilities.  
 
As shown in the table, the majority of intersections within the City of Oxnard operate at the 
City’s acceptable LOS C during both peak hours in existing conditions. The Victoria 
Avenue/Teal Club Road intersection and Ventura Road/Beverly Drive intersection, which are 
unsignalized, operate below the City’s LOS C standard. 
 
 d.  Existing Public Transit. Public transportation in the Oxnard area is provided by 
Gold Coast Transit, created in 1973 by a joint powers merger of the Oxnard and Ventura 
municipal bus systems. Gold Coast Transit Route 4A (Gonzales Road – North Oxnard) and 4B 
(St. John’s – Gonzales Road) currently provide transit service in the vicinity of the project area 
with bus stops located at Doris Avenue and M Street approximately 0.15 miles east of the 
project site. In addition, Gold Coast Transit Routes 21 (Pacific View Mall – Victoria Avenue – C 
Street), 19 (Fifth Street – Victoria Avenue – Gonzales Road) and 20 (Rice Avenue – Gonzales 
Road – Fifth Street) provide transit service along Victoria Avenue with bus stops at Victoria 
Avenue and Fifth Street and Victoria Avenue a little over one mile west of the project site.  
 
The City also provides a “dial-a-ride” transit service for elderly and handicapped residents. The 
service is well utilized and provides valuable transportation for essential purposes (medical and 
shopping). 
 
 e.  Existing Pedestrian Facilities. Pedestrian facilities consist of sidewalks, crosswalks, 
and pedestrian signals at signalized intersections. As the project area is currently used for 
agricultural operations, there are no pedestrian sidewalks around or within the project area. 
There are pedestrian sidewalks on the east side of Ventura Avenue across the street from the 
project area and on the north side of Doris Avenue across the street from the project site.  
 
 f.  Existing Bicycle Facilities. Bikeway planning and design in California, including the 
Oxnard 2030 General Plan, typically relies on guidelines and design standards established by 
Caltrans in the Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000: Bikeway Planning and Design). 
Caltrans provides for three distinct types of bikeway facilities, as described below and shown 
on the accompanying figures. 
 

● Class I Bikeways (Bike Paths) provide a completely separate right-of-way and are 
designated for the exclusive use of bicycles and pedestrians with vehicle and pedestrian 
cross-flow minimized. In general, bike paths serve corridors not served by streets and 
highways or where sufficient right-of-way exists to allow such facilities to be 
constructed away from the influence of parallel streets and vehicle conflicts. 
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Table 4.13-2 
Existing Intersection Conditions 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

ICU 

V/C Ratio HCM LOS 

ICU 

V/C Ratio HCM LOS 

1. Victoria Ave & US 101 NB Ramps* -- 21.4 sec C -- 20.4 sec C 

2. Victoria Ave & Valentine Rd** 0.55 -- A 0.68 -- B 

3. Victoria Ave & Olivas Park Rd** 0.70 -- B 0.72 -- C 

4. Victoria Ave & Gonzales Rd 0.74 -- C 0.75 -- C 

5. Victoria Ave & Doris Ave 0.82 -- D 0.78 -- C 

6. Victoria Ave & Teal Club Rd (TWS) --- >50.0 F  50.0 F 

7. Victoria Ave & Fifth St .67 -- B 0.53 -- A 

8. Victoria Ave & Wooley Rd 0.65 -- B 0.60 -- A 

9. Patterson Rd & Gonzales Rd 0.60 -- A 0.44  A 

10. Patterson Rd & Doris Rd (AWS) -- 13.2 sec B -- 10.5 sec B 

11. Patterson Rd & Teal Club Rd (TWS) -- 10.2 sec B -- 9.9 sec A 

12. Ventura Rd/ Town Center Dr 0.30 --- A 0.45 --- A 

13. Ventura Rd/Wagon Wheel Dr  0.53 --- A 0.50 --- A 

14. Wagon Wheel Dr/ U.S. 101 SB Off 
(CT) 

--- 7.6 A -- 7.0 A 

15. Ventura Rd & Vineyard Ave 0.47 -- A 0.48 -- A 

16. Ventura Rd & Gonzales Rd 0.63 -- B 0.65 -- B 

17. Ventura Rd & Doris Ave 0.76 -- C 0.76 -- C 

18. Ventura Rd & Beverly Dr (TWS) -- 
29.7 
sec 

D -- 
44.9 
sec 

E 

19. Ventura Rd & Teal Club 0.74 -- C 0.75 -- C 

20. Ventura Rd & Fifth St 0.63 -- B 0.62 -- B 

21. Ventura Rd & Wooley Rd 0.74 -- C 0.71 -- C 

22. Oxnard Blvd/Town Center Dr 0.53 --- A 0.52 --- A 

23. Oxnard Blvd/U.S. 101 NB Ramps 
(CT) 

-- 22.2 C -- 26.9 C 

24. Oxnard Blvd/ U.S. 101 SB Ramps 
(CT) 

-- 18.8 B -- 19.5 B 

25. Oxnard Blvd & Gonzales Rd 0.65  B 0.68  B 

 * Caltrans Controlled (HCM methodology) 
** City of Ventura 
sec = average vehicle delay (in seconds) per vehicle, AWS = All-Way Stop, TWS = Two-Way Stop, CT = Caltrans controlled 
intersection, bolded values exceed LOS Standard.  
Caltrans intersections and unsignalized intersections analyzed using the HCM methodology. LOS determined by vehicle delay in 
seconds. 
Source: Stantec, 2019 
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Figure 4.13-2 Existing AM and PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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● Class II Bikeways (Bike Lanes) are lanes for bicyclists generally adjacent to the outer 
vehicle travel lanes. These lanes have special lane markings, pavement legends, and 
signage. Bicycle lanes are generally five (5) feet wide. Adjacent vehicle parking and 
vehicle/pedestrian cross-flow are permitted. 

 
● Class III Bikeways (Bike Routes) are designated by signs or pavement markings for shared 

use with pedestrians or motor vehicles, but have no separated bike right-of-way or lane 
striping. Bike routes serve either to: a) provide continuity to other bicycle facilities, or b) 
designate preferred routes through high demand corridors. 

 
According to Figure 4-6 of the Oxnard 2030 General Plan Background Report (April 2006), 
Ventura Road adjacent to the project area is an identified bicycle and pedestrian route. As 
mentioned above, Ventura Road is planned to be widened as envisioned in the 2030 General 
Plan, including on-street bike lane striping.   

Doris Avenue between Patterson Road and Ventura Road was resurfaced in July 2014. As a 
result of that resurfacing, westbound Doris Avenue was striped with two lanes plus a bicycle 
lane and a planted median with street lights between Coronado Place and Waverly Court.  
 
Construction of the Teal Club will result in provision of Class II bike lanes on 
Patterson Road, Doris Avenue, Teal Club Road and Ventura Road adjacent to the Specific 
Plan area as well as an internal Class I route along Beverly Drive.  There are no other dedicated 
bicycle facilities provided in the vicinity of the project site. 
 
 g. Regulatory Setting. The City of Oxnard requires payment of a Traffic Impact Fee for 
new development based on the traffic increases resulting from each project. The funds 
accumulated by the City through assessment of these fees are earmarked for improvements to 
the City’s transportation network, including arterial roads and intersections.  

 

The County of Ventura also administers a traffic impact mitigation fee program to address the 
cumulative adverse impacts of development on the County’s road network. Because the City of  
Oxnard currently has a reciprocal agreement with the County, the project developer would be 
required to pay a County fee to mitigate for project related contributions to the regional road 
network. 
 

4.13.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a. Methodology and Thresholds of Significance. The analysis is based upon a traffic study 
prepared for the proposed project by Stantec in March 2019. This analysis focuses on traffic 
associated with the proposed TCSP.  Pursuant to the City’s 2017 CEQA Thresholds and City 
traffic impact study requirements, the traffic analysis includes the following traffic scenarios: 

 
1. Existing Conditions 
2. Existing plus Project Conditions 
3. Cumulative (Existing plus approved and pending projects) Conditions 
4. Cumulative plus Project Conditions 
5. Buildout Conditions 
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Existing Conditions are discussed within the Setting section in the preceding paragraphs.  The 
Existing plus Project, Cumulative plus Project, and Buildout Conditions are discussed in the 
following impact discussions labeled T-2, T-6, and T-7, respectively. The Impact T-3 section 
discusses the project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan and Bicycle Master Plan with 
respect to public transit, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Impact T-4 discusses the project’s 
potential to increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses or to result in 
inadequate emergency access. 

 

Trip Generation. The traffic projections for the proposed TCSP were developed using the 
following three steps: 1) estimating the trip generation of the TCSP; 2) determining trip 
distribution; and 3) assigning the TCSP traffic to the roadway system. These three steps are 
described below. 

 

 TCSP Trip Generation. Trip generation estimates for the Teal Club Specific Plan were 
developed based on the rates presented in the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip 
Generation Manual for Land Use #210 – Single Family Residence, Land Use #220 – Multi-
Family Housing (Low-Rise) and Land Use #710 – General Office. and rates contained in 
SANDAG’s Traffic Generators for Neighborhood Commercial, Community Park and 
Neighborhood Park.  

 
A portion of external trips to the commercial land uses proposed along Ventura Road would be 
“pass-by trips”, meaning trips that are already on the adjacent road system and simply stop at 
the site on their way to or from another (primary) destination. The pass-by trips would be 
attracted from traffic already traveling on Ventura Road, which offer direct access to the site. 
Pass-by trips are therefore not new to the immediate vicinity of the site. Based on ITE’s Trip 
Generation Handbook Appendix E – Database on Pass-By, Diverted and Primary Trips, the 
pass-by rate for commercial is 34% of the external PM peak hour trips, and a 10% pass-by rate 
was applied to the average daily trips and AM peak hour trips.  
 
The trip generation rates assume that each project component is a stand-alone land use. Due to 
the mix of land uses proposed on the site, a portion of the trips generated by the project would 
remain internal to the site and not enter the external roadway network. ITE’s Trip Generation 
Handbook defines a multi-use development as a “real estate project that consists of two or more 
ITE land use classifications between which trips are made without using the off-site road 
system.” The project’s internal trips were determined based on the recommended procedure 
presented in NCHRP Report 684: Enhancing Internal Trip Capture Estimation for Mixed-Use 
Developments.  
 
Table 4.13-3 summarizes the trip generation rates and resulting trip generation for the TCSP. As 
shown in the table, the TCSP is estimated to generate 13,570 daily trips at full buildout, with 867 
trips in the AM peak hour and 956 trips in the PM peak hour. 
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Table 4.13-3 
Project Trip Generation Summary 

Land Use SF/DU 

AM Peak Hour Trips PM Peak Hour Trips 

ADT In Out Total In Out Total 

Single-Family Residential 220 41 122 163 139 79 218 2,077 

Multi-Family (Low-rise) 770 82 273 355 272 159 431 5,636 

Neighborhood Commercial 60,000 173 115 288 360 360 720 7,200 

Business Park/R&D 132,000 132 21 153 24 128 152 1,286 

Community Park 17.8 7 7 14 14 14 28 356 

Sub Total  434 538 972 809 740 1,549 16,555 

Internal Trips  31 45 76 206 191 397 2,483 

External Trips  403 493 896 603 549 1,152 14,072 

Pass-by Trips  17 12 29 107 89 196 502 

Total Primary Trips  386 481 867 496 460 956 13,570 

ADT = Average Daily Traffic, DU = Dwelling Units, TSF = Thousand Square Feet, Stu = Students 
Source: Stantec, 2019 (see Appendix I) 

 
TCSP Trip Distribution. Project trips were distributed and assigned to the local street 

network based on modeled select zone volumes from the Oxnard Traffic Model, as developed 
for the project site for the Teal Club Specific Plan. Trip distribution is illustrated on Figure 4.13-3. 

 
 Significance Thresholds. The significance criteria for this analysis were developed from 
criteria presented in Appendix G “Environmental Checklist Form” of the City of Oxnard’s 2017 
CEQA Thresholds Guidelines. The proposed project would result in a significant impact if it 
would: 
 

1) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratios on roads, or congestion at intersections) based 
on adopted City of Oxnard level of service (LOS) standards;  

2) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, an LOS standard established by the Ventura 
County Congestion Management Program (CMP) for designated roads or highways; 

3) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks;  

4) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);  

5) Result in inadequate emergency access; or, 

6) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation 
(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 
 

No impact with respect to criterion (3) would occur and this issue is therefore discussed in 
Section 6.0, Effects Found Not to be Significant. The proposed Development Agreement that is part 
of the project would provide the framework for financial commitments paid to the City and 
would not change the physical elements of the project or result in physical environmental 
effects. 
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Figure 4.13-3 Project Trip Distribution 
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In 2018 the State CEQA Guidelines underwent revisions that removed Level of Service (LOS) as 
a consideration in determining the significance of transportation-related impacts under CEQA 
and replaced LOS with other metrics, such as vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Therefore, to 
augment the City’s 2017 CEQA Thresholds Guidelines, the following threshold has been added 
consistent with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines: 
 

7) Would the project conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 15064.3, subdivision 
(b)? 

 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 sets forth considerations for evaluating a project’s 
transportation impacts. According to Section 15064.3(a), “a project's effect on automobile delay 
shall not constitute a significant environmental impact.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) 
includes criteria for analyzing transportation impacts. For land use projects, the guidelines state  
 

Vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may indicate a significant 
impact. Generally, projects within one-half mile of either an existing major transit stop or a stop 
along an existing high quality transit corridor should be presumed to cause a less than significant 
transportation impact. Projects that decrease vehicle miles traveled in the project area compared 
to existing conditions should be presumed to have a less than significant transportation impact. 
 

While the CEQA Guidelines have removed LOS considerations for evaluating a project’s 
transportation impacts, the City of Oxnard’s General Plan still includes policy language which 
requires: 
 

● “A transportation system that supports existing, approved, and planned land uses 
throughout the City while maintaining a level of service “C” at designated intersections 
unless excepted.” Goal ICS-2 

● “Level of service “C” at designated intersections, unless otherwise reduced by City 
Council direction.” Goal ICS-3 

○ Policy ICS-3.2 identifies the following five specific intersections that may 
operation with a level of service “D” either in the AM or PM periods, or both, at 
the five intersections listed below and level of service “F” at Five Points in order 
to avoid adversely impacting private homes and/or businesses resulting from 
additional mitigations, or preserve or enhance aesthetic integrity.  

1. C Street and Wooley Road  
2. Oxnard Boulevard and Vineyard Avenue  
3. Oxnard Boulevard and Gonzales Road  
4. Gonzales Road and Rose Avenue  
5. Five Points (Oxnard Boulevard/Saviers Road/Wooley Road)  

 
Consequently, for purposes of transparency, this EIR still includes a LOS discussion.  The EIR 
includes “recommended” mitigation measures to achieve consistency with the General Plan 
standards. 
  

Performance Criteria.  
 
City of Oxnard. According to the City of Oxnard criteria, LOS C (peak hour ICU less than 

or equal to 0.80) is considered the worst acceptable LOS for an intersection in Oxnard. A project 
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causes a significant impact if it contributes 0.02 or more to the ICU value at an intersection 
operating at LOS C or worse. Mitigation would require construction of all improvements 
necessary to reduce project impacts at intersections operating at LOS C or worse where the 
project would worsen the ICU value by 0.02 or more.  
 

Caltrans. Caltrans-controlled intersections use Caltrans thresholds and performance 
standards. Caltrans has established the cusp of the LOS C/D range as the target level of service 
standard for State Highway intersections. If an existing State Highway facility is operating at 
less than the target LOS, the existing Measure of Effectiveness (MOE) should be maintained.  

 
Vehicle Miles Traveled.  
 
SB 743 required the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to establish 

recommendations for identifying and mitigating transportation impacts within CEQA. In 
response, OPR prepared a Technical Advisory which recommends methodologies for 
quantifying VMT, significance thresholds for identifying a transportation impact, and screening 
criteria to quickly identify if a Project can be presumed to have a less than significant impact 
(OPR 2018). Lead agencies are to adopt local guidelines appropriate for their jurisdiction. At the 
time of this analysis, the City of Oxnard has not formally adopted VMT guidelines. Ventura 
County has prepared draft changes to their Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, which 
includes interim VMT thresholds and methodology. This analysis utilizes a combination of 
Ventura County, Ventura County Transportation Commission (VCTC), and OPR, thresholds 
and methodologies. 

 
For mixed-use developments, OPR’s Technical Advisory recommends that “lead 

agencies can evaluate each component of a mixed-used project independently and apply the 
significance threshold for each project component (e.g., residential, light industrial, and general 
commercial). The significance thresholds used in this analysis are summarized in 4.13-4.  

 
Table 4.13-4 

Vehicle Miles Traveled Significance Thresholds 

Land Use Type Metric Threshold of Significance 

Baseline 
VMT per 

Capita1 

Threshold of 
Significance VMT 

per Capita2 

Residential 
Home-based VMT 

per Capita 
15% reduction of citywide average 

home-based VMT per capita3 
14.80 12.58 

Industrial 
Work VMT per 

Capita4 
15% reduction of regional average 

work-based VMT per capita5 
19.10 16.24 

Retail 
Net change in total 

VMT 
No net increase in regional VMT7 NA6 NA6 

Sources: OPR’s Technical Advisory, Ventura County Draft Guidelines, VCTC, and VCTM (model run performed by Stantec on 
July 17, 2022) 
1 VCTM model run from VCTC (April 2022) 
2 Baseline minus 15% (Ventura County, OPR) 
3 OPR’s Technical Advisory recommends using either citywide or regional average HB VMT per capita for evaluation of residential 
land use. For this analysis, the citywide average is used as that is the most common approach for Cities with an adopted 
methodology. 
4 Home-based-Work plus Work-based-Other trip purposes (VCTC model’s VMT output tables) 
5 OPR’s Technical Advisory recommends using a regional average VMT per employee for evaluation of office/industrial 
(employment) land uses. 
6 Not applicable, based on net total VMT 
7 Ventura County Guidelines uses net change in unincorporated county. For this analysis, a countywide total would be utilized 
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As shown, the significance threshold for the residential portion of the project is 12.58 
Homebased (HB) VMT per capita. For industrial, the significance threshold is 16.24 Work VMT 
per capita. 

 
The baseline average VMT per capita estimates shown in Table 14.13-4 were derived 

using the Ventura County Transportation Model (VCTM). The VCTM is maintained by the 
Ventura County Transportation Commission (VCTC). VCTM covers the entire county and is 
used to understand project traffic in relation to land use. VCTC has updated the VCTM to be 
used for impact analyses related to VMT. Coordination was made with VCTC staff to obtain the 
latest version of the VCTM. The 2016 base-year version of the model was used to derive Project 
level VMT estimates. Project land use was inputted to traffic analysis zone (TAZ) 60061400 (for 
the TCSP portion) and 60061200 (for the annexed parcels). A model run was carried out and the 
resulting VMT estimates are used herein. 

 
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Table 4.13-44.13-5 lists the thresholds 

under consideration in the traffic analysis and whether the impact was found to be significant 
and unavoidable (Class I), significant but mitigable (Class II), less than significant (Class III), or 
beneficial (Class IV).  

 
Table 4.13-44.13-5 

Summary of Traffic Impact Conclusions 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
(Class I) 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 
(Class II) 

Less than 
Significant 
(Class III) 

Beneficial 
(Class IV) 

1. Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratios on roads, or congestion at 
intersections) based on adopted City of Oxnard 
level of service (LOS) standards? 

  X  

2. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, an 
LOS standard established by the Ventura County 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) for 
designated roads or highways 

  X  

3. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 

location that results in substantial safety risks; 
  X  

4. Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 

equipment? 

  X  

5. Result in inadequate emergency access   X  

6. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

  X  

7. Conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

  X  
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Impact T-1 The proposed TCSP includes road widening improvements on 
Ventura Road, Patterson Road, Doris Avenue, and Teal Club 
Road to accommodate traffic associated with the Specific Plan. 
With the proposed roadway improvements, impacts would be 
Class III, less than significant.  

 
In December 2019 California’s Third District Court of Appeal ruled that under SB 743, 
automobile delay may no longer be treated as a significant impact in CEQA analysis (Citizens for 
Positive Growth & Preservation v. City of Sacramento). Nonetheless, an analysis related to roadway 
congestion is included for informational purposes.  
 
Consistent with the 2030 General Plan, the proposed TCSP includes improvements to the local 
area roadway system adjacent to the site. Ventura Road, Patterson Road, Doris Avenue and Teal 
Club Road would be widened to Local (two to four lanes) and Primary Arterial (six lanes) 
standards. Where these roads are adjacent to the TCSP Area, the widening would be required to 
occur on the Teal Club properties. 
 
Ventura Road would be built out to a six-lane Primary Arterial, with the project improvement 
limits starting north of Doris Avenue and ending south of Teal Club Road. Included in the 
widening of Ventura Road, the project has planned for multiple bus pull-out locations on 
southbound and northbound lanes as well as on-street bike lane striping. The addition of bus 
stops on southbound and northbound lanes would help provide public transit options to serve 
the residents of the Teal Club Specific Plan development. This may require a partial realignment 
of the entire right of way (ROW) to create room for bus stops on the east side of Ventura Road. 
 
Teal Club Road is currently a two-lane rural road and is programmed to be built up to two-lane 
local arterial standards between Victoria Avenue and Patterson Road, and to secondary arterial 
standards between Patterson Road and Oxnard Boulevard. The preferred lane configuration for 
the secondary arterial would be two travel lanes and a Class II bike lane in each direction 
divided by a raised median. Widening of Teal Club Road to local arterial and secondary arterial 
standards would improve roadway operations to accommodate the increase in traffic volume as 
a result of the proposed project. 
 
Patterson Road between Doris Avenue and Teal Club Road is also programmed to be built out 
to a local arterial with a cross section similar to Teal Club Road. Patterson Road north of Doris 
Avenue has a 16-foot wide planted median, and this treatment could also be an option for 
Patterson Road between Doris Avenue and Teal Club Road. 
 
Doris Avenue between Patterson Road and Ventura Road was resurfaced in July 2014. As a 
result of that resurfacing, westbound Doris Avenue was striped with two lanes plus a bicycle 
lane and a planted median with street lights between Coronado Place and Waverly Court. The 
City would prefer to see this median treatment continuous between Ventura Road and 
Patterson Road and for the lanes to match for the eastbound direction. The cross section would 
be two travel lanes and a Class II bike lane in each direction divided by a raised median. 
 
The future roadway widening to local arterial standards of Doris Avenue and Teal Club Road 
between Patterson Road and Victoria Avenue should be planned based on future development 
in the area (including the adjacent Oxnard School District school site), for which the Teal Club 
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Specific Plan project would pay its proportionate share to the cost of roadway widening. 
Although these are not significant impacts under CEQA, mitigation measures are 
recommended to implement roadway widenings. Based on the required mitigation 
improvements needed at each project completion phase, Table 4.13-54.13-6 summarizes the full 
build out of the local roadway network. 
 

Table 4.13-54.13-6 
Project Frontage Roadway Segment Improvements 

Segment Improvements Completion 

Ventura Road (north of Doris to south 
of Teal club) 

Full Roadway widening – 6 Lane Primary 
Arterial  

Prior to occupancy of 
Phase 1 

Patterson Road (Project boundary to 
Teal  

Full Roadway widening – 2 Lane Local 
Arterial 

Prior to occupancy of 
Phase 2 

Doris Avenue (Project boundary to 
Ventura) 

Full Roadway widening – 4 lane Local 
Arterial 

Prior to occupancy of 
Phase 1 

Teal Club Road (Ventura to 
Coronado) 

Full Roadway widening - 4 Lane Local 
Arterial 

Prior to occupancy of 
Phase 1 

Teal Club Road (Coronado to 
Patterson) 

Full Roadway widening - 4 Lane Local 
Arterial 

Prior to occupancy of 
Phase 2 

Source: Stantec, 2019 

 
 Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are recommended.  
 

T-1(a) Ventura Road between Doris Avenue and Teal Club Road. The 
project developer shall construct the widening of this roadway 
segment to primary arterial (six lane) standards. Construction 
shall be completed prior to occupancy clearance for any portion of 
Phase 1 development.  

 
T-1(b) Doris Avenue between the Plan Area Boundary and Ventura 

Road. The project developer shall construct the widening of this 
roadway segment to full local arterial (four lane) standards. 
Construction shall be completed prior to occupancy clearance for 
any portion of Phase 1 development. 

 
T-1(c) Teal Club Road between Ventura Avenue and Coronado Road. 

The project developer shall construction the widening of this 
roadway segment to full local arterial (four lane) standards. 
Construction shall be completed prior to occupancy clearance for 
any portion of Phase 1 development. 

 
T-1(d) Patterson Road between the Plan Area Boundary and Teal Club 

Road. The project developer shall implement improvements at 
this location of the widening of this roadway segment to local 
arterial (two lane) standards. Improvements shall occur prior to 
occupancy clearance for any portion of Phase 2 development. 
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T-1(e) Teal Club Road between Coronado Road and Patterson Road. 
The project developer shall implement improvements at this 
location of the widening of this roadway segment to local arterial 
(four lane) standards. Improvements shall occur prior to 
occupancy clearance for any portion of Phase 2 development. 

 
T-1(f) Doris Avenue between Patterson Road and Victoria Avenue. 

The project developer shall install safety measures as determined 
by the City’s Traffic Engineer to address the open ditch on the 
north side of the roadway.  

 
T-1(g) Teal Club Road between Patterson Road and Victoria Avenue. 

The project developer shall install safety measures as determined 
by the City’s Traffic Engineer to address the open ditch on the 
north side of the roadway. 

 
  Significance After Mitigation. Because automobile delay may no longer be treated as a 

significant impact under CEQA, impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
Nonetheless, mitigation is recommended for proposed roadway widening.  

 
Impact T-2 Traffic generated by the proposed TCSP when added to existing 

conditions would result in levels of service that exceed City 
thresholds at two intersections and would warrant signalization 
of two intersections. Mitigation is recommended to address this 
impact; however, automobile delay is no longer considered a 
significant impact in CEQA analysis. Impacts would be Class 
III, less than significant.  

 
In December 2019 California’s Third District Court of Appeal ruled that under SB 743, 
automobile delay may no longer be treated as a significant impact in CEQA analysis (Citizens for 
Positive Growth & Preservation v. City of Sacramento). 
 
Project-generated traffic was added to the existing peak hour traffic volumes and levels of 
service were recalculated for Existing plus Project conditions. This analysis assumes that the 
project would widen Patterson Road, Doris Avenue, and Teal Club Road to Local Arterial 
standards, and Ventura Road to Primary Arterial standards along its frontage (refer to Impact 
T-1). These would result in increased capacity at the Patterson Road/Teal Club Road 
intersection and the intersections of Ventura Road with Doris Avenue, Beverly Drive and Teal 
Club Road, by adding turning lanes and through lanes at intersection approaches. The 
intersection geometries under project-specific conditions are shown in Figure 4.13-4. 
 
The existing plus project traffic volumes are illustrated in Figure 4.13-5; and Table 4.13-64.13-7 
and Table 4.13-74.13-8 summarize the level of service calculations.  
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Table 4.13-64.13-7 
Existing plus Project AM Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour 

V/C or Delay 
Increase Impact? 

Existing 
Existing Plus 

Project 

ICU/HCM LOS ICU/HCM LOS 

1. Victoria Ave & US 101 NB Ramps 21.4 sec C 21.5 sec C 0.1 sec No 

2. Victoria Ave & Valentine Rd 0.55 A 0.57 A 0.02 No 

3. Victoria Ave & Olivas Park Rd 0.70 B 0.72 C 0.02 No 

4. Victoria Ave & Gonzales Rd 0.74 C 0.77 C 0.03 No 

5. Victoria Ave & Doris Ave 0.82 D 0.83 D 0.01 No 

6. Victoria Ave & Teal Club Rd <50.0 F >50.0 F n/a Yes 

7. Victoria Ave & Fifth St 0.67 B 0.68 B 0.01 No 

8. Victoria Ave & Wooley Rd 0.65 B 0.66 B 0.01 No 

9. Patterson Rd & Gonzales Rd 0.60 A 0.61 B 0.01 No 

10. Patterson Rd & Doris Rd (AWS) 13.2 B 15.5 sec C 2.3 sec No 

11. Patterson Rd & Teal Club Rd 
(TWS)1 10.2 B 10.5 sec B 0.3 sec No 

12. Ventura Rd & Town Center Dr 0.30 A 0.31 A 0.01 No 

13. Ventura Rd & Wagon Wheel Dr 0.53 A 0.56 A 0.03 No 

14. Wagon Wheel Dr & U.S. 101 SB 
off 

7.6 A 7.6 A 0 sec No 

15. Ventura Rd & Vineyard Dr 0.47 A 0.48 A 0.01 No 

16. Ventura Rd & Gonzales Rd 0.63 B 0.65 B 0.02 No 

17. Ventura Rd & Doris Ave 0.76 C 0.66 B n/a No 

18. Ventura Rd & Beverley Dr 29.7 sec D >50.0 F >21.3 sec Yes 

19. Ventura Rd & Teal Club Rd 0.74 C 0.65 B n/a No 

20. Ventura Rd & Fifth St 0.63 B 0.66 B 0.03 No 

21. Ventura Rd & Wooley Rd 0.74 C 0.76 C 0.02 No 

22. Oxnard Blvd & Town Center Dr 0.53 A 0.54 A 0.01 No 

23. Oxnard Blvd & U.S. 101 NB 
Ramps 

22.2 sec C 22.5 C 0.3 sec No 

24. Oxnard Blvd & U.S. 101 SB 
Ramps 

18.8 B 18.9 C 0.1 sec No 

25. Oxnard Blvd & Gonzales Rd 0.65 B 0.65 B 0 No 

1 Project frontage improvement: intersection widening and geometry improvements under project-specific 

conditions. 

Source: Stantec, 2019 
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Table 4.13-74.13-8 
Existing plus Project PM Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersection 

PM Peak Hour 

V/C or Delay 
Increase Impact? 

Existing 
Existing Plus 

Project 

ICU/HCM LOS ICU/HCM LOS 

1. Victoria Ave & US 101 NB Ramps 20.4 sec C 20.5 sec C 0.1 sec No 

2. Victoria Ave & Valentine Rd 0.68 B 0.69 B 0.01 No 

3. Victoria Ave & Olivas Park Rd 0.72 C 0.74 C 0.02 No 

4. Victoria Ave & Gonzales Rd 0.75 C 0.78 C 0.03 No 

5. Victoria Ave & Doris Ave 0.78 C 0.79 C 0.01 No 

6. Victoria Ave & Teal Club Rd <50.0 F >50.0 F n/a Yes 

7. Victoria Ave & Fifth St 0.53 A 0.54 A 0.01 No 

8. Victoria Ave & Wooley Rd 0.60 A 0.60 A 0 No 

9. Patterson Rd & Gonzales Rd 0.44 A 0.44 A 0 No 

10. Patterson Rd & Doris Rd (AWS) 10.5 sec B 12.5 sec B 2.0 sec No 

11. Patterson Rd & Teal Club Rd 
(TWS)1 9.9 sec A 10.4 sec B 0.5 sec No 

12. Ventura Rd & Town Center Dr 0.45 A 0.46 A 0.01 No 

13. Ventura Rd & Wagon Wheel Dr 0.50 A 0.54 A 0.04 No 

14. Wagon Wheel Dr & U.S. 101 SB 
off 

7.0 sec A 7.0 sec A 0 sec No 

15. Ventura Rd & Vineyard Dr 0.48 A 0.51 A 0.03 No 

16. Ventura Rd & Gonzales Rd 0.65 B 0.69 B 0.04 No 

17. Ventura Rd & Doris Ave 0.76 C 0.65 B n/a No 

18. Ventura Rd & Beverley Dr 44.9 E >50.0 F n/a Yes 

19. Ventura Rd & Teal Club Rd 0.75 C 0.59 A n/a No 

20. Ventura Rd & Fifth St 0.62 B 0.67 B 0.05 No 

21. Ventura Rd & Wooley Rd 0.71 C 0.73 C 0.02 No 

22. Oxnard Blvd & Town Center Dr 0..52 A 0.53 A 0.01 No 

23. Oxnard Blvd & U.S. 101 NB 
Ramps 

26.9 sec C 
27.3 
sec 

C 0.4 sec No 

24. Oxnard Blvd & U.S. 101 SB 
Ramps 

19.5 sec B 
22.3 
sec 

C 2.7 sec No 

25. Oxnard Blvd & Gonzales Rd 0.68 B 0.70 B 0.02 No 

1 Project frontage improvement: intersection widening and geometry improvements under project-specific 

conditions. 

Source: Stantec 2019 
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Figure 4.13-4 Project Specific Intersection Geometries 

 

 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.13 Transportation and Traffic 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.13-21 

Figure 4.13-5 Existing + Project AM and PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes  
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As shown in the tables, the project would generate project-specific impacts based on City of 
Oxnard impact thresholds at the following intersections: 
 

6. Victoria Avenue/Teal Club Road. The intersection is currently controlled by a stop 
sign on Teal Club Road. According to the project traffic study, the existing plus 
project volumes would satisfy Warrant 3 – Peak Hour (70% Factor/Rural) signal 
warrants. 

18. Ventura Road/Beverly Drive. The intersection is currently controlled by a stop sign 
on Beverly Drive. According to the project traffic study, the existing plus project 
peak hour volumes would satisfy Warrant 3 – Peak Hour signal warrants.  
 

Although this is not a significant impact under CEQA, mitigation is recommended.  
 

Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce 
impacts to the applicable intersections to the extent feasible. 
 

T-2(a) Victoria Avenue and Teal Club Road. The project developer shall 
be responsible for signalization of the intersection. Signalization 
shall occur prior to occupancy clearance for any portion of Phase 1 
development.  

T-2(b) Ventura Road and Beverly Drive. The project developer shall be 
responsible for signalization of the intersection. Signalization shall 
occur prior to occupancy clearance for any portion of Phase 1 
development. 

 
Significance After Mitigation. Because automobile delay may no longer be treated as a 

significant impact under CEQA, impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
Nonetheless, mitigation is recommended to mitigate intersection LOS to an acceptable LOS C. 
As shown in Table 4.13-84.13-9, with implementation of recommended mitigation measures T-
2(a) and T-2(b), the Victoria Avenue/Teal Club Road and Ventura Road and Beverly Drive 
intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS level.    
 

Table 4.13-84.13-9 
Project-Specific Mitigated Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersection 
Mitigation 
Measure 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Unmitigated Mitigated Impact? Unmitigated Mitigated Impact? 

6. Victoria 
Ave/Teal Club 
Road 

T-2(a) >50.0/ 

LOS F 

0.80/ 

LOS C 

No >50.0/ 

LOS F 

0.77/ 

LOS C 

No 

18. Ventura 
Rd/Beverly Dr 

T-2(b) >50.0/ 

LOS F 

0.60/ 

LOS A 

No >50.0/ 

LOS F 

0.67/ 

LOS B 

No 

Unmitigated = Existing plus Project Unmitigated ICU – HCM/LOS 

Mitigated = Mitigated HCM/LOS 

Source: Stantec, 2019 (see Appendix I) 
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Impact T-3 Future development anticipated under the proposed TCSP and 
additional annexation area would be consistent with the City’s 
General Plan and Bicycle Master Plan by developing bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities. Public transit facilities would be 
installed as part of the City’s General Plan. Impacts would be 
Class III, less than significant.  

 
As mentioned previously, included in the 2030 General Plan are plans to widen Ventura Road. 
As part of this widening project, multiple bus pull-out locations on southbound and 
northbound lanes of Ventura Road would be built. The planned bus stops would serve the 
project area. The addition of bus stops on southbound and northbound lanes would help 
provide public transit options to serve the project area. Additional routes or operations needed 
to serve the project area would be based on demand for public transit and would be evaluated 
and implemented by Gold Coast Transit as development occurs under the TCSP. This would 
assure that adequate public transit is provided within the project area. As such, the proposed 
TCSP would not conflict with, degrade or decrease the safety of planned public transportation. 
Future transit improvements would be subject to subsequent environmental review, wherein 
potential impacts would be addressed. Overall, impacts would be less than significant. 

 

The Ventura Road widening project would involve on-street bike lane striping that would serve 
bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. The TCSP would also include facilities to 
accommodate cyclists and pedestrians. The project area would be interconnected by sidewalks 
along public streets, pedestrian and bike paths within greenbelts, and bike lanes on major 
public streets (see Figure 2-4 in Section 2.0, Project Description). Public plazas and gathering 
places in the commercial mixed-use area would be designed for easy access to the pedestrian 
network. 
 
Commercial and industrial developments would also be required to provide adequate 
transportation demand management and trip reduction measures as required by the City’s 
traffic and transportation manager (OCC Section 16-631). Therefore, the TCSP and development 
in the additional annexation area would be consistent with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation.  
 

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation is required.   
 

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts to alternative transportation facilities would be 
less than significant without mitigation.  
 

Impact T-4 Future development anticipated under the proposed TCSP 
would not increase hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible uses and would not result in inadequate 
emergency access. Impacts would be Class III, less than 
significant.  

 

Vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the TCSP is proposed via two connections to Doris 
Avenue, four connections to Teal Club Road and one connection to Ventura Road opposite 
Beverly Drive (see Figure 2-4 in Section 2.0, Project Description). It is expected that the new 
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intersections on Doris Avenue and Teal Club Road will operate acceptably with stop control on 
the minor (project) approaches. The Ventura Road/Beverly Drive intersection currently 
operates below the City’s LOS C standard and project traffic would further increase (side street) 
delays. As discussed above, frontage improvements proposed as part of the project would 
include installation of a traffic signal. The intersection is expected to operate at LOS C or better 
with a traffic signal and addition of a third lane in the southbound direction (existing plus and 
cumulative plus project conditions), and at LOS B or better with a traffic signal and addition of 
a third lane in the northbound and southbound direction (buildout plus project conditions). The 
ultimate intersection geometry is shown in Figure 4.13-7. 
 

Roadways within the TCSP area will be designed and constructed according to City residential 
and collector roadway standards to provide adequate local, emergency vehicle and service 
vehicle access.  The specific plan will include an internal circulation system that will provide 
pedestrian connectivity between the residential, office, retail uses and parks, as well as to the 
adjacent future school complex and the external sidewalk system. Buildout of Patterson Road, 
Doris Avenue, Teal Club Road and Ventura Road will include provision of sidewalks along the 
specific plan boundary, and crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Ventura Road with 
Doris Avenue, Beverly Drive and Teal Club Road. The future school complex is expected to 
install crosswalks at the Patterson Road/Doris Avenue. Installation of crosswalks at other 
(unsignalized) intersections along Doris Avenue could be evaluated in the future as pedestrian 
volumes warrant.  Vehicles traveling to and from the site would not cause any conflicts with the 
properties to the south, east, and west of the site as the proposed project does not involve any 
agricultural uses that would involve farm equipment and the project site is integrated into the 
overall circulation system for the neighborhood. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections).  
 

The project area would not introduce incompatible uses (e.g., on-site farm equipment) that 
would increase hazards. Adjacent agricultural uses may result in slow farm vehicles and 
equipment traveling on area roadways. However, farm vehicles would not utilize TCSP 
roadways. In addition, farm vehicles related to agricultural uses west of the project site may 
travel westward to other agricultural uses, but would not often head eastward past the project 
area towards the City of Oxnard. The proposed project would add vehicles traveling west on 
Doris Avenue and Teal Club Road past agricultural uses. However, the added passenger traffic 
would not change significantly compared to existing conditions as passenger vehicles currently 
utilize these roadways to travel west and north. Therefore, the TCSP would not increase 
hazards due to incompatible uses. 
 
Emergency vehicles would also have access to the project area via any of the proposed access 
points and the roadways would meet the minimum standards required by the City of Oxnard 
Fire Department. Therefore, the TCSP would not result in inadequate emergency access.  
 

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation is required.   
 

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.   
 

 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 4.13 Transportation and Traffic 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
4.13-25 

Impact T-5 The proposed TCSP and development of the additional 
Annexation area would not conflict with or be inconsistent with 
CEQA Guidelines 15064.3(b). Impacts would be Class III, less 
than significant.  

 
Per Senate Bill (SB) 743, the State CEQA Guidelines have been updated to incorporate VMT as 
the primary metric for analyzing transportation impacts under CEQA. This VMT analysis is 
based on a VMT analysis prepared by Stantec in 2022. The City of Oxnard has not adopted 
specific thresholds related to VMT. The OPR’s Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts, dated 2018, provides guidance on analyzing VMT impacts in light of 
SB 743. The thresholds for this analysis are included in Table 4.13-4.  
 
Prior to undertaking a detailed VMT analysis, OPR’s Technical Advisory advises that lead 
agencies conduct a screening process “to quickly identify when a project should be expected to 
cause a less than significant impact without conducting a detailed study.” Lead agencies may 
screen out VMT impacts using project size, maps depicting areas of low VMT, transit 
availability and provision of affordable housing. In addition, local-serving development can 
also be presumed to have a less than significant impact on VMT. Table 4.13-10 summarizes the 
screening process. 
 
 

Table 4.13-10 
Project Screening Criteria 

Category Criteria/Screening Threshold Does Project Meet Screening 
Criteria? 

Trip generation 

screening 

Small projects can be 
screened out from 
completing a full VMT 
analysis. 

 

If the Project generates less 
than 110 trips per day, the 
Project is assumed to 

have a less than significant 
impact. 

No 

Map-based 

screening 
Projects that are located in 
areas with low VMT can be 
screened out from 
completing a full VMT 
analysis. 

If the Project is in a low VMT 
area, the Project is assumed 
to have a less than significant 
impact 

No 

Proximity to 

transit 
Projects within ½ mile of a 
major transit stop or a stop 
located along a high-quality 
transit corridor reduce VMT 
and therefore can be 
screened out from 
completing a full VMT 
analysis. 

If the Project is within ½ mile 
of a major or high-quality 
transit stop/corridor, the 
Project is assumed to have a 
less than significant impact. 

No 

Affordable 

residential 
development 

Affordable housing in infill 
locations can be screened 
out from completing a full 
VMT analysis. 

If the Project is comprised 
100% of affordable units and 
is located in an infill location, 
then the Project is assumed 
to have a less than significant 
impact. 

The affordable housing portion 
of the Project, approximately 
15% or 148 units, are less than 
significant. 
 

Locally 

serving retail 
and other 

Retail projects that are local 
serving can be screened out 
from completing a full VMT 
analysis. Other local serving 

If the retail component of the 
Project consists of individual 
retail components 

that are less than 50,000 

The retail portion of the Project 
can be screened out since each 
retail establishment would be 
less than 50,000 square feet. 
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local serving 

uses 
uses approved by local 
agency. 

square feet, then the retail 
portion of the Project is 

assumed to have a less than 
significant impact. 
 

Examples of typical commercial 
neighborhood retail and service 
uses include a coffee shop, deli 
or sandwich shop, restaurants, 
dry cleaner, consumer 
electronics retail, mailbox/ 
package business, flower shop, 
hair salon, or copy center. 
Leasing references and 
incentives may be required so 
that the commercial provides a 
mix of uses that reduce vehicle 
trips by residents. Community 
and neighborhood parks, open 
space, and recreation areas are 
considered locally serving and 
are less than significant 

Source: Stantec 2022 

 
As shown in Table 4.13-10, the Project’s affordable housing units, retail component, and parks 
and recreation areas are screened out and are less than significant. 
 
OPR’s Technical Advisory makes a distinction between local-serving retail and regional-serving 
retail. As stated, “By adding retail opportunities into the urban fabric and thereby improving 
retail destination proximity, a local-serving retail development tends to shorten trips and 
reduce VMT. Thus, lead agencies generally may presume such development creates a less-than-
significant transportation impact”4. Generally, OPR’s Technical Advisory considers retail stores 
larger than 50,000 square feet regional-serving and stores less than 50,000 square feet local-
serving. As shown in the previously referenced 4.13-10 above, the Project’s retail component 
would consist of a combination of retail stores totaling approximately 60,000 square feet and 
each business would be below the 50,000 square feet threshold. In addition, such businesses 
improve retail destination proximity by providing more local retail opportunities for residents. 
 
The VCTM was used to estimate the Project’s VMT. Table 4.13-11 and Table 4.13-12 show the 
Project’s estimated VMT and a comparison to the significance thresholds. 
 

Table 4.13-11 
Project VMT Analysis – Residential  

Description Project TCSP HB VMT per Capita  
(TAZ 60061400) 

Project HB VMT Rate 12.21 

HB VMT Rate Baseline 14.80 

HB VMT Rate Threshold (15% reduction from baseline) 12.58 

Project HB VMT Rate (Difference from Threshold) -0.37 

Is Project HB VMT Rate Above or Below Threshold? Below 

Source: Stantec 2022 
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Table 4.13-12 
Project VMT Analysis – Industrial (Employment) 

Description TCSP Work VMT per Capita 

(TAZ 60061400) 

Annexed Parcels Work 
VMT per Capita 
(TAZ 60061200) 

Project HB VMT Rate 10.89 12.24 

HB VMT Rate Baseline 19.10 19.10 

HB VMT Rate Threshold (15% reduction from baseline) 16.24 16.24 

Project HB VMT Rate (Difference from Threshold) -5.35 -4.00 

Is Project HB VMT Rate Above or Below Threshold? Below Below 

Source: Stantec 2022 

 
For the residential component of the project, the VCTM calculates the HB VMT per capita using 
VCTM factors for population and housing. To have comparable data, the VCTM factors for 
population are used to convert from land use. The TCSP area is located in TAZ 60061400. As 
shown the project’s HB VMT is 12.21 and is below the threshold of 12.58 HB VMT. 
 
For the industrial (excluding general commercial) employment portion of the project, the TCSP 
area (TAZ 60061400) and the annexed parcels portion of the Project (TAZ 60061200) are each 
compared to the threshold of significance. For TCSP, the work VMT per employee is 10.89 and 
is below the significance threshold of 16.24 work VMT per employee. For the annexed parcels 
employment, the work VMT per employee is 12.24 and is below the significance threshold of 
16.24 work VMT per employee. 
 
As discussed in the screening section above, the general commercial/retail portion of the project 
is less than significant since the anticipated retail will be locally serving. Each retail 
establishment will be less than 50,000 square feet. Typical commercial neighborhood retail and 
service uses could include a coffee shop, deli or sandwich shop, restaurants, dry cleaner, 
consumer electronics retail, mailbox/ package business, flower shop, hair salon, or copy center. 
Leasing preferences and incentives may be required so that the commercial provides a mix of 
uses that reduce vehicle trips by residents. 
 
The Advisory recommends thresholds for residential, office, and retail land uses. The proposed 
TCSP includes residential, commercial mixed use (retail and office), a business and research 
park, as well as parks and open space. The proposed Annexation area would allow for 
warehouse and manufacturing uses. Therefore, OPR’s advisory does not recommend thresholds 
for many of the land uses proposed under the TCPS and Annexation. Nonetheless, the 
Advisory suggests that residential or retail projects that would generate vehicle travel 
exceeding 15 percent below existing VMT per employee for the region may indicate a 
significant transportation impact.  
 
As explained in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change, based on the CalEEMod 
estimate, the proposed project would result in approximately 25,349,026 new annual VMT. This 
would equate to approximately 4,207 miles per service population (residents and employees) 
per year or approximately 12 miles per day. By comparison, the Southern California Association 
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of Governments estimates the 2040 average work trip length at 15.5 miles. This suggests an 
average of 31 miles (15.5 x 2) per employee per day. The 12 miles per employee per day for the 
project would be about 61% lower than this average, which far exceeds the 15% reduction 
threshold that the OPR recommends.  
 
In addition, by its nature, the proposed project is intended to provide for overall VMT 
reduction. As as discussed above under Impact T-4 and in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions/Climate Change, the TCSP site is located in an urbanized area immediately adjacent to 
alternative transit options and within walking distance of multiple commercial opportunities 
which would provide a range of goods and services to site residents, employees, and visitors. 
Nearby commercial areas include Esplanade Mall, Riverpark Town Center, and Oxnard 
Financial Plaza. The proposed development also incorporates dedicated pedestrian and bicycle 
paths, new bus stops and bus shelters. Finally, the TCSP is a mixed-use development that 
provides housing, jobs, and visitor amenities in proximity to transit options, jobs, and services. 
Based on these facts, the TCSP is consistent with the general goal of reducing GHG emissions by 
reducing VMT.  
 
Based on the above, the project would not conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines 15064.3(b). This impact would be less than significant. Since the project would have 
a less than significant impact at the project level, the project would have a less than significant 
impact at the cumulative level per OPR’s Technical Advisory. 
 

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation is required.   
 

Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  
 

c. Cumulative Impacts. 
 
Impact T-6 Traffic generated by the proposed TCSP when added to the 

cumulative condition would result in levels of service that 
exceed City thresholds at four intersections. Mitigation is 
recommended to address this impact; however, automobile 
delay is no longer considered a significant impact in CEQA 
analysis.  Therefore, impacts would be Class II, less than 
significant.  

 

In December 2019 California’s Third District Court of Appeal ruled that under SB 743, 
automobile delay may no longer be treated as a significant impact in CEQA analysis (Citizens for 
Positive Growth & Preservation v. City of Sacramento). 
 
The City of Oxnard requires that the study-area intersections are analyzed assuming 

“background” traffic conditions, which include traffic that could be generated by other 

developments in the study area. The following section discusses the cumulative (existing 

conditions plus approved and pending projects) conditions. 
 
Review of roadway or intersection improvements associated with approved projects included 
in the cumulative analysis and the City’s Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan indicates that the 

following improvements are planned within the study-area. 
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● U.S. 101 Southbound Off-Ramp at Wagon Wheel Road. The Oxnard Village Specific 
Plan, proposed south of U.S. 101 and west of Oxnard Boulevard, will realign Wagon 
Wheel Road further south away from U.S. 101 and realign the U.S. 101 Southbound Off-
Ramp to intersect with Ventura Road instead of Wagon Wheel Road. The Wagon Wheel 
Road/U.S. 101 SB Off-Ramp intersection is therefore removed from the cumulative 
analysis. 

 
● Patterson Road and Doris Avenue. The Oxnard School District school complex, 

proposed on the northwest corner of the Teal Club Specific Plan, will widen Patterson 
Road and Doris Avenue along its frontage to Local Arterial standards. While the traffic 
study completed for the school site indicated that the project would warrant traffic 
signals at the Victoria Avenue/Teal Club Road and Patterson Road/Doris Avenue 
intersection, the following cumulative analysis does not assume these signals to be in 
place. 

 
Cumulative traffic volumes were developed using a list of pending development projects 
provided by City staff. In addition, traffic generated by the Oxnard School District school site 
was added to the cumulative volumes. A map showing the pending projects within the study 
area is included in Appendix I. 
 
The cumulative projects traffic volumes were distributed onto the study-area street network 
based on each individual project’s location, existing traffic patterns, and a general knowledge of 
the residential and commercial lay-out of the Oxnard area. The cumulative projects’ AM and 
PM peak turning volumes were assigned to the study area intersections and added to the 
existing peak hour volumes. The cumulative plus project peak hour volumes are illustrated in 
Figure 4.13-6. 
 
Intersection levels of service were recalculated assuming cumulative and cumulative traffic 
conditions. The calculations are summarized in Table 4.13-94.13-13 and Table 4.13-104.13-14, 
which indicates that the project would generate cumulative impacts based on City of Oxnard 
impact thresholds at the following intersections: 
 

5. Victoria Avenue/Doris Avenue: 
6. Victoria Avenue/Teal Club Road; 
10. Patterson Road/Doris Avenue. 
18. Ventura Road/Beverly Drive 

 
Similar to project-specific conditions (Existing plus Project), the project frontage improvement 
to widen Ventura Road to Primary Arterial standards would increase capacity intersections for 
Doris Avenue, Beverly Drive and Teal Club Road (see discussion under Impact T-1). The project 
frontage improvements would also reduce delays at the Patterson Road/Teal Club Road 
intersection under cumulative plus project conditions by adding capacity on the southbound 
and westbound approaches. Nevertheless, mitigation is recommended to reduce impacts to the 
four listed intersections. 
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Table 4.13-94.13-13 
Cumulative plus Project AM Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour 

V/C or Delay 
Increase Impact? 

Cumulative 
Cumulative  
plus Project 

ICU/HCM LOS ICU/HCM LOS 

1. Victoria Ave & US 101 NB Ramps 21.4 sec C 21.5 sec C 0.1 sec No 

2. Victoria Ave & Valentine Rd 0.56 A 0.58 A 0.02 No 

3. Victoria Ave & Olivas Park Rd 0.73 C 0.75 C 0.02 No 

4. Victoria Ave & Gonzales Rd 0.77 C 0.79 C 0.02 No 

5. Victoria Ave & Doris Ave 0.86 D 0.90 D 0.04 Yes 

6. Victoria Ave & Teal Club Rd >50.0 F >50.0 F n/a Yes 

7. Victoria Ave & Fifth St 0.73 C 0.73 C 0 No 

8. Victoria Ave & Wooley Rd 0.71 C 0.73 C 0.02 No 

9. Patterson Rd & Gonzales Rd 0.66 B 0.66 B 0 No 

10. Patterson Rd & Doris Rd (AWS) >50.0 F >50.0 F n/a Yes 

11. Patterson Rd & Teal Club Rd 
(TWS)1 

12.8 sec B 14.9 sec B 2.1 sec No 

12. Ventura Rd & Town Center Dr 0.42 A 0.43 A 0.01 No 

13. Ventura Rd & Wagon Wheel Dr 0.60 A 0.63 A 0.01 No 

14. Wagon Wheel Dr & U.S. 101 SB 
off 

Intersection Removed 

15. Ventura Rd & Vineyard Dr 0.49 A 0.51 A 0.02 No 

16. Ventura Rd & Gonzales Rd 0.66 B 0.68 B 0.02 No 

17. Ventura Rd & Doris Ave 0.82 D 0.73 C n/a No 

18. Ventura Rd & Beverley Dr 32.9 sec D >50.0 F n/a Yes 

19. Ventura Rd & Teal Club Rd 0.76 C 0.67 B n/a No 

20. Ventura Rd & Fifth St 0.64 B 0.68 B 0.04 No 

21. Ventura Rd & Wooley Rd 0.75 C 0.78 C 0.03 No 

22. Oxnard Blvd & Town Center Dr 0.66 B 0.68 B 0.02 No 

23. Oxnard Blvd & U.S. 101 NB 
Ramps 

22.2 sec C 22.6 
sec 

C 0.4 sec No 

24. Oxnard Blvd & U.S. 101 SB 
Ramps 

18.8 sec B 18.8 
sec 

B 0 No 

25. Oxnard Blvd & Gonzales Rd 0.65 B 0.66 B 0.01 No 

1 Project frontage improvement: intersection widening and geometry improvements under cumulative + project conditions 

Source: Stantec, 2019 
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Table 4.13-104.13-14 
Cumulative plus Project PM Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersection 

PM Peak Hour 

V/C or Delay 
Increase Impact? 

Cumulative 
Cumulative Plus 

Project 

ICU/HCM LOS ICU/HCM LOS 

1. Victoria Ave & US 101 NB Ramps 20.4 sec C 20.5 sec C 0.1 sec No 

2. Victoria Ave & Valentine Rd 0.70 B 0.72 C 0.02 No 

3. Victoria Ave & Olivas Park Rd 0.74 C 0.76 C 0.02 No 

4. Victoria Ave & Gonzales Rd 0.77 C 0.80 C 0.02 No 

5. Victoria Ave & Doris Ave 0.80 C 0.81 D 0.01 Yes 

6. Victoria Ave & Teal Club Rd >50.0 F >50.0 F n/a Yes 

7. Victoria Ave & Fifth St 0.56 A 0.57 A 0.01 No 

8. Victoria Ave & Wooley Rd 0.62 B 0.63 B 0.01 No 

9. Patterson Rd & Gonzales Rd 0.44 A 0.45 A 0.01 No 

10. Patterson Rd & Doris Rd (AWS) 11.7 sec B 14.3 sec B 2.6 sec No 

11. Patterson Rd & Teal Club Rd 
(TWS) 1 

10.3 sec B 10.6 sec B 0.3 sec No 

12. Ventura Rd & Town Center Dr 0.55 A 0.58 A 0.03 No 

13. Ventura Rd & Wagon Wheel Dr 0.60 A 0.63 B 0.03 No 

14. Wagon Wheel Dr & U.S. 101 SB 
off 

Intersection Removed 

15. Ventura Rd & Vineyard Dr 0.50 A 0.53 A 0.03 No 

16. Ventura Rd & Gonzales Rd 0.66 B 0.70 B 0.04 No 

17. Ventura Rd & Doris Ave 0.79 C 0.68 B n/a No 

18. Ventura Rd & Beverley Dr >50.0 F >50.0 F n/a Yes 

19. Ventura Rd & Teal Club Rd 0.75 C 0.63 B n/a No 

20. Ventura Rd & Fifth St 0.64 B 0.67 B 0.03 No 

21. Ventura Rd & Wooley Rd 0.73 C 0.76 C 0.03 No 

22. Oxnard Blvd & Town Center Dr 0.58 A 0.59 A 0.01 No 

23. Oxnard Blvd & U.S. 101 NB 
Ramps 

27.9 sec C 
30.8 
sec 

C 2.9 sec No 

24. Oxnard Blvd & U.S. 101 SB 
Ramps 

23.0 sec C 
22.1 
sec 

C 0.1 sec No 

25. Oxnard Blvd & Gonzales Rd 0.68 B 0.71 B 0.03 No 

1 Project frontage improvement: intersection widening and geometry improvements under cumulative + project conditions 

Source: Stantec, 2019 
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Figure 4.13-6 Cumulative + Project AM and PM Peak Hour Intersection Volumes 
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 Mitigation Measures. In addition to Mitigation Measure T-2(b) listed under Impact T-2, 
the following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce impacts to the applicable 
intersections. 
 

T-3(a) Victoria Avenue/Doris Avenue.  The project developer shall pay 
a fair share cost (estimated at 40%) towards implementing 
improvements to the Victoria Road and Doris Avenue intersection 
that add a third northbound through lane and a third southbound 
thru lane. The fair share cost shall be determined by the City’s 
Traffic Engineering Division based on the project’s trip generation 
and distribution. Improvements shall occur prior to occupancy 
clearance for any portion of Phase 2 development. 

 
T-3(b) Victoria Avenue and Teal Club Road. The project developer shall 

pay a fair share cost (estimated at 23%) towards implementing 
improvements to the Victoria Avenue and Teal Club Road 
intersection to signalize the intersection and add a third 
southbound thru lane. To provide for acceptable service levels, 
installation of a third northbound and southbound through lane, 
consistent with the future planned widening of Victoria Avenue 
to Primary Arterial (six-lane) standards, would be required. The 
fair share cost shall be determined by the City’s Traffic 
Engineering Division based on the project’s trip generation and 
distribution. Improvements shall occur prior to occupancy 
clearance for any portion of Phase 2 development. 

 
T-3(c) Patterson Road and Doris Avenue. The project developer shall 

pay a fair share cost (estimated at 21%) towards signalizing the 
intersection of Patterson Road and Doris Avenue. To provide for 
acceptable operations, a traffic signal should be installed and a 
left-turn lane and shared through/right-turn lane should be 
provided on all approaches. This will require widening of the 
eastbound approach. The fair share cost shall be determined by 
the City’s Traffic Engineering Division based on the project’s trip 
generation and distribution. Improvements shall occur prior to 
occupancy clearance for any portion of Phase 2 development. 

 
 Significance After Mitigation. Because automobile delay may no longer be treated as a 
significant impact under CEQA, impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
Nonetheless, mitigation is recommended to mitigate intersection LOS to an acceptable LOS C. 
As shown in Table 4.13-114.13-15, with recommended mitigation measures all intersections 
would operate at an acceptable LOS level.  
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Table 4.13-114.13-15 
Cumulative plus Project Mitigated Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersection 
Mitigation 
Measure Mitigated? 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Proportionate 
Share 

Un-
mitigated Mitigated 

Un-
mitigated Mitigated 

5. Victoria Ave/ Doris 
Avenue 

T-3(a) Yes 0.90/ 

LOS D 

0.67/ 

LOS B 

0.81/ 
LOS D 

0.59/ 

LOS A 

40% 

6. Victoria Ave/ Teal 
Club Road 

T-3(b) Yes >50.0/ 

LOS F 

0.614/ 

LOS B 

>50.0/ 

LOS F 

0.59/ 

LOS A 

23% 

10. Patterson Rd/ 
Doris Ave 

T-3(c) Yes >50.0/ 
LOS F 

0.71/ 

LOS C 

14.3/ 

LOS B 

0.41/ 

LOS A 

21% 

18. Ventura Rd/ 
Beverly Dr 

T-2(b) Yes >50.0/ 

LOS F 

0.60/ 

LOS A 

>50.0/ 

LOS F 

0.67/ 

LOS B 

100% 

Unmitigated = Cumulative plus Project Unmitigated ICU – HCM/LOS 

Mitigated = Mitigated HCM/LOS 
Source: Stantec, 2019 (see Appendix I) 

 
 

Impact T-7 Traffic generated by the proposed TCSP when added to 
Buildout (2030) traffic conditions would result in future levels 
of service that exceed City thresholds at four intersections. 
Mitigation is recommended to address this impact; however, 
automobile delay is no longer considered a significant impact in 
CEQA analysis. Impacts would be Class III, less than significant.   

 
In December 2019 California’s Third District Court of Appeal ruled that under SB 743, 
automobile delay may no longer be treated as a significant impact in CEQA analysis (Citizens 
for Positive Growth & Preservation v. City of Sacramento). 
 
Traffic volumes for City of Oxnard General Plan buildout conditions are derived from the City 
of Oxnard Traffic Model Year 2030 volumes and from the Future (2030) Traffic Volumes with 
Specific Plan Amendment contained in the Riverpark Project FEIR Addendum No. 1012. The 
2030 Oxnard Traffic Model future (General Plan) intersection lane geometrics for the study-area 
intersections are shown in Figure 4.13-7. The analysis assumes that buildout of the General Plan 
street network includes signalization of the Victoria Avenue/Teal Club Road and Patterson 
Road/Doris Avenue intersections. The 2030 Oxnard Traffic Model peak hour traffic volumes 
with the Teal Club Specific Plan are shown in Figure 4.13-8. 
 
Intersection levels of service were recalculated assuming buildout and buildout plus project 
conditions. Table 4.13-124.13-16 and Table 4.13-134.13-17 summarizes the buildout and buildout 
plus project level of service calculations. As shown in the table, the project could reduce LOS at 
the following intersections under buildout conditions: 
 

7. Ventura Road/Doris Avenue 
11. Patterson Road/Teal Club Road 
17. Ventura Road/Doris Avenue 
18. Ventura Road/Beverly Drive 

 
The Oxnard Boulevard/U.S. 101 Northbound Ramps intersection would operate at the cusp of 
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LOS C/D during the PM peak hour, which is considered acceptable based on Caltrans 
standards. The Oxnard Boulevard/Gonzales Road intersection would operate in the LOS D 
range under buildout conditions. The City Council allows as an exception level of service D 
either in the AM or PM periods, or both, at this location in order to avoid adversely impacting 
private homes and/or businesses resulting from additional mitigation measures, or to preserve 
or enhance aesthetic integrity. 
 

Table 4.13-124.13-16 
Buildout plus Project AM Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour 

V/C or Delay 
Increase Impact? 

Buildout 
Buildout plus 

Project 

ICU/HCM LOS ICU/HCM LOS 

1. Victoria Ave & US 101 NB Ramps 33.5 sec D 37.2 sec D 1.7 sec No 

2. Victoria Ave & Valentine Rd 0.76 C 0.77 C 0.01 No 

3. Victoria Ave & Olivas Park Rd 0.67 B 0.68 B 0.01 No 

4. Victoria Ave & Gonzales Rd1 0.81 D 0.83 D 0.02 Yes 

5. Victoria Ave & Doris Ave 0.72 C 0.76 C 0.04 No 

6. Victoria Ave & Teal Club Rd 0.64 B 0.67 B 0.03 No 

7. Victoria Ave & Fifth St 0.57 A 0.58 A 0.01 No 

8. Victoria Ave & Wooley Rd 0.64 B 0.66 B 0.02 No 

9. Patterson Rd & Gonzales Rd 0.68 B 0.68 B 0 No 

10. Patterson Rd & Doris Rd (AWS) 0.72 C 0.75 C 0.03 No 

11. Patterson Rd & Teal Club Rd 
(TWS) 

20.3 sec C 28.4 D 8.1 sec Yes 

12. Ventura Rd & Town Center Dr 0.48 A 0.49 A 0.01 No 

13. Ventura Rd & Wagon Wheel Dr 0.67 B 0.71 C 0.04 No 

14. Wagon Wheel Dr & U.S. 101 SB 
off 

Intersection Removed 

15. Ventura Rd & Vineyard Dr 0.55 A 0.57 A 0.02 No 

16. Ventura Rd & Gonzales Rd 0.55 A 0.57 A 0.02 No 

17. Ventura Rd & Doris Ave 0.74 C 0.78 C 0.04 No 

18. Ventura Rd & Beverley Dr <50.0 F >50.0 F n/a Yes 

19. Ventura Rd & Teal Club Rd 0.64 B 0.69 B 0.05 No 

20. Ventura Rd & Fifth St 0.59 A 0.62 B 0.03 No 

21. Ventura Rd & Wooley Rd 0.66 B 0.68 B 0.02 No 

22. Oxnard Blvd & Town Center Dr 0.74 C 0.75 C 0.01 No 

23. Oxnard Blvd & U.S. 101 NB 
Ramps 

24.4 sec C 24.5 
sec 

C 0.1 sec No 

24. Oxnard Blvd & U.S. 101 SB 
Ramps 

19.0 B 19.0 B 0 No 

25. Oxnard Blvd & Gonzales Rd 0.83 D 0.83 D 0 No 

1 Intersection analyzed assuming existing intersection lane geometry under General Plan Buildout conditions. 
Source: Stantec, 2019 
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Table 4.13-134.13-17 
Buildout plus Project PM Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersection 

PM Peak Hour 

V/C or Delay 
Increase Impact? 

Buildout 
Buildout Plus 

Project 

ICU/HCM LOS ICU/HCM LOS 

1. Victoria Ave & US 101 NB Ramps 24.7 sec C 25.5 sec C 0 No 

2. Victoria Ave & Valentine Rd 0.76 C 0.77 C 0.01 No 

3. Victoria Ave & Olivas Park Rd 0.78 C 0.80 C 0.2 No 

4. Victoria Ave & Gonzales Rd1 0.95 E 0.98 E 0.03 Yes 

5. Victoria Ave & Doris Ave 0.70 C 0.74 C 0.04 No 

6. Victoria Ave & Teal Club Rd 0.71 C 0.71 C 0 No 

7. Victoria Ave & Fifth St 0.58 A 0.59 A 0.01 No 

8. Victoria Ave & Wooley Rd 0.67 B 0.69 B 0.02 No 

9. Patterson Rd & Gonzales Rd 0.52 A 0.52 A 0 No 

10. Patterson Rd & Doris Rd (AWS) 0.45 A 0.51 A 0 No 

11. Patterson Rd & Teal Club Rd 
(TWS) 

12.9 sec B 14.9 sec B 2.0 Sec No 

12. Ventura Rd & Town Center Dr 0.71 C 0.72 C 0.01 No 

13. Ventura Rd & Wagon Wheel Dr 0.72 C 0.74 C 0.04 No 

14. Wagon Wheel Dr & U.S. 101 SB 
off 

Intersection Removed 

15. Ventura Rd & Vineyard Dr 0.62 B 0.64 B 0.02 No 

16. Ventura Rd & Gonzales Rd 0.71 C 0.75 C 0.04 No 

17. Ventura Rd & Doris Ave 0.82 D 0.88 D 0.06 Yes 

18. Ventura Rd & Beverley Dr <50.0 F >50.0 F n/a Yes 

19. Ventura Rd & Teal Club Rd 0.57 A 0.62 B 0.05 No 

20. Ventura Rd & Fifth St 0.75 C 0.78 C 0.03 No 

21. Ventura Rd & Wooley Rd 0.79 C 0.80 C 0.01 No 

22. Oxnard Blvd & Town Center Dr 0.77 C 0.72 C 0.01 No 

23. Oxnard Blvd & U.S. 101 NB 
Ramps 

33.9 sec C 35.5 
sec 

D 1.4 sec No 

24. Oxnard Blvd & U.S. 101 SB 
Ramps 

30.1 sec C 20.4 C 0.3 Sec No 

25. Oxnard Blvd & Gonzales Rd 0.85 D 0.87 D 0.02 No 

1 Intersection analyzed assuming existing intersection lane geometry under General Plan Buildout conditions. 
Source: Stantec, 2019 
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Figure 4.13-7 Buildout Intersection Geometries 
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Figure 4.13-8 Buildout + Project AM and PM Peak Hour Intersection Volumes 
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 Mitigation Measures.  In addition to Mitigation Measure T-2(b) listed under Impact T-2, 
the following mitigation measures is are recommended.  
 
 T-4(a) Victoria Avenue/Gonzales Road. The project developer shall pay a fair 

share cost (estimated at 10%) towards intersection improvements 
including conversation of the southbound right-turn lane to a shared 
through/right-turn lane, and conversion of the westbound #2 through 
lane to a shared through/right-turn lane. The fair share cost shall be 
determined by the City’s Traffic Engineering Division based on the 
project’s trip generation and distribution. Improvements shall occur in 
conjunction with the widening of Victoria Avenue south of Gonzalez 
Gonzales Road to provide three southbound travel lanes.  

 
 T-4(b) Patterson Road/Teal Club Road. The project developer shall pay a fair 

share cost (estimated at 17%) towards signalizing the intersection of 
Patterson Road and Teal Club Road. The fair share cost shall be 
determined by the City’s Traffic Engineering Division based on the 
project’s trip generation and distribution.  

 
 T-4(c) Ventura Road/Doris Avenue. The project developer shall pay a fair share 

cost (estimated at 33%) towards reconfiguring the intersection to a 
dedicated left-turn lane, a through lane, and a shared through/right-turn 
lane. The fair share cost shall be determined by the City’s Traffic 
Engineering Division based on the project’s trip generation and 
distribution. Improvements shall occur prior to Phase 2 occupancy 
clearance.   

 
 Significance After Mitigation. Because automobile delay may no longer be treated as a 
significant impact under CEQA, impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
Nonetheless, mitigation is recommended to mitigate to an acceptable LOS C. As shown in Table 
4.13-144.13-18, with implementation of recommended Mitigation Measure T-2(b) and mitigation 
measure T-4(a) through T-4(c), the intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS level.  
 

Table 4.13-144.13-18 
Buildout plus Project Mitigated Intersection Levels of Service 

Intersection 
Mitigation 
Measure Mitigated? 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Fair 
Share Unmitigated Mitigated Unmitigated Mitigated 

4. Victoria Ave/ 
Gonzales Rd 

T-4(a) Yes 0.83/ LOS D 
0.69/  

LOS B 
0.98/ 

LOS E 
0.77/ 

LOS C 
10% 

11. Patterson Rd/ 
Teal Club Road 

T-4(b) Yes 28.4/ LOS D 
0.40/  

LOS B 
14.9/ 

LOS B 
0.26/ 

LOS A 
17% 

17. Ventura Rd/ 
Doris Ave 

T-4(c) Yes 0.78/ LOS C 
0.76/  

LOS C 
0.88/ 

LOS D 
0.79/ 

LOS C 
33% 

18. Ventura Rd/ 
Beverly Dr 

T-2(b) Yes >50.0/ LOS F 
0.59/  

LOS A 
>50.0/ 
LOS F 

0.68/ 
LOS B 

100% 

Unmitigated = Buildout plus Project Unmitigated ICU – HCM/LOS 

Mitigated = Mitigated HCM/LOS 

Source: Stantec, 2019 (see Appendix I) 
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4.14 UTILITIES AND ENERGY 
 

This section analyzes potential impacts to City of Oxnard utilities, including water supply and 
associated conveyance infrastructure, wastewater conveyance and treatment infrastructure, 
storm drain infrastructure, and solid waste disposal systems. This section is partially based 
informed by information and analysis provided in a on the TCSP’s Water Supply Assessment 
(WSA) prepared by Milner-Villa Consulting in October 2019for the Teal Club Specific Plan 
(TCSP), which is incorporated by reference and  (included as in Appendix J (Milner-Villa 2019). 
In addition, this section is also informed by  and the Teal Club Development Infrastructure Review 
(City of Oxnard 2007), prepared by Kennedy/Jenks in 2007 (included in as Appendix K).  
 

4.14.1 Setting 
 

 a. Water Supply. The environmental setting for water supply provided in this 
subsection is based on athe project- specific water supply assessment (WSA), titled Water Supply 
Assessment Teal Club Development, prepared by Milner-Villa Consulting and dated  October 2019 
provided as ( Appendix J (Milner-Villa 2019). The WSA analyzeds the sufficiency of the City’s 
water supplies to serve the proposed TCSP, in addition to the demands of the City’s existing 
and planned future customers. Consistent with the requirements of California Water Code as 
amended by Senate Bill 610 (SB610), the WSA was informed by the City of Oxnard’s most recent 
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP); at the time of preparation of the 2019 WSA, the most 
recent version of the City’s 2015 UWMP was the most current version. Since that time, the 
UWMP was updated in accordance with the Urban Water Management Planning Act 
requirement for all UWMPs to be updated every five years. Therefore, the analysis provided 
herein considers differences between the 2015 UWMP and the 2020 UWMP, with respect to how 
such differences may affect the analysis and conclusions in the 2019 WSA for the TCSP. 
Additionally, this section includes expanded analysis for the proposed project, where needed to 
incorporate the most recent available data regarding water supply availability for the project. 
 
In addition, since development of the 2019 WSA, a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) was 
developed by the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) for the Oxnard 
Subbasin, for compliance with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) of 2014 
(FCGMA 2019). In accordance with SGMA, GSPs for critically overdrafted high- and medium-
priority basins were initially due to DWR by January 31, 2020, while GSPs for the remaining 
high- and medium-priority basins were due to DWR by January 31, 2022 (DWR 2022a). The 
Oxnard Subbasin (DWR ID No. 4-004.02), which is a subbasin within the larger Santa Clara 
River Valley Groundwater Basin, was identified by DWR as high priority. As reported on 
DWR’s online SGMA Portal, the GSP for the Oxnard Subbasin was approved by DWR on 
November 18, 2021 (DWR 2022b).  
 
The 2019 GSP for the Oxnard Subbasin superseded the 2007 Update to the FCGMA Groundwater 
Management Plan (FCGMA et al. 2007), which was used to inform the WSA for the proposed 
TCSP. Therefore, the analysis provided herein considers differences between the 2007 FCGMA 
report and the 2019 GSP, with respect to how such differences may affect the analysis and 
conclusions in the 2019 WSA for the TCSP. Consistent with the approach described above for 
the updated UWMP, this section also includes expanded analysis where necessary to 
incorporate information from the 2019 GSP, which was not available at the time of preparation 
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of the WSA for the proposed project. The original WSA (provided as Appendix J to this EIR) has 
not been revised; however, with the incorporation herein of the 2020 UWMP and the 2019 GSP, 
the conclusions and significance determinations for the proposed project are informed by and 
based upon the most recent available data.  The WSA describes the City's current and planned 
future water supplies, which are summarized below. 
 

 City Water Supplies. The City uses two sources of water to serve its customers: local 
groundwater and imported surface water to serve its customers. With very few exceptions, all 
City customers receive a blend of these two supplies through a combination of: (1) water 
produced from City-owned groundwater wells; (2) groundwater purchased through a long-
term contract with United Water Conservation District (UWCD); and (3) imported State Water 
Project (SWP) surface water supply purchased through a contract with Calleguas Municipal 
Water District (CMWD).  
 
As discussed in Section 2, Project Description, the proposed project would involve Pre-Zoning 
that would allow for the Annexation of a 142.72-acre collection of five agricultural parcels to the 
City of Oxnard (City), Annexation approval by the Ventura County Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCo), and Annexation to the CMWD and the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California (MWD), which sells imported SWP water to its contractors including 
CMWD. By annexing the portion of the project which is not currently within MWD’s service 
territory (by being within the territory of a member agency) into the CMWD’s territory as part 
of the proposed project, that portion of the project site will be able to receive imported surface 
water supplies once developed.  
 
The proportion of groundwater to imported water in this blend changes based on the supplies 
available to the City at any given time.   
 

Water Supply Sources. This subsection summarizes the information presented in the 
WSA regarding the City’s various sources of supply and discusses associated environmental or 
reliability issues. Table 4.14-1 summarizes the current and projected sources of water for the 
City of Oxnard, including local groundwater supply, purchased groundwater, purchased 
imported surface water, and developed water supply. 
 

Table 4.14-1 
Projected Water Supplies – Reasonably Available Volume (AFY) 

Water Supply Additional Detail  2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Groundwater (not desalinated) City of Oxnard groundwater 6,754 5,892 5,029 4,166 4,258 

Groundwater (not desalinated) UWCD* groundwater 8,332 7,268 6,204 5,140 5,241 

Purchased or Imported water CMWD* 9,630 7,364 6,987 7,387 6,169 

Other Calleguas – wheeled to PHWA* 917 1,857 2,704 3,581 3,581 

Other ASR* recovered 1,500 4,800 6,600 7,600 9,100 

Other Recycled pumpback allocation 1,500 3,000 4,000 5,000 5,000 

Other Groundwater allocation used 186 0 0 0 0 

 TOTAL: 28,819 30,181 31,524 32,874 33,349 

Source: City of Oxnard, 2021 (see page 6-21, Table 6-11: DWR 6-9R Projected Water Supplies) 

* UWCD = United Water Conservation District; CMWD = Calleguas Municipal Water District; PHWA = Port Hueneme Water 
Agency; ASR = Aquifer Storage and Recharge  
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Table 4.14-1 

Summary Projected Water Supplies 

Projected Water Supplies (AFY)  2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Ground Water – City Produced 14,186 21,186 21,186 21,186 21,186 

Ground Water – Purchased from UWCD 7,329 7,329 7,329 7,329 7,329 

Imported Surface Water – Purchase from CMWD 11,826 11,826 11,826 11,826 11,826 

Recycled Water – City Produced 7,000 14,000 14,000 14,000 14,000 

Total Estimated Water Supplies 40,341 54,341 54,341 54,341 54,341 

Source: Milner-Villa Consulting, Teal Club WSA, 2019  

 
Imported Water 

 
 Metropolitan Water District (MWD) of Southern California. MWD obtains the water that it 
imports from two major sources: the Colorado River and the State Water Project (SWP) 
operated by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR). For planning purposes, 
MWD based the imported water supply projections contained in its 2016 Regional Urban Water 
Management Plan (2016) on the 2015 SWP Reliability Report. 
 
 State Water Project. Oxnard receives imported surface water from the SWP via CMWD. 
The SWP is the largest state-built, multi-purpose water project in the country. The SWP is 
owned by the State of California and operated by the DWR. The primary purpose of the SWP is 
to deliver water to 29 urban and agricultural water suppliers in Northern California, the San 
Francisco Bay Area, the San Joaquin Valley, the Central Coast, and Southern California, 
including 20 million urban users and 750,000 acres of farmland. Of the contracted water supply, 
approximately 70% serves urban users and 30% serves agricultural users.  
 
SWP Reliability. The amount of SWP water delivered to MWD and other SWP contractors in a 
given year depends on a number of factors, including the demand for the supply, amount of 
rainfall, snowpack, runoff, water in storage, pumping capacity from the Delta, and 
legal/regulatory constraints on SWP operation. Water delivery reliability depends on three 
general factors: the availability of water, the ability to convey water to the desired point of 
delivery, and the magnitude of demand for the water. Urban SWP contractors’ requests for 
SWP water, which were low in the early years of the SWP, have been steadily increasing over 
time.  
 
DWR prepares a biennial report titled, "State Water Project Delivery Capability Report." This 
report assists SWP contractors in assessing the reliability of the SWP component of their overall 
supplies. The SWP Capability Report 2017 (January 2018) provides DWR’s estimate of the 
current (2017) and future (2035) water delivery reliability of the SWP. The updated analysis 
shows that the primary component of the annual SWP water deliveries from the Delta 
(commonly referred to as Table A deliveries) will be less under current and future conditions, 
when compared to the preceding 2015 report.  
 
Contractors’ requests for their water entitlements cannot always be met. In some years there are 
shortages and in other years surpluses. It was thought at the time that the SWP was constructed 
that the system could deliver about 50% of its entitlement in a very dry year. In 2019, SWP 
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contractors received 3,145,105 acre-feet (af; 75%) of their SWP Table A allocations; in addition, 
the 2021 SWP Delivery Capability Report states that the distribution of SWP deliveries is similar 
between the 2021 and 2019 Reports, although the 2021 Report has a slightly decreased 
probability of deliveries across all categories (DWR, 2019 2021). Deliveries for the 2012-2016 
period averaged 1,500,000 af (35%) for Table A allocations.  
 
The SWP Reliability Report 2017 (December 2017) provided a projection of DWR’s water 
delivery reliability for current (2017) scenario and future (2033) scenario. The SWP Reliability 
Report 2017 indicated that the SWP, using existing facilities operated under current regulatory 
and operational constraints and future anticipated conditions, and with all contractors 
requesting delivery of their full Table A allocations in most years, could deliver 50% of Table A 
allocations on a long-term average basis. However, in a single dry-year (worst case scenario) 
DWR estimated delivery of an average of only 8% of Table A allocations. In a four-year drought 
scenario, DWR estimated delivery of an average of 16% of Table A allocations.  
 
SWP Water Quantity Challenges. The focal point of SWP supplies is the Bay-Delta; the largest 
estuary on the west coast through which 60% of the freshwater used in the state must pass. In 
recent years, the Delta smelt, winter-run Chinook salmon, spring-run Chinook salmon, and 
splittail, all of which are present in the waters of the Bay-Delta, were added as threatened or 
endangered species under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). Resulting actions taken to 
protect these species and the wider ecosystem of the Bay-Delta have placed additional 
restrictions on SWP operations. 
 
SWP Water Quality Challenges. SWP water is generally of high quality. Total dissolved solids 
(TDS) concentrations range between 250 and 350 milligrams per liter (mg/L). The quality of 
SWP water as a drinking water source is affected by a number of factors, most notably seawater 
intrusion and agricultural drainage from peat soil islands in the Bay-Delta. 
 
The water quality parameters of most concern are total organic carbon (TOC), bromide, and 
salinity. Levels of TOC and bromide in the water increase substantially as it moves through the 
Bay-Delta. These constituents can combine with chemicals used in the water treatment process 
to form disinfection byproducts that are carcinogenic. Treated wastewater discharged from 
cities and towns surrounding the Bay-Delta also add salts and pathogens to the water, which 
affect its suitability for drinking and recycling. Moreover, actions to protect Bay-Delta fisheries 
have exacerbated existing water quality problems by forcing SWP diversions to shift from the 
spring to the fall, when salinity and bromide levels are highest. Closure of the Delta Cross 
Channel gates to protect migrating fish has also degraded the quality of SWP supplies by 
reducing the flow of higher quality Sacramento River water. 
 
 Calleguas Municipal Water District. CMWD purchases SWP water from MWD. MWD 
delivers water to CMWD via the West Valley Feeder, which is either stored in Lake Bard to be 
re-treated before distribution or is fed directly to the Springville Reservoir near Camarillo. The 
water supply projections detailed in CMWD’s 2010 2020 UWMP (CMWD 2021) are based on 
MWD’s SWP supply projections, along with anticipated local supplies (Milner-Villa, 2014). 
Imported water from MWD via Calleguas does support a small portion of agriculture (AG) in 
the Calleguas service area with AG water users primarily located in the Las Posas Valley Basin, 
Pleasant Valley Basin, and the Oxnard Subbasin areas (CMWD 2021). 
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City Imported Water Supply Projections. The City receives SWP water from CMWD’s 
Springville Reservoir through the City’s Oxnard and Del Norte Conduits which feed five of the 
City’s six water blending stations. In 2015, the City purchased approximately 10,612 acre-feet 
(af) of water from CMWD (Milner-Villa, 2019). Of this amount, approximately 700 af were 
distributed directly to the Port Hueneme Water Agency (PHWA) in exchange for an equal 
amount of PHWA local groundwater allocations (Milner-Villa 2019).  
 

Local Supplies. 
 
 Local Basin Overview. Within the Oxnard Forebay Groundwater Basin and the Oxnard 
Plain Groundwater Basin, there are two primary aquifer systems of importance to the City: 
 

● Upper Aquifer System (UAS) – The UAS consists of the semiperched zone, the Oxnard 
Aquifer, and the Mugu Aquifer. 

● Lower Aquifer System (LAS) – The LAS is comprised of the Hueneme, Fox Canyon, and 
Grimes Canyon Aquifers. 

 
The Forebay Basin is an important part of the aquifer system, where the aquifers come together 
and are unconfined. The Forebay Basin is recharged from the Santa Clara River, including water 
that is diverted from the river to UWCD’s spreading basins. The Forebay Basin is hydraulically 
connected to the aquifers in the Oxnard Basin. Thus, the primary recharge to the Oxnard Basin 
is from the underflow from the Forebay Basin, rather than from deep percolation of water from 
surface sources on the Oxnard Plain (Milner-Villa Consulting, 20142019). 
 
For further detailed information about the aquifers in the area, see Appendix J. 
 
 Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency. Groundwater supplies upon which the 
City relies are regulated through FCGMA as a legislatively- created groundwater management 
agency – the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA). The FCGMA has 
jurisdiction over the main groundwater supply aquifers for the City: the Oxnard Forebay and 
the Oxnard Plain Basins. 
 
The FCGMA controls groundwater pumping through an allocation system. Each municipal and 
industrial groundwater user within the FCGMA, including the City, has an established 
groundwater pumping allocation, which the FCGMA monitors. FCGMA policy also allows 
groundwater users to “bank” any unused groundwater allocation in the form of credits. For 
example, if the City limits its groundwater use to less than its annual allocation, it earns a 
conservation credit. These credits may be used to offset any pumping in subsequent years to 
avoid payment of the GMA surcharge. However, Emergency Ordinance E, adopted in April 
2014, states that, "…conservation credits shall not be obtained and may not be used to avoid 
paying surcharges for extractions while this emergency ordinance is in effect.” Emergency 
Ordinance E also imposes additional pumping restrictions within the FCGMA boundary. These 
reductions include an additional 10% on July 1, 2014, additional 5% on January 1, 2015, and 
additional 5% on July 1, 2015. 
 
Furthermore, on October 23, 2019, FCGMA adopted a new ordinance to establish an allocation 
system for the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basins, which was determined to be a 
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necessary step in the transition from FCGMA’s current groundwater management programs to 
sustainable groundwater management under SGMA (FCGMA 2021). As discussed in Section 
4.14.1(a), in accordance with SGMA, FCGMW developed a GSP for the Oxnard Subbasin, which 
was approved by DWR in November 2021 (DWR 2022b). As part of its transition into managing 
groundwater in accordance with SGMA, FCGMA intends to move from a wellhead-based to a 
land-based allocation system; however, implementation of that change is not feasible until such 
time as FCGMA has developed sufficient parcel-based water-use data to allow for effective 
regulation of extractions on that basis (FCGMA 2021). 
 
In addition to its own groundwater allocation, the City holds a water supply contract (the 
Oxnard Hueneme Pipeline Water Supply Contract) with UWCD. Pursuant to this contract, 
UWCD holds FCGMA allocations for the benefit of the City. UWCD exercises this allocation 
when it delivers groundwater to the City from UWCD wells in the Forebay Basin. 
 
Several other features of the FCGMA allocation and credit regulatory program are also 
important to the overall water supply and reliability assessment for the City. First, the FCGMA 
grants the City additional groundwater allocation when the City takes over water service 
responsibility for newly developed lands. For example, when agricultural lands are converted 
to municipal uses (commercial, industrial or residential uses, for example), the City obtains 
additional allocation. When the City takes over service responsibility to property already 
committed to municipal uses, the City takes over the existing allocation and credits previously 
dedicated to those lands. 
 
Along with the regulatory tools described above, the FCGMA also promotes responsible 
groundwater management through the implementation of its Groundwater Management Plan. 
The FCGMA updated its operative Groundwater Management Plan in May 2007.1 Although the 
Management Plan contains a wide variety of programs which will further the FCGMA’s goals 
of preserving the local groundwater basin resources, there are two cornerstone strategies 
articulated in the Plan: a) aggressive development and use of recycled water in lieu of 
groundwater, and b) reducing local groundwater pumping in certain areas that are difficult to 
recharge and are prone to localized over-pumping. Instead, these stressed areas are supplied 
with alternative sources (e.g., recycled water, surface water or groundwater obtained from areas 
easily recharged). In turn, the conservation credits developed from the reduced pumping in the 
stressed areas are transferred for use in and around the Oxnard Forebay Basin because the 
Forebay is easily recharged. 
 
  GREAT Program. Complete implementation of the City’s Groundwater Recovery 
Enhancement and Treatment (GREAT) Program will provide approximately 20,000 acre-feet per 
year (afy) of additional assured water supplies to the City.  
 
The existing Oxnard Wastewater Treatment Plant (OWTP) currently produces approximately 23 
million gallons per day (mgd), or about 25,800 afy, of secondary treated wastewater and 
discharges the effluent to the Pacific Ocean through its ocean outfall. The GREAT Program will 
make beneficial use of up to 90% of treated wastewater resources through advanced treatment 
and subsequent reuse through a number of mechanisms including: 

 
1 The FCGMA Management Plan, May 2007.  A copy of the FCGMA Management Plan is available for review at the City of Oxnard 

Planning and Environmental Services Division located at 214 South C Street Oxnard, California. 
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● Advanced Water Treatment. The City constructed an Advanced Water Purification 
Facility (AWPF) at the existing OWTP, to produce a high quality recycled water product 
which meets State Water Resources Control Board (formerly California Department of 
Public Health (CDPH)) criteria for groundwater recharge, agricultural and municipal 
uses. The AWPF will receive secondary treated effluent from the OWTP and treat it with 
microfiltration, reverse osmosis, and ultraviolet advanced oxidation. The AWPF has a 
production capacity of 6.25 mgd of recycled water. The first phases of the AWPF and the 
Recycled Water Backbone System (RWBS) have been completed.  

 
● Recycled Water Delivery System. The recycled water delivery system will deliver water 

to all of the following: 
 

- Municipal and industrial uses, both existing and new; 
- Agricultural properties; and 
- Groundwater injection for subsequent extraction through aquifer storage and 

recovery wells. 
 
● Groundwater Desalination. Local groundwater contains higher levels of total dissolved 

solids (TDS) than imported water purchased from CMWD. To maintain the current 
water quality provided to City customers, the GREAT Program includes desalters that 
remove dissolved minerals from pumped local groundwater. This allows the City to 
increase the overall percentage of groundwater compared to imported water in its 
potable water supplies. The GREAT Desalter was constructed in 2007 to 2008 and began 
operation in 2009. The GREAT Desalter includes low pressure reverse osmosis units 
with 6.25 mgd capacity. Three newer wells currently pump water from the poor quality 
Oxnard Aquifer and feed the Desalter (Oxnard UWMP, 2015City of Oxnard 2016). 

 
● Concentrate Collection System. Although not yet constructed, the concentrate collection 

system would divert some portion of the highly degraded water entering the OWTP. 
Instead, this waste stream would bypass the treatment system and be disposed directly 
through the City’s ocean outfall. This system would improve the efficiency of operation 
of both the OWTP and the AWPF.  

 
In June 2013, the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency passed Resolution No. 2013-
02 which outlined conditions for the City of Oxnard to utilize recycled water to create a new 
category of groundwater pumping credit. The FCGMA approved the City to accrue up to 5,200 
AFY of “Recycled Water Pumping Allocation” (RWPA). The City can accrue one acre-foot of 
RWPA for each acre-foot of recycled water use that results in one acre-foot decrease in 
groundwater pumping by recycled water users. The FCGMA Resolution identified specific 
conditions for the City to accrue the RWPA. In addition, the FCGMA Resolution states that the 
City can extract up to 8,000 AFY of RWPA. Required monitoring and reporting conditions are 
included in the Resolution. 
 

Recycled Water. The City's recycled water system obtains source water from the City's 
OWTP. The OWTP is a secondary treatment plant located at 6001 S. Perkins Road in the City of 
Oxnard. All treated effluent is currently discharged to the Pacific Ocean (Millner-Villa 
Consulting, 2019). The OWTP has an average dry weather flow (ADWF) design capacity of 31.7 
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mgd (35,500 afy) with provision for an ultimate ADWF design capacity of 39.7 mgd (44,500 afy). 
Current flow to the OWTP is 23 mgd (25,800 afy). 
 
The City is working on completing recycled water agreements (agriculture, commercial, and 
municipal), recycled water retrofits (retrofits for existing customers to allow dual plumbing; use 
of potable and or recycled water), recycled water storage, power backup at the AWPF, and 
additional recycled water distribution pipelines. The first phase of the AWPF and the Recycled 
Water Backbone System (RWBS) have been completed. In 2015, the City sold approximately 605 
AFY of recycled water for golf course irrigation. Future expansions of the AWPF and the 
Recycled Water System will be developed when funding becomes available. Recycled water will 
be a key component of the City’s future water supply strategy. 
 
The City plans to implement an aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) program. This proposed 
program would include construction of new wells to inject up to 6,000 acre-feet per year of high 
quality recycled water into local aquifers. The recycled water would meet all requirements of 
the California indirect potable reuse regulations. The City would then extract and treat the 
water at existing City facilities in times of high potable water demand.  In addition, the City 
plans to implement a direct potable reuse program starting in 2025, whereby up to 5,000 AFY 
(by 2040) of high-quality recycled water is mixed with potable water within the distribution 
system. 
 
 United Water Conservation District. UWCD manages groundwater and delivers water 
to cities and agriculture within an area of approximately 330 square miles within Ventura 
County. 
 
UWCD diverts Santa Clara River water at the Vern Freeman Diversion Dam southeast of 
Saticoy and delivers a portion of the water to the Saticoy and El Rio Spreading Grounds and to 
agricultural users on the Oxnard Plain. Water percolated in these spreading basins recharges 
the Forebay Basin and the Oxnard Plain Basin. Eleven UWCD wells are then used to extract the 
water and deliver it to customers along the O-H Pipeline. Of the eleven wells, three extract 
water from the LAS, and eight extract water from the UAS. Water extracted by these wells is 
delivered to the El Rio Pumping Station, disinfected, and pumped to customers through the O-
H Pipeline.  
 
UWCD currently provides 29% (7,344 afy in 2015) of the City’s water supply (City of Oxnard 
2016). Table 4.14-1 indicates that the City has purchased approximately 7,344 afy from UWCD 
in 2015. This arrangement has been in place since 1954, and was formalized in the 1996 Water 
Supply Agreement for Delivery of Water through the Oxnard-Hueneme Pipeline. UWCD holds 
a pumping sub-allocation for all users of the O-H Pipeline, which includes the City, PHWA, and 
a number of small mutual water companies.  
 
UWCD also maintains FCGMA groundwater credit subaccounts for each of its contractors, 
including the City. As of December 31, 2010 the City had a balance of 10,863 af of credit 
available through the UWCD sub-allocation. See subsection 4.14.1(a)(ii)(B) as to the status of 
these credits at this time. 
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Table 4.14-1 indicates that the City anticipates having nearly 40,34128,819 afy of available water 
supplies in 20250, with available water supplies increasing to nearly 54,34133,349 afy by 2045 
(City of Oxnard 2021)0. The City anticipates purchasing decreasing amounts 7,329 afy of 
groundwater from UWCD each year during this period, from 8,332 af infor the period 20250 to 
5,241 af in 20450 (City of Oxnard 2021). 
 

City Groundwater. Local groundwater is generally extracted from the aquifers of the 
Oxnard Plain Groundwater Basin. The City’s baseline groundwater pumping allocation is 936 
afy. The historical groundwater pumping allocation is approximately 8,146 afy, after 2010 when 
the FCGMA 25% reduction was fully realized (Milner-Villa Consulting, 2019City of Oxnard 
2016).2 
 
In addition to the City’s baseline groundwater pumping allocation, in 2009 the City participated 
in the Good Deed Credit Trust Program. As part of that program the City helped UWCD 
purchase an additional recharge basin known as the Ferro Pit. In return, UWCD provided a 
one-time transfer of 11,000 af of Good Deed Credit Trust groundwater allocation to the City. 
The Good Deed Credit Trust Program provides an additional 1,000 afy of allocation to the City 
through 2019 (Milner-Villa 2019). 
 
The City also participates in the 2002 Three Party Agreement Water Supply Agreement, which 
includes the City, CMWD, and PHWA. The Agreement is valid until 2036 and states that 
PHWA can transfer allocation or credits to the City. The City obtains an annual transfer of 700 
afy of FCGMA credits from PHWA via this Agreement. These credits result from reduction in 
pumping of PHWA member agency wells as a result of the operation of PHWA’s Brackish 
Water Reclamation Demonstration Facility (Milner-Villa 2019).  
 
After the City extracts groundwater, the water is mixed (blended) with imported water or 
desalted water at the City's blending stations. Groundwater pumping capacity is a function of 
aquifer condition as well as the condition of the well, pumping equipment, and groundwater 
levels. Table 4.14-1 indicates that City wells provided 26% (7,442 afy) of the City’s water supply 
in 2010. The City has produced an average of approximately 6,732 afy over the period 2006 to 
2010 (Milner-Villa Consulting, 20142019). The City anticipates pumping between approximately 
9,100 4,166 afy (in 2040) and 6,754 afy (in 2025) to 10,800 afy of groundwater for the period 2015 
between 2025 and 2045to 2035, based on information from the City’s current (2020) UWMP (see 
Table 4.14-1). 
  

Projected Citywide Water Demand. Table 4.14-2 shows the estimated water demand 
projection for the City through the year 20450. These estimates were developed by the City 
Planning Division and used to update and supplement information included in the 2010inform 
the 2020 UWMP water demand projections. 
 

Table 4.14-2 
Current and Projected City Water Demand (afy) 

 20151 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Total Demand 26,028 39,664 48,054 49,445 50,835 52,225 

 
2 These figures do not take into account allocations for properties with private wells that develop and convert to City water. 
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Table 4.14-2 
Current and Projected City Water Demand (afy) 

 20151 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Source: Milner-Villa Consulting, Teal Club WSA, 2019 

1 2015 demand represents actual consumption, 2020-2040 data projected based on the CIty’s 2015 UWMP 

 
Table 4.14-2 

Current1 and Projected2 City Water Demand (afy) 

 20151 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Total Demand 26,028 25,885 28,819 30,181 31,524 32,874 33,349 

Source: Milner-Villa Consulting, Teal Club WSA, 2019 

1 2015 and 2020 demands represent actual consumption (City of Oxnard 2016; City of Oxnard 2021) 
2 2025-2045 data projected based on the City’s 2020 UWMP (City of Oxnard 202, see Table 4-3: DWR 4-2R Projected 
Demands for Water) 

 
Projected Water Supply Balance. Tables 4.14-3 through 4.14-5 provide a comparison of 

the water supply and demands for a normal, single dry, and multiple dry water years as 
provided in the WSA City’s 2020 UWMP. They show that for all water years from 2015 – 2040 
the City’s supplies are sufficient to meet projected demand. It should also be noted that 
estimates of water demand are highly conservative and include a contingency factor. The City 
utilized SWP delivery estimates for future SWP water supply reliability based on best available 
data from DWR, MWD, and CMWD.  
 

Table 4.14-3 
Projected Supply and Demand Comparison – Normal Year 

 

 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Total Estimated Supplies 40,341 54,341 54,341 54,341 54,341 

Total Estimated Demand  39,664 48,054 49,445 50,835 52,225 

Difference = Supply - Demand 677 6,287 4,287 3,506 2,116 

Source: Milner-Villa Consulting, Teal Club WSA, 2019 

 

Table 4.14-3 
Projected Supply and Demand Comparison – Normal Year 

 

 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Total Estimated Supplies 28,819 30,181 31,524 32,874 33,349 

Total Estimated Demand  28,819 30,181 31,524 32,874 33,349 

Difference = Supply - Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: City of Oxnard 2021 (UWMP Table 7-4: DWR 7-2R Normal Year Supply and Demand Comparison)  

 
Table 4.14-4 

Projected Supply and Demand Comparison – Single Dry Year 
 

 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Total Estimated Supplies 29,247 52,867 52,867 52,867 52,867 

Total Estimated Demand with Conservation 34,213 36,667 37,146 37,446 38,782 

Difference = Supply - Demand 9,785 12,442 12,384 12,029 9,938 

Source: Milner-Villa Consulting, Teal Club WSA, 2019 
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Table 4.14-4 

Projected Supply and Demand Comparison – Single Dry Year 
 

 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Total Estimated Supplies 30,055 31,475 32,876 34,284 34,779 

Total Estimated Demand with Conservation 30,055 31,475 32,876 34,284 34,779 

Difference = Supply - Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

Source: City of Oxnard 2021 (UWMP Table 7-5: DWR 7-3R Single Dry Year Supply and Demand Comparison 

 
 

Table 4.14-5 
Projected Supply and Demand Comparison – Multiple Dry-Years 

 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Year 1 Total Estimated Supplies 38,756 52,206 52,206 52,206 52,206 

Year 1 Total Estimated Demand 39,664 48,054 49,445 50,835 52,225 

Year 1 Difference = Supply – Demand  (908) 4,152 2,761 1,371  (19) 

Year 2 Total Estimated Supplies 38,426 51,762 51,762 51,762 51,762 

Year 2 Total Estimated Demand 39,664 48,054 49,445 50,835 52,225 

Year 2 Difference = Supply – Demand   (1,238) 3,708 2,317 927  (463) 

Year 3 Total Estimated Supplies 36,383 49,009 49,009 49,009 49,009 

Year 3 Total Estimated Demand  39,664 48,054 49,445 50,835 52,225 

Year 3 Difference = Supply – Demand  (3,281) 955  (436)  (1,826)  (3,216) 

Source: Milner-Villa Consulting, Teal Club WSA, 2019 
( ) denotes subtraction 
 

 
Table 4.14-5 

Projected Supply and Demand Comparison – Multiple Dry-Years 

 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Year 1 Total Estimated Supplies 30,055 31,475 32,876 34,284 34,779 

Year 1 Total Estimated Demand 30,055 31,475 32,876 34,284 34,779 

Year 1 Difference = Supply – Demand  0 0 0 0  0 

Year 2 Total Estimated Supplies 28,311 29,533 30,837 31,978 0 

Year 2 Total Estimated Demand 28,311 29,533 30,837 31,978 0 

Year 2 Difference = Supply – Demand   0 0 0 0  0 

Year 3 Total Estimated Supplies 25,830 26,954 28,135 29,014 0 

Year 3 Total Estimated Demand  25,830 26,954 28,135 29,014 0 

Year 3 Difference = Supply – Demand  0 0  0  0  0 

Source: City of Oxnard 2021 (UWMP Table 7-6: DWR 7-4R Multiple Dry Years Supply and Demand Comparison) 
 
 

 
The projections in Table 4.14-3 through 4.14-5 are different than those provided in the 2019 
WSA included as Appendix J, which relied on information from the City’s 2015 UWMP. The 
updated 2020 UWMP contains new information and supply projections that include 
consideration to water supply projects such as ASR and water wheeling, which provide stability 
during drought periods that historically have resulted in greater fluctuations in supply 
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availability. By developing a diverse water supply portfolio, such as described in the 2020 
UWMP (City of Oxnard 2021), supply and demand can be maintained in more balanced 
conditions. In addition, the effects of SGMA management on groundwater basin stability, 
including implementation of the GSP for the Oxnard Subbasin (FCGMA 2019), further support 
balanced supply and demand conditions, and supply reliability even during drought periods. 
 
Water Transmission and Distribution Infrastructure. The City's water transmission and 
distribution system consists of a wide variety of pipe types and sizes; asbestos cement pipe 
(ACP), polyvinyl chloride (PVC) pipe, and cast iron pipe (CIP) are the most common. 
 
Pipelines in the vicinity of the project area include 16-inch and 20-inch pipelines along the 
eastern boundary of the project area under Ventura Road, a 12-inch pipeline along the southern 
boundary of the project area under Teal Club Road, and a 12-inch pipeline along the northern 
boundary of the project area under Doris Avenue.  
 
The primary sources of water for the TCSP would be Blending Station Nos. 1 and 3, located 
approximately 1 mile to the southeast and 3 miles to the northeast of the project area, 
respectively. These two blending stations combine water from City groundwater wells, CMWD, 
UWCD, and groundwater treated at the City’s GREAT Desalter facility. 
 
The City takes delivery of water from CMWD via the Springville Reservoir through the City’s 
Oxnard and Del Norte Conduits. These connections have a total rated flow capacity of 50 cfs 
under normal operating conditions, which equals approximately 22,500 gallons per minute 
(gpm) or 36,200 afy if run continuously at maximum capacity. There are no deficiencies in the 
CMWD or City water distribution systems that would limit the availability of water supplies to 
serve the TCSP. 
  

b. Wastewater. The Wastewater Section of the City Public Works Department owns, 
operates, and maintains wastewater collection and treatment infrastructure in the City, 
including over 300 miles of sewer pipelines and 16 wastewater pumping stations. The collection 
system conveys flow to the OWTP. The majority of the flow in the system is conveyed through 
the Ventura Road, Rose Avenue, Redwood, Western, Central, and Eastern trunk sewers. The 
OWTP has a current capacity of 31.7 mgd with average daily flows of approximately 23 mgd.  
 
The project area is served by the 21-inch Western Trunk Sewer that flows south along Patterson 
Road then west along Teal Club Road, and by the 42-inch Redwood Trunk Sewer that flows 
south along Ventura Road (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2007). The Redwood Trunk Sewer was 
designed to relieve the former Ventura Trunk Sewer and to open up capacity along the Central 
Trunk Sewer. It was also designed to accept flows from future growth as projected under full 
buildout of the 2030 General Plan. The Redwood Trunk Sewer is currently operating below 
capacity. The Western Trunk Sewer is currently operating near design capacity (Kennedy/Jenks 
Consultants, 2007). 
 
 c. Solid Waste Disposal. The City of Oxnard provides solid waste collection and 
recycling service to residences and businesses within the City. Solid waste collected in Oxnard 
is taken to the City-owned and operated Del Norte Regional Recycling and Transfer Station, a 
material recovery and waste transfer facility (MRF) located at the corner of Sturgis Road and 
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Del Norte Road. Recoverable materials are removed from the waste stream at the MRF for 
recycling. Typical recyclable materials include aluminum, glass, paper, metals, plastics, wood, 
and yard waste. The MRF also accepts some appliances (e.g. refrigerators and air conditioners) 
and tires. The permitted capacity of the MRF is 2,779 tons per day (CalRecycle, 2014). 
 
Solid waste that cannot be recycled is taken to either the Toland Road Landfill east of Santa 
Paula or the Simi Valley Landfill. The Toland Road Landfill, a Class II municipal landfill 
operated by the Ventura County Sanitation District, has a permitted capacity of 1,500 tons of 
solid waste per day. The landfill's projected closure date is 2027 (CalRecycle, 2016). The Ventura 
Regional Sanitation District, which operates the Toland Road Landfill, is proposing changes to 
the landfill operations to remove the 15,000 tons per day maximum permitted disposal rate and 
replace it with a condition that allows a maximum daily tonnage to be based on the capacity of 
15 heavy truck trips per day as well as remove the 2027 closure date. These changes have not 
yet been approved The Simi Valley Landfill is a private facility operated by Waste Management, 
Inc. with a daily capacity of 9,250 tons of solid waste. The projected closure date for the Simi 
Valley Landfill is January 31, 2052. 
 
The City's Environmental Resources Division runs the City's Waste Reduction and Education 
programs, which are designed to achieve the State-mandated waste diversion goals. Waste 
diversion programs include both residential and business recycling programs, tailored to meet 
the needs of individual customers. In 2019, the maximum allowable per capita disposal was 11.2 
pounds per person per day. Oxnard’s disposal was calculated as 9.2 pounds/person/day. 
Therefore, the City exceeds State diversion requirements.  
 
 d. Storm Water. The Preliminary Drainage Report for the proposed TCSP (RBF 
Consulting, 2007), which is included in Appendix G, describes the existing terrain of the TCSP 
area as generally flat with a very gradual slope towards the southwest corner of the site. Runoff 
flow patterns are defined by the layout of the several separate farm fields and the general slope 
to the southwest. Under existing conditions, surface drainage in the TCSP area flows along the 
plowed row crops to shallow unlined drainage ditches. Flows are then conveyed under onsite 
unpaved access roads by small diameter culverts of various sizes and materials. The cumulative 
site drainage is directed toward a 24” arched corrugated metal pipe culvert under Patterson 
Road at the southwest corner of the site. This culvert outlets into an open unlined drainage 
ditch, which runs west to Victoria Avenue along the north side of Teal Club Road. 
 

e. Electricity and Natural Gas. The Southern California Gas Company (SCG) provides 
natural gas service to the project area. SCG’s service territory encompasses approximately 
20,000 square miles from Visalia and San Luis Obispo to the Mexican border. SCG provides 
natural gas to 20.9 million customers in this area through 5.8 million meters (Southern 
California Gas Company, 2012). The availability of natural gas service is based upon conditions 
of gas supply and regulatory agencies.  
 
Southern California Edison (SCE) provides electrical service throughout Southern California, 
including the Oxnard area. SCE maintains a large network of transmission and distribution 
infrastructure throughout the area in order to provide electrical power and service to its 
customers. On an average day SCE provides power to nearly 14 million people in a 50,000 
square-mile service area encompassing 11 counties in central, coastal and Southern California. It 
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also provides power to commercial, industrial and nonprofit customers, including 5,000 large 
businesses and 280,000 small businesses. SCE delivers this power, through 16 utility 
interconnections, 4,990 transmission and distribution circuits, 425 transmission and distribution 
crews, and more than 15,500 employees (Southern California Edison, 2012).  
 

f. Regulatory Setting.  
 

 Water Supply. The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes regulatory requirements 
for potable water supplies including raw and treated water quality criteria. Oxnard is required 
to monitor water quality and conform to the regulatory requirements of the CWA. 
The federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) establishes standards for contaminants in 
drinking water supplies. Maximum contaminant levels and treatment techniques are 
established for each of the contaminants. The listed contaminants include metals, nitrates, 
asbestos, total dissolved solids, and microbes. 
 
California enacted its own Safe Water Drinking Act in 1976. The California State Water 
Resources Board, Division of Drinking Water (DDW) has been granted primary enforcement 
responsibility for the SWDA. Title 22 of the California Administrative Code stipulates drinking 
water quality and monitoring standards. These standards are equal to or more stringent than 
federal standards. 
 
Senate Bill 610 (Costa) was signed into law in 2001. This law requires cities and countieswater 
supply providers to develop water supply assessmentsa WSA when considering approval of 
applicable development projects in order to determine whether projected water supplies can 
meet the project’s anticipated water demand. Since the proposed project involves the 
development of 990 residential units and approximately 60,000 square feet of retail, mixed use 
and office space, and approximately 132,000 square feet of business park space, it required the 
preparation of a water supply assessmentWSA. As detailed in the introduction to this section, 
the WSA prepared for the proposed project, which is included as Appendix J to this EIR, was 
informed by data and documents that have since been updated. Therefore, this section is 
informed by updated water supply availability and reliability projections contained in the 
City’s 2020 UWMP (City of Oxnard 2021), and the Oxnard Subbasin GSP (FCGMA 2019), rather 
than data in the WSA, as applicable. The WSA in Appendix J still satisfies the requirements of 
Senate Bill 610 by assessing water supply availability and reliability over a 20-year projection; 
the purpose of incorporating new data herein is to provide the most thorough analysis possible. 
 
The State Water Board adopted an emergency mandatory urban water conservation regulation 
(Resolution No. 2015-0032) on May 5, 2015. Under the adopted regulation, the City of Oxnard is 
required to cut its water usage by 12%. The provisions of the emergency regulation went into 
effect on May 15, 2015. 
 
The FCGMA has established a series of water management policies and programs that are 
intended to protect the long-term integrity and reliability of the local groundwater resources 
within its jurisdiction. The primary FCGMA regulatory tool is Ordinance 8.1.3 In meeting its 

 
3 A copy of the FCGMA Ordinance 8.1 is available for review at the City of Oxnard Planning and Environmental Services Division 

located at 214 South C Street Oxnard, California. 
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goals in managing the local groundwater basins, the FCGMA has also adopted several 
resolutions and recently updated its Groundwater Management Plan. 
 
The FCGMA’s primary groundwater preservation program is embodied in its comprehensive 
ordinance code, requiring: a) all groundwater wells to be registered with the agency, b) all 
groundwater use to be reported to the agency, and c) limits on the amount of groundwater that 
may be pumped from within the agency’s jurisdiction without the payment of a pumping 
surcharge (financial payment currently set at $725 per acre foot).4  FCGMA has prepared 
Groundwater Sustainability Plansa GSP for the Oxnard Subbasin, Please. Pleasant Valley Basin, 
and the Los Poasas Valley Basin. The 2019 GSP for the Oxnard Subbasin is used to inform this 
analysis as applicable. 
 
As noted previously, Emergency Ordinance E requires additional pumping restrictions within 
the FCGMA boundary and currently restricts the use of groundwater conservation credits. 
 
Pursuant to the Urban Water Management Planning Act (California Water Code §§ 10610 - 
10656) urban water suppliers having more than 3,000 service connections or water use of more 
than 3,000 acre-feet per year (af/yr) for retail or wholesale uses are required to submit an Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP) every five years to the California Department of Water 
Resources (DWR). The Water Conservation Act of 2009 (often referred to as SBX7-7) requires 
increased emphasis on water demand management and requires the state to achieve a 20% 
reduction in urban per capita water use by December 31, 2020. Retail urban water suppliers are 
required to report baseline and compliance data in their UWMPs in accordance with the 
requirements of SBX7-7. UWMPs are prepared by California's urban water suppliers to support 
their long-term resource planning and to ensure that reliable and adequate water supplies are 
available to meet existing and future water demands over a 20-year planning horizon during 
normal, single-dry and multiple-dry year periods. The City of Oxnard’s most recent UWMPW 
is the 2015 2020 UWMP, adopted in 202116 (City of Oxnard 2021).  
 
In 2018, AB 1668 and SB 606 were enacted and lay out a new long-term water conservation 
framework for California. Programs and initiatives are organized around four primary goals: 
(1) Use water more wisely, (2) Eliminate water waste, (3) Strengthen local drought resilience, 
and, (4) Improve agricultural water use efficiency and drought planning. This legislation 
applies to the actions of DWR, the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), 
and water suppliers. It does not set any standards or rules for individual use (DWR 2020).  
 
Articles VIII, Water Waste, and IX, Water Conservation and Water Shortage Response 
Procedures, of the Oxnard City Code, approved by the City establish permanent water 
conservation standards to maximize water use efficiency for non-shortage conditions and 
provide response actions implemented during water shortage conditions.  
 
As defined in the Oxnard City Code, during a declared water shortage condition the water 
sources available to the City will be put to the maximum beneficial use to the greatest extent 
possible. Priorities for use of available water, based on California Water Code, include the 
following: 

 
4 See Ordinance 8.1 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/
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● Health and Safety: Interior residential, sanitation and fire protection; 
● Commercial, Industrial, and Governmental: Maintain jobs and economic base; 
● Existing Landscaping: Especially trees and shrubs; and 
● New Demand: Projects with permits when shortage declared. 

 
The waste or unreasonable use of water will be prevented, and water supplies available will be 
conserved for public welfare in the interests of City residents. The primary purpose of Article IX 
of the Oxnard City Code is to provide response actions for use during water shortages, 
including procedures that will significantly reduce the consumption of City water over an 
extended period of time. The aim is to extend the water available to City residents while 
reducing the hardship on the City and the general public to the greatest extent possible.  
 
As per Article IX of the Oxnard City Code, after determining the severity of the water shortage 
emergency, the City Council will establish, by resolution, water conservation goals by stages. 
Immediately after adoption of a City Council resolution declaring the water conservation goals, 
water allocations will be in effect and customers will be prohibited from using water in excess 
of their allocation. Each customer will be solely responsible for managing his/her water uses in 
such a manner as to not exceed the amount of water allocated. Percentage reduction stages and 
goals will be in effect with the first full billing period commencing on or after the effective date 
of the City Council resolution adopting a water shortage plan. During a water shortage 
emergency, the City Manager will take specific actions in response to the failure of any 
customer to comply with established water use restrictions. 
 
On July 29, 2014, the Oxnard City Council declared a Stage Two drought. This action prohibits 
and imposes a range of water conservation measures that are designed to reduce consumption 
of potable water in a variety of uses. Residents, commercial establishments, municipal and 
schools are required to implement the following water conservation measures: 
  

● The use of running water from a hose, pipe, or faucet to clean buildings, pavement, tile, 
wood, plastic, driveways, parking lots, and other paved surfaces, is prohibited, except 
for compelling public health and safety reasons. If allowed, a hose with a positive shut-
off nozzle must be used; 

● All restaurants that provide table service shall post, in a conspicuous place, a notice of 
water shortage conditions and shall refrain from serving water except upon specific 
request by a customer; 

● Use of potable water to fill or refill recreational or ornamental lakes, ponds or fountains 
is prohibited; 

● Operators of hotels, motels, and other commercial establishments offering lodgings shall 
post in each room a notice of water shortage conditions, encouraging water conservation 
practices; 

● Any use of water that causes runoff to occur beyond the immediate vicinity of use is 
prohibited; 

● Watering of lawns, ornamental turf, trees, shrubs, vegetation, landscape and other 
outside irrigation is prohibited except between 4:00 p.m. and 9:00 a.m. or 6:00 p.m. and 
9:00 a.m. during daylight saving, no more than twice a week. Use of a hand held hose 
with positive shut-off nozzle, bucket, or micro irrigation systems/equipment is 
encouraged; 
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● Irrigation is permitted for ground cover for fire protection purposes and erosion control; 
● Boats and vehicles shall be washed only at commercial wash facilities that recycle their 

wash water, or by use of a bucket and hose equipped with a self-closing valve that 
requires operator pressure to activate the flow of water, or by mobile high pressure/low 
volume professional services; 

● Watering to maintain the level of water in swimming pools shall occur only when 
necessary. A pool cover shall be used to conserve water when the pool is not in use. 
Draining of pools or refilling shall be done only for health or safety reasons; 

● Irrigation of parks, school ground areas, and road median landscaping will not be 
permitted more than twice a week and only if necessary. 

 
On January 15, 2008, the City Council adopted a policy that ensures mitigation measures are 
imposed as part of approval of new development so that the associated demand remains 
consistent with available supplies. This policy ensures that development approval will take 
place at the pace anticipated in the 2010 UWMP so that the growth in water demand does not 
exceed available supply. The net result of this policy is that project approvals include conditions 
that: a) control the pace of construction of any given project (and thus the pace at which water 
demand increases); b) allow participation in the contribution toward the development of 
additional water supplies that offsets the demand associated with the project; or c) suspend 
project approval until sufficient supplies are available to support the anticipated project 
demand.  
 
Additionally, the Oxnard City Council established a water demand “neutrality” policy. All new 
development approved within the City must offset the water demand associated with the 
project with a supplemental water supply. New development includes all planned (anticipated 
in the 2030 General Plan) and any unplanned future development occurring in the City. Under 
the policy, a development can be water neutral by meeting its projected demand through one or 
more of the following:  
 

● Transfer of existing FCGMA groundwater allocations to the City; 
● Contributing to increased efficiency by funding City water conservation programs; 
● Funding recycled water retrofit projects; or 
● Providing additional water supplies. 

 
 Wastewater. As authorized by the Clean Water Act, the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit program controls water pollution by regulating point 
sources that discharge pollutants into waters of the United States. NPDES permits are required 
for operators of industrial facilities, including wastewater treatment plants. 
 
 Solid Waste. The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939), 
required each city or county’s source reduction and recycling element to include an 
implementation schedule showing that a city or county must divert 50% of solid waste from 
landfill disposal or transformation on and after January 1, 2000. SB 1016, passed in 2008, now 
requires the 50% diversion requirement to be calculated in a per capita disposal rate equivalent.  
AB 341 set a new statewide diversion goal of 75 percent by 2020 and requires that any 
organization generating four (4) or more cubic yards of waste a week, or multi-family 
residences of five (5) or more units, engage in recycling services (effective July 1, 2012). 
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AB 827 requires a business subject to either AB 341 or AB 1826, and that provides customers 
access to the business, to provide customers with a recycling bin or container for that waste 
stream that is visible, easily accessible, adjacent to each bin or container for trash other than that 
recyclable waste stream, except in restrooms, and clearly marked with educational signage, as 
specified. Full-service restaurants, as defined, are exempted from its requirements, as specified 
(effective July 1, 2020). 
 
AB 1327 requires commercial or multifamily developments of 5 units or more to include 
adequate, accessible and convenient areas for collecting and loading recyclable materials. 
SB 1383 establishes targets to achieve a 50 percent reduction in the level of the statewide 
disposal of organic waste from the 2014 level by 2020 and a 75 percent reduction by 2025. It 
establishes an additional target that not less than 20 percent of currently disposed edible food is 
recovered for human consumption by 2025 (effective January 1, 2020). 
 
AB 1826 requires that any organization generating two (2) or more cubic yards of waste on a 
weekly basis (as of January 1, 2020), or multi-family residences of five (5) or more units, to 
engage in organic recycling services (effective April 1, 2016). 
 
 Electricity and Natural Gas. As public utilities, SCG and SCE are under the jurisdiction 
of the California Public Utilities Commission. According to California Public Utilities Code 
Section 451, public utilities have an obligation to serve the public and are required by law to 
“furnish and maintain…service as necessary to promote the safety, health, comfort, and 
convenience of its patrons, employees, and the public.” As a result, utility providers are 
required by law to provide service to any member of the public living within the utility’s 
service area who has applied for service and is willing to pay for the service and comply with 
the utility’s rules and regulations. 
 
 City of Oxnard. The following Implementation Measures related to utilities are included 
in the Oxnard 2030 General Plan. 
 

CD 7-10  Urban Village Infrastructure Master Plans. Require an Urban Village 
Infrastructure Master Plan as part of any urban village specific plan. This plan 
shall provide the detailed plan for infrastructure improvements, phasing and 
financing. 

 
ICS 1-2 Development Impacts to Existing Infrastructure. Review development proposals 

for their impacts on infrastructure (e.g., sewer, water, fire stations, libraries, 
streets) and require appropriate mitigation measures to ensure that proposed 
developments do not create substantial adverse impacts on existing 
infrastructure and that the necessary infrastructure will be in place to support 
the development. 

ICS 1-4 Infrastructure Conditions of Approval. New development should not be approved 
unless: 
● The applicant demonstrates adequate public services and facilities are 

available; 
● Infrastructure improvements incorporate a range of feasible measures that 

can be implemented to reduce all public safety and/or environmental impacts 
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associated with the construction, operation, or maintenance of any required 
improvement; 

● Infrastructure improvements are consistent with City infrastructure master 
plans; and 

● Required infrastructure needed for future new development is self-funded. 
 
ICS 11-12 Water for Irrigation. Require the use of non-potable water supplies for irrigation 

of landscape and agriculture, whenever available. 
 
In addition, the City’s water demand neutrality policy would apply to the proposed TCSP, as 
referenced in subsection 4.4.1.a(vi). 
 

4.14.2 Environmental Impact Analysis 
 

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds. The analysis of impacts to utilities 
involved: (1) Incorporation of the findings of the Milner-Villa Consultants, Water Supply 
Assessment Teal Club Plan Project, prepared in August 2019; (2) Incorporation of the findings of 
City of Oxnard and Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Teal Club Development Infrastructure Review – 
Evaluation of Potable Water Facilities, Evaluation of Wastewater Facilities and Evaluation of Recycled 
Water Facilities, prepared in May 2007 and the Jensen Design and Survey, Inc., Teal Club Specific 
Plan Sewer Study, prepared in January 2014 ; and (3) review of relevant documents, including 
the City of Oxnard official website, Water System Master Plan, 2030 General Plan, and Teal 
Club Specific Plan. Solid waste generation was based on land use/generation rates available 
from the California Integrated Waste Management Board.  Impacts were evaluated based upon 
the City’s 2017 CEQA Thresholds. 
 
Impacts to utilities are considered significant if the project would: 
 
1. Require additional wastewater conveyance or treatment capacity to serve project demand and 

existing commitments;  
2. Require new or expanded water supply entitlements to serve the project that are not 

anticipated in the current Urban Water Management Plan; 
3. Generate solid waste that would exceed the permitted capacity of a landfill serving the City;  
4. Not comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste; 
5. Involve wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy during project 

construction, operation, maintenance, and/or removal; 
6. Require additional energy facilities, the provision of which may have a significant effect on 

the environment;  
7. Inconsistent with existing energy standards; or 
8. Preempt future energy development or future energy conservation, or inhibit the future use 

or renewable energy or energy storage. 
 
The proposed Development Agreement that is part of the project would provide the 
framework for financial commitments paid to the City and would not change the 
physical elements of the project or result in physical environmental effects. 
 

b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Table 4.14-6 lists the thresholds under 
consideration in the utilities and energy analysis and whether the impact was found to be 
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significant and unavoidable (Class I), significant but mitigable (Class II), less than significant 
(Class III), or beneficial (Class IV).  
 

Table 4.14-6 
Summary of Traffic Utilities and Energy Conclusions 

Would the project: 

Significant 
and 

Unavoidable 
(Class I) 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 
(Class II) 

Less than 
Significant 
(Class III) 

Beneficial 
(Class IV) 

1. Require additional wastewater conveyance or 
treatment capacity to serve project demand and 
existing commitments? 

  X  

2. Require new or expanded water supply 
entitlements to serve the project that are not 
anticipated in the current Urban Water Management 
Plan;? 

 X   

3. Generate solid waste that would exceed the 
permitted capacity of a landfill serving the City?  

  X  

4. Not comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

  X  

5. Involve wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy during project construction, 
operation, maintenance, and/or removal? 

  X  

6. Require additional energy facilities, the provision 
of which may have a significant effect on the 
environment?  

  X  

7. Inconsistent with existing energy standards?   X  

8. Preempt future energy development or future 
energy conservation, or inhibit the future use or 
renewable energy or energy storage? 

  X  

 
 
Impact UTL-1 The proposed TCSP would generate an estimated 235,140 

gallons of wastewater per day, which would flow to the 
Oxnard Wastewater Treatment Plant. The local treatment plant 
would have sufficient capacity to treat this increase in 
wastewater and local conveyance infrastructure would have 
sufficient capacity to convey flows from the site. Therefore, 
this impact is considered Class III, less than significant. 

 
 Wastewater Treatment. This analysis is based in part on the Teal Club Development 
Infrastructure Review, which was completed by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants in May 2007 (see 
Appendix K). Table 4.14-7 shows estimated wastewater flows generated by buildout of the 
TCSP based on its proposed land uses. Peak wet weather wastewater flow would be 368 gpm 
and peak dry weather wastewater flow would be 295 gpm. Wastewater flows would average 
235,140 gallons per day (gpd) or about 0.23 mgd. 
 
As discussed in subsection 4.14.1b, OWTP has a current capacity of 31.7 mgd with average daily 
flows of approximately 23.0 mgd. Thus, there is a current surplus capacity of approximately 8.7 
mgd. The estimated 0.23 mgd of wastewater generated by buildout of the TCSP would account 
for approximately 2.7% of the OWTP’s surplus capacity. Therefore, there would be sufficient 
capacity to accommodate the flows from full buildout of the TCSP. The OWTP treats 
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wastewater in compliance with Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements. All 
wastewater from the TCSP would be treated so as to meet or exceed these requirements. 
 

Table 4.14-7 
Project Generated Wastewater Flows 

 

Land Use Acreage 

Wastewater 
Duty Factor 

(gpad) 

Wastewater 
Flow 
(gpd) 

Wastewater Flow 
(gpm)2 

Single Family Residential 27.53 1,365 37,578.45 26.09 

Multi-Family Residential 45.78 2,380 108,956.4 75.66 

Commercial 8.78 1,350 11,853 8.23 

Total Average Daily Flow 120,809.4 83.89 

Total Peak Dry Weather Flow (PDWF = 1.81)1 218,665.01 151.85 

RDI/I 175.14 600 105,080 73 

Total Peak Wet Weather Flow 323,745.01 224.82 

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Teal Club Development Infrastructure Review – Evaluation of Wastewater Facilities, May 
2007. 
gpad = gallons per acre per day 
gpd = gallons per day 
gpm = gallons per minute 
RDI/I = Rainfall Dependent Inflow/Infiltration 
1 The peak dry weather factor was calculated using the following equation as given in the 2005 Draft Oxnard Wastewater 
Master Plan Update: Peak Dry Weather Factor = 1.73 x (Average Dry Weather Flow Rate)-0.0337. This produced a Peak Dry 
Weather Factor of 1.81 for the average day flow resulting in a Peak Dry Weather Flow of 312 gpm. 
2 The gallons per minute was calculated using by dividing gallons per day by 1,440 (the number of minutes in a day).  

 
 Wastewater Conveyance. As part of the 2005 Oxnard Wastewater Master Plan Update, 
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants developed a computer model to simulate wastewater system 
performance and to identify deficiencies under various peak flow scenarios. The two scenarios 
used for design were peak wet weather flows under existing conditions and peak wet weather 
flows under buildout conditions. The buildout scenario for the wastewater model was assumed 
to be 2020. 
 
The Teal Club Development Infrastructure Review (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2007) 
explored several alternatives for routing sewer flows from the TCSP area to the sewer system: 
 

● Alternative 1 -Western Trunk Option: Drain all flows by gravity to Manhole 
AY+01 of the Western Trunk Sewer at the intersection of Patterson and Teal Club 
Roads near the southwest corner of the Teal Club property. 

● Alternative 2- Teal Club Pump Relief Sewer and Pump Station Option: Pump all 
Teal Club flows along Teal Club Road to Manhole AAA+061 along the Redwood 
Trunk Sewer at the intersection of Ventura and Teal Club Roads near the 
southwest corner of the Teal Club property.  

● Alternative 3 - Regional Relief Sewer and Pump Station Option: Pump all flows 
upstream of Manhole AY+01 along the Western Trunk Sewer including Teal 
Club flows to Manhole AAA+061 along the Redwood Trunk Sewer. This 
alternative would require verification that it would eliminate the need to upsize 
pipes along the Western Trunk Sewer south of Manhole AY+01.  

● Alternative 4 - Flow Split Option: Convey, if hydraulically possible and feasible, a 
portion of Teal Club flows to the Redwood Trunk Sewer by gravity.  
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The existing diameters of the sewers serving the parcels comprising the TCSP area, as well as 
the sewers conveying the flows downstream, are presented in Tables 4-3 and 4-4 of the Teal Club 
Development Infrastructure Review (see Appendix K). Based on the simulated flows of the model, 
it was determined that much of the existing wastewater conveyance system would be 
inadequate to meet the needs of the proposed TCSP. This is based on the fact that while the 
Redwood Trunk Sewer has the capacity to absorb flows from the proposed TCSP, existing 
topography and hydraulics on the site are unsuitable for gravity flow. As part of the proposed 
TCSP, the topography of the site would be adjusted via the import of 100,000 cubic yards of fill, 
which would be used to raise the central portion of the site approximately 5 feet in elevation in 
order to provide sewer line cover and allow gravity flow. Up to 50% of the sewer flows would 
be directed to the Redwood Trunk sewer via gravity flow, with a peak flow of 0.91 cfs. A peak 
flow of 0.56 cfs would flow to the Victoria Trunk Line, located west of the project site. As shown 
in the sewer study prepared by Jensen Design and Survey (2014), depths of flow in the Western 
Trunk Sewer would remain in compliance with City standards after construction of the 
proposed TCSP is complete and no downstream deficiencies would be increased by the 
proposed TCSP. Therefore, installation of new wastewater conveyance infrastructure beyond 
what is proposed as part of the TCSP would not be required and impacts to wastewater 
conveyance would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation is required. 
 
Significance After Mitigation. Impacts are less than significant without 

mitigation. 
 

Impact UTL-2 Buildout under the proposed TCSP would generate an 
estimated water demand of about 447 acre feet per year. The 
City’s projected water supply is expected to be adequate to 
serve the TCSP demands though through the Year 2040.  
Impacts would be Class II, significant but mitigable.  

 
The TCSP area is currently in active agriculture use and is planted with row crops. The existing 
water demand is served by private wells located on the property. Based on groundwater 
extraction data from the wells that serve the TCSP area, average annual water use under 
existing conditions is approximately 475 afy with a maximum year water use of 744 afy in 1990 
(Milner-Villa, 2019).   
 
Based on a conservative estimate using high daily demand factors provided by City of Oxnard 
staff, water demand from the proposed TCSP would total about 477 afy. Potable water demands 
from residential uses would account for an estimated 377 afy and commercial and industrial 
uses would account for an estimated 44 afy. Once available, recycled water demand from 
commercial and business development uses would account for an estimated 3.9 afy, and park 
and landscaping would account for an estimated 14.9 afy.  
 
Table 4.14-8 provides a water demand summary for the proposed TCSP. 
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Table 4.14-8 
Estimated Project Water Demand 

 

Land Use Acres1 

Daily Demand 
Factor (gapd)2 

Total Annual Demand 
(afy) 

Potable Water Demand 

Residential – Low Density  27.53 2,250 per acre 69.4 

Residential – Medium and High Density  45.78 6,000 per acre 307.7 

Light industrial 3 9.11 2,800 per acre 28.6 

Commercial/mixed use 4 8.78 1,600 per acre 15.7 

Total Potable Water Demand 421.4 

Recycled Water Demand 

Residential – Low Density 5 27.73  0  0 

Residential – Medium and High Density 5 45.78  0  0 

Light Industrial 3 9.11 700 per acre 7.1 

Commercial/mixed use 4 8.78 400 per acre 3.9 

Park and Landscaping  17.76 750 per acre 14.9 

Total Recycled Water Demand 26.0 

Total Water Demand 447 

Notes: All values rounded. 
Source: Milner-Villa Consulting, Teal Club WSA, 2019;  
1 See Section 2.0, Project Description. Project also includes approximately 41 acres of interior roadways and storm water 
detention basins.  
2 Oxnard, 2007, Teal Club Development Infrastructure Review, Tables 3-1 and 3-2. 
3  Demand represents 3,500 gpad with 80% potable water for indoor uses and 20% recycled water for landscape irrigation.4  
Demand represents 2,000 gpad with 80% potable water for indoor uses and 20% recycled water for landscape irrigation. 
5 City of Oxnard does not currently approve of recycled water to be piped to single-family and multiple-family residential parcels.  
 

 

As discussed in Section 4.14.1(a), a GSP for the Oxnard Subbasin, which underlies the project 
site, was approved by DWR in November 2019, and is being implemented by FCGMA towards 
the purpose of creating and maintaining sustainable groundwater conditions, consistent with 
the requirements of SGMA.   
 
As described in detail in subsection 4.14.1 (a)(ii), the City’s existing and ongoing water 
management programs provided about 40,341 afy to serve the water needs of the City in 2020. 
Table 4.14-1 provides a summary of water supply sources for the City, projected for the years 
2015 through 2040.  
 

Based on Table 4.14-8, the TCSP’s total estimated water demand (447 afy) would be about 1.7% 
of the City’s water usage in 2015 (26,028 afy; see Table 4.14-2) and about 0.9% of the City’s 
estimated 2040 total water demand (52,225 afy; see Table 4.14-2). 
 
The applicant anticipates compliance with the City's Water Neutrality Policy. The applicant will 
transfer groundwater allocations to the City upon final approval of the TCSP. The FCGMA 
Ordinance Code allows an allocation of one acre-feet per year per acre for converting historical 
agricultural groundwater allocations to municipal allocations (FCGMA Ordinance Code, 
Section 5.3.3). Therefore, the applicant will transfer approximately 500 afy to the City.  
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Also as discussed in Section 4.14.1(a), the 2019 WSA developed for the proposed project was 
informed by data and projections in the City’s 2015 UWMP; however, since that time, the City’s 
2020 UWMP has been published, with updated data and projections for water supply reliability 
throughout the area. In order to provide an analysis based upon the most recent data available, 
this section incorporates the 2020 UWMP to supplement data from the 2019 WSA due to its 
having been based on the 2015 UWMP. A key differentiator between the 2015 UWMP and the 
2020 UWMP is the effect of groundwater management under SGMA, and implementation of the 
Oxnard Subbasin GSP. The supply and demand totals shown in Tables 4.14-1 through 4.15-5 
show supply and demand as being equal during all years, and with consideration to all climatic 
variabilities (duration of drought conditions). This is because, with the management of 
groundwater supplies towards sustainability, and the development of additional water supplies 
shown in Table 4.14-1, the water supply portfolio in the project area is more diverse and more 
stable than it was previously, as reflected in the 2015 UWMP. Rather than having a surplus or 
deficit in the water supply budget each year, the budget is balanced, and contingencies are in 
place to provide stability during times of drought. 
 
In addition, although the 2019 WSA calculations are not presented herein because more recent 
data is available, the City’s 2015 UWMP (which informed the 2019 WSA) and the 2020 UWMP 
(which informs this analysis) both include the proposed TCSP as part of the existing, baseline 
conditions, and account for water demands of the project in their calculations of water supply 
availability and reliability, including during drought periods of variable duration and intensity.  
As stated in the project’s 2019 WSA, based upon the 2015 UWMP, “…the City’s total projected 
normal water-year water supplies available through the year 2040 will generally meet the City’s 
projected water demands, including the Project, within the service area…” (Milner-Villa 2019).  
 
The 2019 WSA conclusion above is substantiated by data and conclusions provided in the 2020 
UWMP, which states, “’Baseline’ was defined as the addition of 7,000 new housing units in four 
largely residential specific plan areas, which were approved, known, or anticipated during that 
time (Riverpark, The Village, Teal Club, and Southshore).” (City of Oxnard 2021, UWMP 
Section 3.4.1, Population and Housing). In addition to including water demands of the project in 
its UWMP projections, as demonstrated in Table 4.14-1 through 4.14-5, and discussed in the text 
following Table 4.14-5, the City’s 2020 UWMP determined that sufficient water supply would 
be reliably available to meet on current and projected water demands within the City, over a 20-
year projection and with consideration to varying climatic (drought) scenarios.  
 
Based on the analysis provided in the City'’s Urban Water Management Plan (Oxnard, 2016), 
the City’s total projected normal water-year water supplies available through the year 2040 will 
generally meet the City’s projected water demands, including the proposed project, within the 
service area. Under single dry water-year conditions (see Table 4.14-4 for details), the City 
anticipates that projected supplies would meet projected demands including the project, in 
most years through the year 2040. For multiple dry water-year conditions, the City'’s projected 
water resources would meet the projected water demands including the project, in most years 
through the year 2040 (see Table 4.14-5 for details). During years when deliveries of existing 
water supplies are below normal, the City anticipates implementing multiple strategies 
including but not limited to the following: 1) obtaining additional water resources via 
supplemental local ground water extractions, 2) additional purchases from local and regional 
suppliers, and 3) increasing water conservation and demand management measures. 
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The proposed project would utilize local and sustainable water resources, including City 
potable water and City recycled water for landscape irrigation. The City has sufficient water 
supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources during normal 
water-years (Oxnard, 2016). These water supplies are available via treated local ground water, 
imported surface water from the SWP, and recycled water. The proposed project would transfer 
approximately 500 AFY of ground water extraction allocations to the City via agriculture land 
converted to urban uses. This transfer would result in creating additional ground water 
extraction allocations (i.e., exceeding demands) and potential additional revenue for the City. 
The proposed project would not require additional ground water or surface water purchases 
from local or imported sources. The proposed project would not require or result in the 
construction of significant additional City water facilities or expansion of existing facilities. 
Thus, the project would potentially be water neutral with respect to use of potable water and 
recycled water. 
 
Based on the above, projected City water demands, which include the proposed project, could 
be met by existing water supplies and transfer of groundwater sources from agricultural 
activities to the City. Since the timing of development of the City’s planned sources and GMA 
approval of transfer of water credits is not certain at this time, impacts would be potentially 
significant and mitigation would potentially be required. 
 
 Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures would be required to address 
potentially significant impacts to water supply if the water transfer credits are not approved. 
 

UTL-2(a) Availability of Recycled Water. In order to ensure that the 
proposed TCSP or the area on the site south of Teal Club Road 
does not draw from Phase I AWPF recycled water, the City shall 
confirm that planned additional AWPF capacity is at least 50% 
funded and engineering plans are 25% completed before any 
building permits for the first phase of the TCSP or the area on the 
site south of Teal Club Road are issued and/or adequate 
alternative new water are available. 

 
UTL-2(b) On-site Recycled Water System. The recycled water system 

serving the TCSP area and the area on the site south of Teal Club 
Road shall include the following: 
● Pipeline extension from the mainline in Ventura Road to the 

property. The developer shall be responsible for either 
constructing the line or payment of fees to the City for its 
construction. 

● A recycled water system that serves all practical irrigated 
areas and which is: (1) separated from the domestic water 
system; (2) constructed per the City’s Recycled Water 
Construction Standards; (3) irrigated at night; and (4) properly 
signed. Note that the signs shall be installed once the system is 
fully operational. 

● Mainline shall be a public system with meters, as appropriate, 
to recycled water customers. The developer shall be 
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responsible for the design and construction of the recycled 
water main pipeline system within the development. 
Construction shall be per City standard requirements with 
payment of applicable fees. 

● Separate meters for the portion of the irrigated area intended 
for the future recycled water system and the portion of the 
system that will not be connected to the future recycled water 
system, if any. 

● Until the recycled water system is operational, the common 
area irrigation system shall be connected to the domestic 
system. Once recycled water is available, and connection to 
the recycled water system is made, the developer shall remove 
the connection to the domestic water system.  

● Prior to the availability of recycled water, the developer shall 
be responsible for payment of the Recycled Water Connection 
Fee or the water connection fee, whichever is greater for 
facilities constructed. 

● At such time as recycled water is available, the developer shall 
be responsible for all costs involved with the re-connection of 
the applicable portions of the irrigation system to the public 
recycled water system, including appropriate signage. Credits 
for connection fees shall be given by the City based on the size 
of the meter(s). Under no circumstance will there be a refund 
of water connection fees already paid. 

● The developer shall be responsible for appropriate CCRs 
covering the use of recycled water within the property and for 
proper disclosures. 

 
UTL-2(c) Exterior Water Conservation. The developer shall incorporate 

into the TCSP and the area on the site south of Teal Club Road the 
following exterior water conservation features in order to reduce 
water demand to the greatest extent feasible, with a goal of at least 
30% water use reduction compared to traditional turf landscaping. 
These shall include, but are not limited to: 
● Landscape of common areas with low water-using plants (i.e., 

drought tolerant plant species); 
● Weather-based irrigation controllers for all landscaped areas; 
● Minimize the use of turf by limiting it to lawn dependent uses; 

and, 
● Wherever turf is used, install warm season grasses. 

 
UTL-2(d) On-site Domestic Water System. The on-site domestic water 

system shall include: 
● For the TCSP, connections to the City’s system in at least two 

locations as approved by the City, generally located along the 
eastern side of the property (Ventura Road) and along either 
the north or south side of the development away from Ventura 
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Road. There shall be an on-site looped main transmission 
system through the development. For the area of the site south 
of Teal Club Road, configuration of the on-site domestic water 
system will be determined in consultation with the City and 
meet City design requirements. 

● Public pipeline systems which feed into separate water meters 
for each ownership. In addition, there shall be separate water 
meters for each multi-family unit. 

● An internal water system designed to provide for the higher of 
either maximum day plus fire or peak hour demand.  

 
UTL-2(e) Water Neutrality. To ensure that the proposed TCSP and the area 

of the site south of Teal Club Road meets the objectives of the 
City’s Water Neutrality Policy, the City shall confirm, at the time 
individual phases of the project are reviewed and at the time 
development of the area of the site south of Teal Club Road is 
proposed, that the FCGMA allocation transfer rate in place is 
sufficient to meet the water demand of the phase/area under 
consideration. Additional water demand above the amount of 
transferred supply, shall be provided by the applicant to offset the 
net additional water demand associated with the project. This 
shall be accomplished through a Water Neutrality Plan to be 
reviewed and approved by the City prior to issuance of any 
building permit.  The Water Neutrality Plan shall contain any 
combination of the following measures, or other measures 
suggested by the Applicant, that are quantifiable, permanent 
offsets of existing potable water use elsewhere in the City, or bring 
new water supply to the City, that match or exceed potable water 
shortfall:   
a. Use recycled water for indoor residential uses, including but 

not limited to, toilet flushing;  
b. Use recycled water for indoor business park and commercial 

and industrial elements of the project including, but not 
limited to, toilet and urinal flushing, process uses and air 
conditioning. 

c. Contribute to expansion of the City’s water conservation 
program, such as but not limited to offsets available through 
programs such as toilet exchange and showerhead 
replacements; 

d. Provide to the City financial contributions towards City 
programs which generate in-City water conservation or 
recycled water capacity or conveyance not otherwise required 
by another State or local water conservation program; 

e. Participate in other similar programs with cumulatively result 
in an adequate water supply contribution; and 

f. Provide to the City water supplies equal to the shortage 
amount. 
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The City shall ensure implementation of the approved plan in all 
aspects of permitting and construction of individual phases 
addressed in the plan. 

 
 Significance After Mitigation. Following implementation of the above measures, the 
TCSP would have a less than significant impact on water supply. 
 

Impact UTL-3 Current water system infrastructure would meet the City of 
Oxnard’s water service pressure requirements and the Fire 
Department’s fire flow requirements. Impacts would be Class 
III, less than significant. 

 
The City’s Standard Plans for Public Works Construction 2002 Edition delineates minimum 
hydrant and water flow requirements. The requirements for residential and industrial/ 
commercial areas are summarized below: 
 

● Residential – Fire flow of 2,500 gpm at 20 pounds per square inch (psi); 500-feet fire 
hydrant spacing for single family residential with no structure more than 300-feet from a 
hydrant; 300-feet fire hydrant spacing for multi-family residential with no structure 
more than 200-feet from a hydrant. 

 
● Industrial/commercial - Fire flow of 4,500 gpm at 20 psi; 300-feet fire hydrant spacing 

for single family residential with no structure more than 150-feet from multiple hydrants 
(on-site included). 

 
 Based on the type of development proposed in the TCSP, including three story residential 
buildings, the City of Oxnard Fire Department has set the fire flow requirements for this 
analysis as shown in Table 4.14-9 (Kennedy/Jenks, 2007). This flow must be available under 
maximum day conditions with a residual of 20 psi (flow pressure of fire hydrants must not drop 
below 20 psi). 
 

Table 4.14-9 
Fire Flow Requirements 

Use Type Flow (gpm) Pressure (psi) 

SF1 Single Family 1 1,500 20 

SF2 Single Family 2 2,500 20 

GC General Commercial 2,500 20 

HC Heavy Commercial 3,500 20 

MF Multi Family 3,000 20 

CBD Commercial Business District 4,000 20 

M/I Manufacturing/Industry 4,500 20 

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Teal Club Infrastructure Review 2007. 

 
The 2007 Teal Club Infrastructure Review, included as Appendix K, determined that under fire 
flow conditions there is existing fire flow availability on the site of 4,500 gpm and an ultimate 
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fire flow availability of 4,000 gpm. This exceeds the requirements set by the Oxnard Fire 
Department. Impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation is required. 
 
 Significance After Mitigation. Water pressure in the TCSP area exceeds fire flow and 
water service pressure requirements. Impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Impact UTL-4 The proposed TCSP would generate an estimated 2,383 tons of 
solid waste per year. This is within the existing capacity of 
solid waste disposal facilities serving the City. Therefore, this 
impact would be Class III, less than significant.  

 
Table 4.14-10 shows the estimated solid waste that would be generated by buildout of the 
proposed TCSP. The proposed TCSP would generate an estimated 2,383 tons of solid waste per 
year, or about 6.5 tons per day. 
 
As discussed in Setting, existing City recycling programs are currently achieving a citywide 
diversion rate of about 67%. The Toland Road Landfill has capacity for 1,500 tons of solid waste 
per day, while the Simi Valley Landfill has capacity for 9,250 tons per day. With the expected 
67% diversion rate, the amount of solid waste from the proposed TCSP sent to area landfills 
would be reduced to approximately 2.15 tons per day, accounting for about 0.1% and less than 
0.02% of the daily capacities of Toland Road Landfill and Simi Valley Landfill, respectively. 
Both of these landfills would have adequate capacity to accommodate waste generated by the 
proposed TCSP. 
 

Table 4.14-10 
Projected Solid Waste Generation 

Land Use Unit 
Solid Waste  

Generation Factora 

Projected Solid Waste 

Daily 
(tpd)b 

Annually 
(tpy)c 

Single Family Residential 328 units 12.23 lbs/unit/day 2.0 730 

Multi-Family Residential 662 units 12.23 lbs/unit/day 4.0 1,460 

Commercial 60,000 sf 5 lbs/1000 sf/day 0.15 54.8 

Industrial 132,000 sf 5 lbs/1000 sf/day 0.33 120 

Total 6.53 2,383 
a The California Integrated Waste Management Board Solid waste generation factors were used in the analysis. 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/  
b tpd = tons per day 
C tpy = tons per year 

 
The proposed TCSP would be required to participate in existing City recycling programs. The 
City requires: 
 

1. Preparation of a Waste Management Plan that details how materials generated during 
construction will be managed to achieve the 65% diversion requirement per CalGreen 
standards.  This plan must be prepared and submitted to the Environmental Resources 
Division prior to the issuance of a building permit. 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/Commercial.htm
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2. Submission of a Waste Management Report that verifies how materials generated 
during construction were managed to achieve the 65% diversion requirement.  Certified 
weight slips or receipts must be submitted with the report to provide confirmation of 
diversion activity.  This report must be submitted prior to issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy. 

3. Preparation of an Occupancy Plan that details how waste reduction, recycling and 
organics diversion programs will be implemented on site.  The plan must explain how 
tenants will be educated about the programs and encouraged to participate.  It must also 
provide information on the entities that will be providing collection services for all 
material required to be diverted from disposal per state law.  This plan must be 
submitted prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy. 

 
The Solid Waste Division also requires annual reports on what is actually recycled during 
occupancy. 
 
Based on the above, the waste generated by the proposed TCSP would not adversely affect solid 
waste disposal facilities and impacts related to solid waste disposal facilities would be less than 
significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures. As discussed above, local landfills would have adequate capacity 
to accept solid waste generated under full buildout of the proposed TCSP. No mitigation is 
required. 

 
 Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 

 
Impact UTL-5 The project would result in use of substantial amounts of 

electricity and natural gas. However, compliance with General 
Plan policies and mitigation measures would avoid wasteful or 
inefficient use of energy, ensure consistency with existing 
energy standards, and would not preempt future energy 
development or conservation. Impacts would be Class III, less 
than significant. 

 
The proposed TCSP and new development in the additional annexation area would result in the 
use of electricity and natural gas. The project would allow for the construction of up to 990 
residential units (net increase of 982 units), 132,000 square feet of business park and Urban 
Village Commercial space and 17.8 acres of community and neighborhood parks. Energy would 
be consumed throughout the construction and operation of such new development, in addition 
to energy consumption associated with existing development in the additional aAnnexation 
area. Energy would be required during construction with the transportation of building 
materials, manufacturing of building materials, and the actual construction of buildings and 
infrastructure. During operation, energy would be consumed for purposes including, but, not 
limited to, building heating and cooling, use of consumer products, lighting, and vehicular 
traffic.  
 
As noted in Sections 4.3, Air Quality, 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 4.14, Utilities and Service 
Systems, the City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan contains goals and policies relating to energy 
efficiency. Specifically, Policies SC-3.1, SC3.8, and SC-4.1 call for the use of passive energy and 
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resource conservation design and devices, and implementation of California Green Building 
Code standards in new building construction throughout the City. The City’s Energy Action 
Plan in 2013 sets a reduction target of 10% below the 2005 baseline for electricity and natural gas 
consumption.  
 
In February 2019, all residents in the City of Oxnard were automatically enrolled in Clean 
Power Alliance, a community choice energy program providing renewable electric energy 
transported and delivered via existing Southern California Edison infrastructure (City of 
Oxnard 2019). During project operation, residential electricity customers would receive 
renewable electric energy from Clean Power Alliance, consistent with City General Plan and 
Energy Action Plan goals and policies.  Furthermore, with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures AQ-2(b-e) applicants for all projects within the TCSP area would be required to 
increase building energy efficiency 15% beyond Title 24 to achieve Tier 1 “green building” 
standards, install solar panels on flat roofs, integrate passive energy conservation design 
elements, and maximize natural ventilation in new building design. Implementation of these 
mitigation measures would ensure efficient use of energy resources and would not preempt 
future energy development or conservation efforts. Impacts would be less than significant.  
 

Mitigation Measures. As discussed above, construction of new energy facilities is not 
anticipated and compliance with General Plan policies and project mitigation measures would 
not result in wasteful or inefficient use of energy resources, consistency with existing energy 
standards or preempt future energy development or conservation. Impacts would less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required. 

 
 Significance After Mitigation. Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.  
 
 c. Cumulative Impacts.  
 
 Water. The analysis provided under Impact UTL-2 is cumulative in nature and considers 
the demand for water from existing and future development in the City. As described above, 
existing and planned sources of supply would be sufficient to accommodate projected citywide 
demand during normal and single-dry years. During multiple dry years, the City projected 
water resources would meet the projected water demands in most years through the year 2040. 
During years when deliveries of existing water supplies are below normal, the City anticipates 
implementing multiple strategies including but not limited to the following: 1) obtaining 
additional water resources via supplemental local ground water extractions, 2) additional 
purchases from local and regional suppliers, and 3) increasing water conservation and demand 
management measures. Further, existing water supplies are projected to be able to meet 
demand with the proposed project. Implementation of mitigation measures UTL-2(a) through 
(d) would reduce the contribution of the proposed project to this cumulative impact by 
ensuring supplies are available prior to approval of the individual phases of the TCSP and 
reducing the demand for potable water supplies from the proposed TCSP to the extent feasible. 
In addition, all future development projects in the City will be required to comply with 
standard water conservation requirements of the City, State, and California Building Code. 
These include the use of low-flush toilets and urinals, compliance with statewide efficiency 
standards for shower heads and faucets, and insulation of pipes to reduce water used before hot 
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water reaches equipment or fixtures. Given the discussion above, the contribution of the 
proposed project to this significant impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 
 
 Wastewater. Buildout of cumulative projects in the City will continue to increase 
demands on the OWTP. However, the plant currently has the capacity to accommodate up to 
31.7 mgd (with 8.7 mgd of available capacity); treatment plant upgrades that would not 
generate additional capacity are currently in the planning process. The current capacity of the 
OWTP is sufficient to serve planned and pending development. City general fund monies and 
wastewater treatment connection fees provide revenue for the necessary replacement and 
improvements to the wastewater treatment plant. Therefore, cumulative impacts relating to the 
local wastewater system are considered less than significant. 
 
Cumulative development would also increase the demand on the wastewater conveyance 
system. Individual projects would be required to mitigate wastewater collection system impacts 
on a case-by-case basis. Funding for increases in sewer capacity and other improvements come 
from a combination of connection fees paid by developers, service districts and general fund 
monies. The wastewater conveyance connection fee is required so that necessary expansions to 
the sewage collection system can accommodate new development in the City of Oxnard. 
Compliance with these requirements would reduce cumulative impacts to wastewater 
collection systems to a less than significant level. 
 
 Solid Waste. Planned and pending development in the City would continue to 
increase citywide solid waste generation. However, as discussed in the Setting and under 
Impact UTL-4, area landfills continue to have capacity to accommodate additional solid waste. 
The City currently diverts about 67% of the solid waste generated citywide. Because all new 
development in the City would be required to participate in current and planned solid waste 
reduction programs, it is anticipated that the City will maintain, or even improve upon, this 
diversion rate. Thus, cumulative impacts to solid waste facilities would be less than significant.  
 
 Energy. Planned and pending development in the City would continue to increase 
citywide energy use. However, as discussed in the Setting and under Impact UTL-5, existing 
energy facilities continue to have capacity to serve additional energy demand. Because all 
residential electricity customers in the City were automatically enrolled in Clean Power Alliance 
and all future development project would be required to comply with General Plan policies 
related to green building standards, it is anticipated that the City will maintain, or increase 
efficiency in energy consumption. Thus, cumulative impacts to energy would be less than 
significant. Cumulative impacts have been addressed in the EIR prepared for the City’s 2030 
General Plan (November 2009), herein incorporated by reference. Cumulative development 
throughout Oxnard would incrementally contribute to energy resource impacts. However, the 
project would have less than significant impact with respect to wasteful or inefficient use of 
energy resources and would not obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency. Therefore, the project would not contribute to a cumulative impact in this regard. 
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5.0 GROWTH-INDUCING EFFECTS AND  
OTHER CEQA-REQUIRED DISCUSSIONS 

 
This section addresses other topics required to be addressed under the CEQA Guidelines that are 
not covered in other parts of this EIR, including growth inducing effects and significant 
irreversible changes. Effects found not to be significant are addressed in Section 6.0 of this EIR. 
 

5.1 GROWTH EFFECTS 
 
Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of a proposed project’s potential 
to foster economic or population growth, including ways in which a project could remove an 
obstacle to growth. Growth does not necessarily create significant physical changes to the 
environment. However, depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can 
result in significant adverse environmental effects. The proposed project's growth effects are 
considered significant if they could result in significant physical effects in one or more 
environmental issue areas. The most commonly cited example of how an economic effect might 
create a physical change is where economic growth in one area could create blight conditions 
elsewhere by causing existing competitors to go out of business and the buildings to be left 
vacant. 
 

5.1.1 Economic and Population Growth 
 
As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, and Section 4.11, Population, Education, and 
Housing of this EIR, the TCSP would result in a net increase of 982 residential units (990 units 
proposed minus eight existing units to be demolished), up to 60,000 square feet of neighborhood 
serving commercial retail, mixed use, and office uses in a variety of single- and mixed-use 
structures, and a 132,000 square foot Business Research Park. Potential buildout of the additional 
parcels to be Annexed and rezoned south of Teal Club Road could result in up to approximately 
347,608 square feet of light industrial development, of which half (173,804 square feet) is 
assumed to be manufacturing space and half is assumed to be warehouse space. Based on the 
City average of 3.89 persons per household, the proposed net addition of 982 residential units 
would generate an increase of approximately 3,909 residents. Based on the estimated 2019 
citywide population of 206,352 residents, the addition of 3,909 residents would increase 
Oxnard’s population by approximately 1.9% over the 10-year buildout. The net addition of 982 
residential units would increase the current (2020) number of households in the City by 
approximately 1.7% over the 10-year buildout. 
 
SCAG’s 2001 Employee Density Study estimates one employee per 412 square feet of 
commercial retail space as an employee generation factor for Ventura County. Based on this 
factor, the proposed project would generate approximately 146 employees in the retail sector 
(60,000 sf of retail/mixed-use). The 2001 Employee Density Study also estimates one employee 
per 277 square feet of R&D/flex space; therefore, the proposed project would generate 
approximately 477 office workers (Business Research Park). The 2001 Employee Density Study 
also estimates one employee per 202 square feet of light manufacturing space and one employee 
per 149 square feet of warehouse space (SCAG, October 31, 2001). Based on these generation 
factors, the additional parcels to be Annexed south of Teal Club Road would generate up to 
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approximately 2,028 employees in the manufacturing sector (approximately 861 employees 
from the proposed manufacturing space and approximately 1,167 employees from the proposed 
warehouse space). Therefore, the proposed TCSP and the Annexation of the nine parcels south 
of Teal Club Road would generate an estimated total of approximately 2,651 employees. 
 
Buildout under the proposed TCSP and Annexation of the nine additional parcels would 
generate temporary employment opportunities in industries such as construction. However, 
this would not be expected to draw a substantial number of new employees to the community, 
because it is anticipated that, given the extent and time frame of development, most 
construction jobs would be filled by the workforce already existing in the area at the time of 
construction. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.11, Population, Education, and Housing of this EIR, the projected 
increase in housing, employment, and population as a result of the proposed project are within 
SCAG projections for Oxnard. In addition, development in the project area would be required 
to adhere to the goals and policies contained in the City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan. It is the 
specific purpose of the City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan to accommodate the orderly 
development of Oxnard, including the project area. Therefore, by its nature, the 2030 General 
Plan is intended to reduce the potential for uncontrolled growth and associated environmental 
impacts in Oxnard, including the project area. The TCSP area is pre-designated “Urban Village” 
in the City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan. As defined in 2030 General Plan Goal CD-7, Urban 
Villages are intended to support “development of vibrant mixed-use urban villages 
characterized by a mix of land uses, transit accessibility, pedestrian orientation, and 
neighborhood identity.” The additional nine parcels proposed for Annexation south of Teal 
Club Road are designated for Airport Compatible land uses, as shown on the Oxnard 2030 
General Plan land use map. Thus, the proposed uses and development have already been 
anticipated by the City and programmatically analyzed in the 2030 General Plan EIR. 
 

5.1.2 Removal of Obstacles to Growth 
 
As discussed above, approval of the proposed TCSP and Annexation of the additional nine 
parcels would accommodate increased development and population. The project area is 
surrounded on three sides by urban development, and these areas are served by full municipal 
services and utilities including roads, water, sewer, and other infrastructure that could be 
extended to the project area. The extension of infrastructure into the project area would not 
remove an obstacle to additional growth outside the project area. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not require or induce extension of utilities or other services into undeveloped 
areas in or around the project area that would induce growth beyond that associated with the 
proposed project. It should also be noted that undeveloped areas to the west of the project area 
are not within the City of Oxnard City Boundary and are outside of Oxnard’s City Urban 
Restriction Boundary (CURB) and Sphere of Influence. The proposed project would not have 
any significant effect from removing obstacles to growth outside of the project area. 
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5.2 IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS  
 
The CEQA Guidelines require that EIRs evaluating projects involving amendments to public 
plans, ordinances, or policies contain a discussion of significant irreversible environmental 
changes. CEQA also requires decision makers to balance the benefits of a proposed project 
against its unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve a project. This 
section addresses nonrenewable resources, the commitment of future generations to the 
proposed uses, and irreversible impacts associated with the proposed development. 
 
Development of the proposed TCSP would convert approximately 149.5 acres of important 
farmland in the TCSP area to urban uses. Because this conversion would be unlikely to be 
reversed, it would represent an irreversible environmental effect of the project on Agricultural 
Resources, as discussed in Section 4.2 of this EIR. Mitigation Measure AG-1 would require the 
recordation of agricultural conservation easements to preserve important farmland at a 1:1 ratio 
with converted farmland. Implementation of this measure would mitigate the loss of important 
farmland to the extent feasible, by averting the future loss of important farmland on a regional 
scale. However, it would not undo the irreversible loss of important farmland from the TCSP 
area. The environmental effects of this conversion from a citywide perspective were studied in 
the City’s 2030 General Plan EIR (City of Oxnard, November 2009). Chapter 8, Other CEQA 
Considerations, and Section 3.2, Land Use, of the General Plan EIR found that loss of existing 
agricultural land within the City’s Planning Area is a significant, unavoidable adverse impact of 
the development envisioned under the 2030 General Plan.  
 
Construction activity associated with the proposed TCSP and additional parcels to be Annexed 
would involve the use of building materials and energy, some of which are nonrenewable 
resources. Consumption of these resources would occur with any development in the region 
and are not unique to the project area. The addition of new residential and non-residential 
development in the project area would irreversibly increase local demand for nonrenewable 
energy resources such as petroleum and natural gas. Increasingly efficient building fixtures and 
automobile engines, as well as implementation of policies included in the TCSP and the City of 
Oxnard 2030 General Plan, are expected to offset this demand to some degree. As discussed 
below, it is not anticipated that the development envisioned by the proposed TCSP would 
significantly affect local or regional energy supplies. 
 
Growth associated with the proposed project would require an irreversible commitment of law 
enforcement, fire protection, water supply, wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal 
services. However, as discussed in Sections 4.12 and 4.14 of this EIR, impacts related to public 
services and utilities would be less than significant with incorporated mitigation.    
 
The additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would incrementally increase 
local traffic, noise levels and regional air pollutant emissions. As discussed in Section 4.3, Air 
Quality, certain emissions associated with project implementation would exceed applicable 
significance thresholds even with incorporated mitigation, resulting in a significant and 
unavoidable impact. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.10, Noise, of this EIR, increased noise levels from traffic noise 
associated with the project would not expose sensitive receptors to noise levels exceeding 
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applicable standards, and this impact would be less than significant. Other operational noise 
impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. Construction noise impacts, because 
they would occur during the daytime and would be temporary, would be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated.  
 
Finally, as discussed in Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, of this EIR, the project would 
require modifications to surrounding roads and intersections and would extend new roads into 
and within the project area. These modifications are unlikely to reverse.  
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6.0 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 
 
Section 15128 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires an EIR to 
briefly describe any possible significant effects that were determined not to be significant and 
were, therefore, not discussed in detail in the EIR. This section addresses the potential 
environmental effects of the proposed project that have been found not to be significant. The 
items listed below that were found not to be significant are contained in the environmental 
checklist form included the City of Oxnard’s 2017 CEQA Guidelines. Any items not addressed in 
this section were addressed in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this EIR. Section 4.0 
also includes an expanded discussion of the settings under each environmental factor listed.  
 

6.1 AESTHETICS  
 
Effects were found to be potentially significant as discussed in Section 4.1 of the EIR.   
 

6.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Effects were found to be potentially significant as discussed in Section 4.2 of the EIR.   
 

6.3 AIR QUALITY 
 
Effects were found to be potentially significant as discussed in Section 4.3 of the EIR.   
 

6.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  
 
 Setting. Setting information is provided in Section 4.4.1 
 

Checklist Questions. 
 
Would the project: 

1) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

2) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

3) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means  

4) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites  

5) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as 
a tree preservation policy or ordinance 
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6) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan  

 
Answers to Checklist Questions. 

 
Checklist items (1), (3) and (4) are discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIR. 
 
2) The project area is currently in agricultural production and contains row crops, farm houses, 
and associated structures. According to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), 
and a field reconnaissance survey completed by Rincon Consultants in July 2019, the project 
area does not contain any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community. Therefore, no 
impact would occur in this regard.   
 
5-6) The project area is not within the boundaries of an existing Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan or other approved habitat conservation plan. 
Numerous trees would be removed from the project area. The City of Oxnard policy requiring 
the replacement of trees for the removal of “certain significant trees” is addressed in the Land 
Use and Aesthetics Sections. No impact would occur.  

 
Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts have been addressed in the EIR prepared for 

the City’s 2030 General Plan (November 2009), herein incorporated by reference. Potential 
cumulative impacts to biological resources associated with this project are discussed in Section 
4.4, Biological Resources, for impacts (1), (3), and (4). Because the project would have no impact 
for impacts (2), (5), and (6), it would make no contribution towards cumulative impacts in these 
areas. 
 

Conclusions. No impacts related to riparian habitat, sensitive natural communities, or 
conflicts with an approved habitat conservation plan would occur. These topics do not require 
further study in the EIR. Impacts to protected species, migratory corridors, and wetlands are 
discussed in detail in Section 4.4 of the EIR. 

 

6.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES AND TRIBAL CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 

 
Setting. There are no officially designated historical resources in or adjacent to the 

project area (Post/Hazeltine Associates, August 2007). A structure may be considered 
historically significant and eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
or California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) if it meets any of the following criteria: 
 

1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of history and cultural heritage; 

2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 

construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses 
high artistic values; or 

4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 
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For a structure, building, or property to be eligible for listing on the NRHP, it must be at least 50 
years of age or older and retain its visual and physical integrity.  
 
 Checklist Questions. 
 
Would the project: 

1) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource as defined in State 
CEQA Guidelines Section §15064.5? 

2) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a unique archaeological resource   
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section §15064.5? 

3) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
4) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

 
Answers to Checklist Questions. 

 
1) The single family residence in the central-southern portion of the site along Teal Club Road 
was constructed in the early to mid-1960s and the single family residence in the northeastern 
corner (Borchard residence) was constructed in 1938. However, these farmhouses are not 
considered historic resources as they do not meet any of the criteria described above. The 
farmhouses are not associated with significant events or persons. The farmhouses are typical 
and do not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or method nor do 
they have artistic value. Further, the farmhouses have not yielded and are not likely to yield 
important information. No impact to historic resources would occur (Post/Hazeltine 
Associates, August 2007).  
 
2-4) Because of the conversion from agricultural to urbanized uses proposed under the project, 
extensive ground disturbance would occur. However, extensive ground disturbance that has 
occurred on the project area during past development and agricultural activities, as well as the 
lack of natural surface water features, reduces the likelihood that intact prehistoric cultural or 
tribal cultural resources are present, and the possibility of encountering previously undisturbed 
cultural resources during project construction would be remote. This would be a less than 
significant impact; however, mitigation measures CR-1(a) through CR-1(c) are recommended 
in order to minimize impacts to cultural resources. This is a standard measure that is used 
when there is a possibility of encountering cultural resources during project construction. 
 

Recommended Mitigation: 
 
The following measures are recommended in order to further reduce cultural resource impacts: 
 

CR-1(a) Native American Monitoring. Developer shall contract with a 
Native American monitor to be present during all subsurface 
grading, trenching or construction activities on the project area. 
The monitor shall provide a monthly report to the Planning 
Division summarizing their activities during the reporting period. 
Monitoring may be reduced or halted at the discretion of the 
monitors as warranted by conditions such as encountering 
bedrock, sediments being excavated are fill, soils occur within 
formations unlikely to yield cultural resources (e.g., soils 
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formations predating human occupation of the region), or 
negative findings during the first 30 percent of rough grading. If 
monitoring is reduced to spot-checking, spot-checking shall occur 
when ground-disturbance moves to a new location in the project 
site and when ground disturbance will extend to depths not 
previously reached (unless those depths are within bedrock).A 
copy of the contract for these services shall be submitted to the 
Planning Manager for review and approval prior to grading 
activities on site. The monitoring report(s) shall be provided to the 
Planning Division prior to approval of final building permits. 

 
CR-1(b) Procedures for Discovery of Intact Cultural Resources. In the 

event that archaeological resources are unearthed during project 
construction, all earth disturbing work within the vicinity of the 
find must be temporarily suspended or redirected until an 
archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards for archaeology (NPS 1983) has evaluated 
the nature and significance of the find. If necessary, the evaluation 
may require preparation of a treatment plan and testing for the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) eligibility. If 
the discovery proves to be significant under CEQA and cannot be 
avoided by the project, additional work, such as data recovery 
excavation, may be required to mitigate any significant impacts to 
historical resources. After the find has been appropriately 
mitigated, work in the area may resume. A Chumash 
representative shall monitor any mitigation work associated with 
Native American cultural material. 

 
CR-1(c) Procedures for Discovery of Human Remains. If human remains 

are unearthed, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the County 
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and 
disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. If 
the remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the 
coroner has 24 hours to notify the California Native American 
Heritage Commission. 

 
CR-1(d) Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural Resources. In the 

event that cultural resources of Native American origin are 
identified during construction, all earth-disturbing work within 
the vicinity of the find must be temporarily suspended or 
redirected until an archaeologist has evaluated the nature and 
significance of the find and an appropriate Native American 
representative, based on the nature of the find, is consulted. If the 
City determines that the resource is a tribal cultural resource and 
thus significant under CEQA, a mitigation plan shall be prepared 
and implemented in accordance with state guidelines and in 
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consultation with Native American groups. The plan would 
include avoidance of the resource or, if avoidance of the resource 
is infeasible, the plan would outline the appropriate treatment of 
the resource in coordination with the archeologist and the 
appropriate Native American tribal representative. 

 
Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative cultural resources impacts have been addressed in the 

City’s 2030 General Plan Program EIR (certified 2011), herein incorporated by reference. The 
2030 General Plan EIR determined that impacts to historic resources from implementation of the 
2030 General Plan would be less than significant. The 2030 General Plan EIR also states that the 
preservation of cultural resources is a key goal of the 2030 General Plan, in particular the 
Community Development and Environmental Chapters. The Community Development 
Chapter contains a number of policies designed to protect the historic qualities of the City’s 
unique historic and traditional neighborhoods as new development is proposed in the Planning 
Area. For example, Policy CD-9.1, “Neighborhood Identity”, requires that infill development 
respect historic structures and be of comparable scale/character with existing historic areas. 
Policies within the proposed Environmental Resources Chapter establish protocols (see policies 
ER-12.1 “Archaeological Resource Surveys” and ER-12.6 “Identification of Archaeological 
Resources”) to address archaeological resources including pre-project activities (i.e., resource 
surveys, records searches) and resource discovery measures (i.e., data recovery and analysis). 
The Environmental Resources chapter also contains Policy ER-12.3 “Development Applicant” 
that requires development applicants to conduct a records search at the South Central Coast 
Information Center located at California State University Fullerton. Policy ER-12.7 “Native 
American Remains” also requires compliance with CEQA guidelines if human remains of 
possible Native American origin are discovered during project construction. 
 
Cumulative development throughout the Oxnard area would incrementally contribute to 
cultural resource impacts. However, the project’s contribution to cumulative cultural resource 
impacts would not be considerable because the site is already developed, no cultural resources 
have been identified within the project area, and potential impacts would be further reduced 
through the implementation of the 2030 General Plan policies listed above and the 
recommended mitigation measures listed herein that address standard discovery provisions. 
 

Conclusions. Impacts to cultural resources would be less than significant. 
Recommended mitigation measures CR-1(a) through CR-1(d) are included in the Executive 
Summary in Table ES-1 (which lists identified impacts and mitigation measures) as a 
recommended mitigation measure. 
 

6.6 GEOLOGY/SOILS 
 

Setting. Setting information is provided in Section 4.5.1. 
 

Checklist Questions. 
 

Would the project: 
1) Exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 

loss, injury, or death involving:  
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a. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone Map issued by the State Geologist or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault.;  

b. Strong seismic groundshaking that cannot be addressed through compliance with 
standard Code requirements  

2) Location of development on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse that cannot be addressed through compliance 
with standard Code requirements; or 

3) Location of development on expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or property that 
cannot be addressed through compliance with standard Code requirements. 

4) Expose people or structures to inundation by seiche or tsunami 
5) Rely on dredging or other maintenance activity by another agency that is not guaranteed to 

continue  
 
Answers to Checklist Questions. 

 
All of the checklist questions except items (4) and (5) are discussed in Section 4.5 of the EIR. 
 
4) Seiches are oscillations of the surface of an inland body of water that varies in period from a 
few minutes to several hours. Seismic excitations can induce such oscillations. Since the project 
area is not located close to an inland body of water, there is no risk of inundation by seiche.  
Commonly called “tidal waves,” tsunamis are seismic sea waves caused by submarine 
landslides, volcanic disturbances or offshore earthquakes. The State of California Department of 
Conservation Tsunami Inundation Map for the Oxnard Quadrangle (February 15, 2009) 
indicates that the project area is not within an area considered to be vulnerable to tsunamis. No 
impact would occur.   
 
5) The project would not involve dredging or other maintenance activity by another agency that 
is not guaranteed to continue. No impact would occur.  
 

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts have been addressed in the EIR prepared for 
the City’s 2030 General Plan (November 2009), herein incorporated by reference. Cumulative 
development throughout Oxnard would incrementally contribute to geologic resource impacts. 
However, the project would have no impact with respect to seiche, tsunami, dredging, or 
maintenance by another agency; therefore, it would not contribute to a cumulative impact in 
this regard. Cumulative impacts related to seismic hazards, erosion, water quality impacts, or 
unstable soils are discussed in Section 4.5 of this EIR. 
 

Conclusions. The project would not result in impacts related to seiche, tsunami, 
dredging, or maintenance by another agency, and these impacts require no further study in the 
EIR. Impacts related to seismic hazards, erosion, water quality impacts, expansion, and unstable 
soils are discussed in Section 4.5 of this EIR. 
 

6.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS/CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
Effects were found to be potentially significant as discussed in Section 4.6 of the EIR.   
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6.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 

Setting. Setting information is provided in Section 4.7.1.  
  
 Checklist Questions. 
 
Would the project: 

1) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials that cannot be addressed through compliance with standard 
regulatory requirements? 

2) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

3) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within ¼ mile of an existing or proposed school, in quantities or a manner that would 
create a substantial hazard? 

4) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 

5) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

 
Answers to Checklist Questions. 

 
All of the checklist questions except item (5) are discussed in Section 4.7 of the EIR. 
 
5) The City of Oxnard General Plan Policy ICS-20.10 requires that new development provide 
access for emergency vehicles and evacuation routes, as appropriate. All development in the 
TCSP area and the additional annexation area, including new roads and driveways, would be 
required to meet City, County, and California Fire Code regulations for emergency access. No 
existing roads would be narrowed, closed or otherwise modified to reduce access. The project 
would not impair or interfere with an emergency response or evacuation plan. No impacts 
would occur. 
 

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts have been addressed in the EIR prepared for 
the City’s 2030 General Plan (November 2009, certified October 2011), herein incorporated by 
reference. Potential cumulative impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials associated 
with this project are discussed in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for impacts (1) 
through (4). Because the project would have no impact for impact (5), it would make no 
contribution towards cumulative impacts in this area. 

 
Conclusions. The project would not expose persons to significant impact with respect to 

an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan and this impact require no further study in 
the EIR. Impacts related to all other hazards are discussed in Section 4.7 of this EIR. 

 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 6.0 Effects Found Not to Be Significant 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
6-8 

6.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 

Setting. The project area is within shaded Zone X, which indicates a moderate risk of 
flooding, typically between the limits of the 100-year and 500-year floods. Additional setting 
information is provided in Section 4.8.1.  
 
 Checklist Questions 

 
Would the project: 

1. Cause a violation of any adopted water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 
2. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 

such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering or the local groundwater 
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would 
not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

3. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

4. Place new structures within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

5. Impede or redirect flood flows such that it would increase on- or off-site flood potential?  
6. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, 

including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
7. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

 
Answers to Checklist Questions.  

 
Checklist items (1), (2), and (3) are discussed in Section 4.8 of the EIR. 
 
4-6) The project area is in shaded Zone X, which indicates a moderate risk of flooding, typically 
between the limits of the 100-year and 500-year floods. This zone is also used to “designate base 
floodplains of lesser hazards, such as areas protected by levees from 100-year flood, or shallow 
flooding areas with average depths of less than one foot or drainage areas less than 1 square 
mile” (FEMA, 2012). Because the project area is outside the 100-year flood zone, buildings and 
residents onsite would not be placed within a flood hazard area. Additionally, the project 
would not involve placing structures that would impede or redirect flood flows within a 100-
year flood hazard area. Implementation of the proposed TCSP and buildout of the nine parcels 
to be annexed and rezoned for manufacturing uses would not create new areas of flooding. No 
impact would occur.  
 
7) Seiches are oscillations of the surface of an inland body of water that varies in period from a 
few minutes to several hours. Seismic excitations can induce such oscillations. Since the project 
area is not located close to an inland body of water, there is no risk of inundation by seiche.  
 
Commonly called “tidal waves,” tsunamis are seismic sea waves caused by submarine 
landslides, volcanic disturbances or offshore earthquakes. The State of California Department of 
Conservation Tsunami Inundation Map for the Oxnard Quadrangle (February 15, 2009) 
indicates that the project area is not within an area considered to be vulnerable to tsunamis. 
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Additionally, mudflow potential would not pose a hazard to the project area as the project area 
is located on a flat portion of the City and is not adjacent to any mountains or hills. No impact 
would occur.   
 

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts have been addressed in the EIR prepared for 
the City’s 2030 General Plan (November 2009), herein incorporated by reference. Potential 
cumulative impacts related to hydrology and water quality associated with this project are 
discussed in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, for impacts (a) through (c). Because the 
project would have no impact for impacts (4) through (7) , it would make no contribution 
towards cumulative impacts in these areas. 

 
Conclusions. The project would not expose persons to significant impact with respect to 

flooding or inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow and these impacts require no further 
study in the EIR. Impacts related to all other hydrology and water quality impacts are discussed 
in Section 4.8 of this EIR. 
 

6.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
 Setting. Setting information for land use is provided in Section 4.9.1.  
 
 Checklist Questions 
 
Would the project:  

1) Conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of the City or other 
agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect;  

2) Involve land uses that are not allowed under an applicable airport land use 
compatibility plan;  

3) Conflict with an applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan; or, 

4) Physically divide an established community.  
 
 Answers to Checklist Questions.  
 
All of the checklist items except item (3) are discussed in Section 4.9 of the EIR.  
 
3) The site is not protected by a habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation 
plan, or other adopted conservation plan. No impact would occur.  
 

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts have been addressed in the EIR prepared for 
the City’s 2030 General Plan (November 2009), herein incorporated by reference. Potential 
cumulative impacts to land use and planning associated with this project are discussed in 
Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, for impacts (1), (2), and (4). Because the project would have 
no impact for impacts (3) it would make no contribution towards cumulative impacts in this 
area. 
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Conclusions. No impacts related to an approved habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan would occur. This topic does not require further study in the EIR.  
 

6.11 MINERAL RESOURCES 
 

Setting. The project area is located in Ventura County, just outside the western boundary 
of the City of Oxnard. According to the City’s 2030 General Plan, important mineral / sand / 
gravel deposits are primarily located along the Santa Clara River channel, along Route 101  
(Ventura Freeway) corridor and along the eastern edge of the City extending as far west as 
Oxnard Boulevard in several areas. 
 
 Checklist Questions. 
 
Would the project: 

1) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 

2) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated 
on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

 
Answers to Checklist Questions. 

 
1, 2) The proposed project involves annexation of the project area into the City of Oxnard, 
development of the proposed TCSP on currently agricultural land, and potential future 
development of the 11.4 acres south of Teal Club Road. These actions would lead to increased 
development in the project area. However, the project area is not designated as a significant 
mineral resources zone (City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan PEIR, November 2009), and mineral 
resource extraction in this area would be generally incompatible with existing surrounding 
residential uses. As such, no mineral resource impacts would occur.  
 

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts have been addressed in the EIR prepared for 
the City’s 2030 General Plan (November 2009), herein incorporated by reference. There are no 
mineral resource impacts associated with this project. 

 
Conclusions. No impacts to mineral resources would occur as a result of the proposed 

project. This topic does not require further study in the EIR. 
 

6.12 NOISE 
 
Effects were found to be potentially significant as discussed in Section 4.10 of the EIR.   

  

6.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 

Effects were found to be potentially significant as discussed in Section 4.11 of the EIR.   
 

6.14 PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
Effects were found to be potentially significant as discussed in Section 4.12 of the EIR.   
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6.15 RECREATION 
 
Effects were found to be potentially significant as discussed in Section 4.12 of the EIR. 
 

6.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 

Setting.  Setting information is provided in Section 4.13.1.  
 
Checklist Questions. 

 
Would the project:  

1) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections) based on 
adopted City of Oxnard level of service (LOS) standards?  

2) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, an LOS standard established by Ventura County 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) for designated roads or highways?  

3) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks;  

4) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);  

5) Result in inadequate emergency access;  
6) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation  

(e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 
 

Answers to Checklist Questions.  
 

All of the checklist questions except item (3) are discussed in Section 4.13 of the EIR. 
 
3) The project area is located in proximity to Oxnard Airport. However, neither the proposed 
TCSP uses and development nor the potential uses and development in the parcels to be 
annexed south of Teal Club Road would result in a change in air traffic patterns or increase in 
air traffic levels. (Safety risks related to the change of land uses and development in proximity 
to the airport are discussed in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.) The project would 
also not require any modification of flight paths for the Oxnard Airport. Therefore, no impact 
would occur. 
 

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts have been addressed in the EIR prepared for 
the City’s 2030 General Plan (November 2009), herein incorporated by reference. Potential 
cumulative impacts related to traffic associated with this project are discussed in Section 4.13, 
Transportation and Traffic, for impacts (1), (2), (4), (5), and (6). Because the project would have no 
impact for impact (3), it would make no contribution towards cumulative impacts in this area. 

 
Conclusions. The project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns or levels that 

results in a substantial safety risk and this impact requires no further study in the EIR. Impacts 
related to all other traffic impacts are discussed in Section 4.13 of this EIR. 
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6.17 UTILITIES AND ENERGY 
 
Effects were found to be potentially significant as discussed in Section 4.14 of the EIR. 
 

6.18 WILDFIRE  
  

Checklist Questions. 
 

Would the project: 
1) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 

plan?  
2) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 

expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire?  

3) Require installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire 
risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

4) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes?  
 
Answers to Checklist Questions.  
 

Checklist question (1) is discussed in Subsection 6.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, above. 
 
2) The TCSP area and the additional annexation area are not located within wildfire hazard 
areas as identified in the Ventura County General Plan Appendix (2011). Surrounding land uses 
consist of the airport, residential neighborhoods and irrigated cropland. The project area is flat 
and does not contain slopes or other features which would exacerbate wildfire risks. Therefore, 
the project would not expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. No impact would occur.  
 
3) The proposed project would include development of new roads, power lines and other 
utilities to serve the new residential, commercial and park land uses in the TCSP area. As noted 
in Section 4.12, Public Services, all development under the proposed project including 
construction of new roads and driveways would comply with the City of Oxnard Fire Code. 
Therefore, installation and maintenance of associated infrastructure under the proposed project 
would not exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. 
No impact would occur.  
 
4) The project area is generally flat and surrounded by generally flat areas. The project would 
not expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. No 
impact would occur.  
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Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts have been addressed in the EIR prepared for 
the City’s 2030 General Plan (November 2009), herein incorporated by reference. Cumulative 
development throughout Oxnard would incrementally contribute to wildfire impacts. 
However, the project would have no impact with respect to impairing an adopted emergency 
response or evacuation plan, exacerbating wildfire risks, or requiring installation or 
maintenance of infrastructure which could exacerbate fire risk. Therefore, the project would not 
contribute to a cumulative impact in this regard. 
 

Conclusions. No impacts related to wildfire would occur as a result of the proposed 
project. Therefore, the project would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact. This 
topic does not require further study in the EIR. 
 

6.19 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
  

Checklist Questions. 
 

1) Does the project have the potential to substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self- sustaining levels, eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

2) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 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)? 

3) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

 
Answers to Checklist Questions. 

 
a) Based on the analysis contained in this document, the project would have significant but 
mitigable impacts on nesting birds, the California horned lark (a locally sensitive animal), 
monarch butterfly aggregations, and potential jurisdictional waters (including wetlands and 
riparian habitat). For this reason, the project would have the potential to reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self- sustaining levels, 
eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, but these impacts would be less than significant with 

incorporated mitigation contained in Section 4.3, Biological Resources of this EIR.   
 
There are no officially designated historical resources on or adjacent to the project area. Because 
of the conversion from agricultural to urbanized uses proposed under the project, extensive 
ground disturbance would occur. However, extensive ground disturbance that has occurred on 
the project area during past development and agricultural activities, as well as the lack of 
natural surface water features, reduces the likelihood that intact prehistoric cultural resources 
are present, and the possibility of encountering previously undisturbed cultural resources 
during project construction would be remote. This would be a less than significant impact; 
however, mitigation measures CR-1(a) through CR-1(c) are recommended in order to 
minimize impacts to cultural resources. This is a standard measure that is used when there is a 
possibility of encountering cultural resources during project construction. 
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b) Cumulative impacts have been addressed in the EIR prepared for the City’s 2030 General 
Plan (November 2009, certified October 2011), herein incorporated by reference.  In addition, 
cumulative impacts are examined for each issue area above. As discussed, cumulative impacts 
related to Aesthetics, Air Quality, Geology/Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
Hazards/Hazardous Materials, Hydrology/Water Quality, Land Use/Planning, Noise, 
Population/Housing, Transportation/Traffic, Public Services, and Utilities/Service Systems are 
potentially significant and have been addressed in Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of the EIR. 
 
c) As presented in this document, the project has the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment that could substantially affect human beings in several issue areas including 
Aesthetics, Air Quality, Geology/Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards/Hazardous 
Materials, Hydrology/Water Quality, Land Use/Planning, Noise, Population/Housing, 
Transportation/Traffic, Public Services, and Utilities/Service Systems. These impacts are 
potentially significant and have been addressed in Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of the EIR. 
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES 
 
As required by Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that could feasibly achieve similar objectives. 
The discussion focuses on alternatives that may be able to reduce one or more of the adverse 
impacts associated with the proposed project. Included in this analysis are the CEQA-required 
“no project” alternative and two additional alternatives. These are listed and summarized 
below, and subsequently discussed in greater detail within the impact analysis for each 
alternative: 

 
• Alternative 1: No Project – No Development  
• Alternative 2: Phase 1 Development Only 
• Alternative 3: Reduced Intensity 

 
This section also identifies the Environmentally Superior Alternative in accordance with CEQA. 
Table 7-1 provides a summary comparison of the development characteristics of the proposed 
project and the alternatives. A more detailed description of the alternatives is included in the 
impact analysis for each alternative.  
 

Table 7-1 
Comparison of Proposed Project Alternatives Buildout Characteristics 

Characteristic 

Alternatives 

Proposed 
Project 

Alternative 1: 

No Project – No 
Development 

Alternative 2: 

Phase 1 
Development Only 

Alternative 3: 

Reduced Intensity 

TCSP Area 

Residential Buildout (dwelling 
units) 

990 0 718723 990 

Non-Residential Buildout 

(square feet) 

192,000 0 60,000 50,000 

Parks and Open Space 
(acres) 

12.3 0 6.88 17.76 

Additional Annexation Area 

Manufacturing (square feet) 173,804 0 173,804 173,804 

Warehouse  
(square feet) 

173,804 0 173,804 173,804 

 
As listed in Section 2.0 Project Description, the project objectives for the proposed project are: 

Project Proponent: 
1) Create an integrated land, transportation, and infrastructure plan that allows for a mix of 

residential, mixed-use, and commercial development to minimize the need for short distance 
single-person vehicle trips both within the project and within the City. 

2) Provide a balance and economic match, to the extent feasible, between on-site housing and 
employment opportunities. 

3) Create an integrated vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle circulation system that connects 
residential, industrial, and commercial uses within the project. 

4) Create recreational opportunities accessible to the neighborhood and City of Oxnard. 
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5) Establish land uses that permit a range of housing opportunities with varying densities, 
types, styles, prices and tenancy characteristics including compliance with the 2030 General 
Plan Housing Element affordability requirements. 

6) Adopt design guidelines and regulations to provide for consistent and orderly 
implementation of the plan. 

7) Provide development and transitional land use patterns that do not conflict with 
surrounding land uses and neighborhoods. 

8) Avoid leapfrog development and accommodate projected growth in a location adjacent to 
existing infrastructure, urban services, existing circulation elements and community 
facilities. 

9) Minimize traffic trips by providing a variety of neighborhood services in the commercial area 
of the project. 

10) Establish development regulations to ensure residential neighborhoods are compatible with 
the surrounding area and all proposed land uses are properly integrated or buffered, as 
appropriate. 

11) Access the City’s Advanced Water Purification program for non-potable water uses. 
12) Provide an adequate buffer between the TCSP area and agricultural uses to the west on both 

an interim and permanent basis, as needed. 
13) Utilize commercial land uses to buffer the TCSP area from the Oxnard Airport to the south. 
14) Provide bike and trail linkages between the TCSP area and existing facilities. 
15) Provide a mix of land uses that are financially independent, sustainable, and not a fiscal 

burden on the General Fund of the City of Oxnard. 
16) Ensure appropriate phasing and financing for community facilities including street and road 

improvements, water, urban runoff and flood control facilities, and parks. 
17) Create neighborhoods with lasting value by setting high quality standards for residential and 

commercial land development and related public improvements. 
18) Comply with the State of California’s “Build it Green” standards. 

 
 City of Oxnard: 

1) Develop a project consistent with the 2030 General Plan and other adopted and relevant City 
policies and capital improvement plans and programs. 

2) Incorporate innovative, feasible, flexible features that assist the City in implementing 
relevant 2030 General Plan and related environmental, economic development, and planning 
goals, policies, and programs. 
 

7.1 NO PROJECT – NO DEVELOPMENT  
 

This alternative assumes that the proposed project is not approved and that the project area is 
not developed. For the TCSP area, the existing County of Ventura Zoning of Agricultural 
Exclusive-40 and County of Ventura General Plan designation of Agricultural would remain 
and the area would remain in active agricultural uses. The existing structures on-site would not 
be demolished. The nine parcels in the additional Annexation area would not be Annexed and 
would remain designated as Agricultural-Urban Reserve in the Ventura County General Plan. 

 
7.1.1 Impact Analysis 
 

The No Project – No Development alternative would involve no changes to the physical 
environment and thus would have no environmental effects. As such, this alternative would 
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have no impact with respect to aesthetics, agricultural resources, biological resources, geology, 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions/climate change, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology, 
noise, population, education, and housing, public services and recreation, traffic, or utilities and 
energy. This alternative would be inherently consistent with the Ventura County General Plan, 
but would conflict with the City of Oxnard General Plan, which pre-designates the project area 
as “Urban Village” and includes a goal to support development of this land. This alternative 
would not require Annexation of any properties into the City of Oxnard.  
 

Construction impacts associated with the proposed project would be avoided because no 
development would occur in the project area. This alternative would eliminate the proposed 
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts with respect to conversion of important farmland, 
operational air pollution emissions, and change in visual character. No mitigation measures 
would be required for the No Project – No Development alternative. Overall impacts would be 
lower than those of the proposed project since no change to environmental conditions would 
occur.  
 

The No Project – No Development Alternative would not meet several of the objectives of the 
proposed project, including:  
 

• Provide a mix of residential and commercial development to minimize vehicle trips (Objective 1) 

• Create recreational opportunities (Objective 4) 

• Create housing opportunities (Objective 5) 
 

7.2 ALTERNATIVE 2: PHASE 1 DEVELOPMENT ONLY  
 

This alternative anticipates that Phase 2 of the TCSP would not be developed. The 57.9 acres 
that comprise Phase 2 would continue to be used for agriculture. The 91.8 acres of the Phase 1 
planning area would be developed, 150-foot agricultural buffers (with a vegetative screen) 
would be provided and the Phase 2 area would be removed from the TCSP (see Figure 7-1). The 
resulting project (Phase 1 only) would include 723 dwelling units at various densities, a 6.5‐acre 
Community Park, and Urban Village core along Ventura Road. Total non-residential 
development in the TCSP area would include 60,000 square feet of commercial/mixed-use 
space. Development of the business research park would not occur. The additional nine parcels 
south of Teal Club Road would still be annexed and zoned for light manufacturing, potentially 
facilitating up to 347,608 square feet of light industrial development. Table 7-2 compares the 
characteristics of Alternative 2 to the proposed project. 
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Table 7-2 
Comparison of Proposed Project to Alternative 2 

 
Proposed Project 

Alternative 2: Phase 1 Development 
Only 

Land Use Acres 
Dwelling 

Units 

Building 
Square 

Footage Acres 

Dwelling 

Units 

Building 
Square 

Footage 

Residential 

PA-1 Detached 

Residential 
17.52 140 - 17.52 140 - 

PA-2 Detached 
Residential 

10.01 80 - 10.01 80 - 

Subtotal Single-Family 
Detached 

27.53 220 - 27.53 220 - 

PA-3 Attached Residential 9.60 145 - 9.6 145 - 

PA-4 Attached Residential 5.54 88 - 5.54 88 - 

PA-5 Attached Residential 10.57 240 - 10.57 240 - 

PA-11 Attached 
Residential 

15.64 167 - 0 0 - 

Commercial/Mixed Use 
(Residential) 

0.0 30 - 0 30 - 

PA-12 Attached 
Residential/Apartments 

4.43 100 - 0 0  

Subtotal Multi-Family 45.78 770 - 25.71 503 - 

Total 73.31 990 - 53.24 723 - 

Non-residential 

PA-8 Community Park 6.50 0 - 6.5 0 - 

PA-9 Community Park 3.50 0 - 0 0 - 

Beverly Dr. Greenbelt 0.38 0 - 0.38 0 - 

Parks & Open Space 
Subtotal 

17.76 0 - 6.88 0 - 

PA-6 Commercial/Mixed 
Use 

4.35 0 10,000 4.35 0 10,000 

PA-7 Urban Village 
Commercial 

4.43 0 50,000 4.43 0 50,000 

Commercial/Mixed Use 
Subtotal 

8.78 0 60,000 8.78 0 60,000 

PA-13 Business Research 
Park 

6.19 0 88,000 0 0 0 

PA-14 Business Research 
Park 

2.92 0 44,000 0 0 0 

Light Industrial Subtotal 9.11 0 132,000 0 0 0 

Ventura Road 2.82 0 - 2.82 0 - 

Doris Avenue 2.80 0 - 2.8 0 - 

Patterson Road 0.30 0 - 0 0 - 

Teal Club Road 7.20 0 - 2.9 0 - 

Arterial Roadways 
Subtotal 

13.12 0 - 8.52 0 - 

Interior Roadways 22,18 0 - 12.42 0 - 

Detention Basins 5.46 0 - 2.37 0 - 

Interior Roadways & 
Misc. Subtotal 

27.64 0 - 14.79 0 - 

Total TCSP area 149.72 990  192,000 91.83 723 60,000 

Total additional 
annexation area 

11.4 - 347,608 11.4 - 347,608 
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Figure 7-1 Alternative 2, Phase I Development Only 
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Overall, this alternative would result in 267 fewer residential units than the proposed project (a 
27% reduction) and 132,000 fewer square feet of non-residential development (a 29% reduction). 
This alternative would result in the demolition of one existing single-family residence in the 
TCSP area and approximately six residences in the additional Annexation area.  

 
7.2.1 Aesthetics 
 
This alternative would reduce overall development compared to the proposed project as the 
57.9-acre TCSP Phase 2 development area would not be developed. Nonetheless, TCSP Phase 1 
development would be visible from viewpoints along several public roadways, including 
Ventura Road, Patterson Road, Doris Avenue, Victoria Avenue, and Fifth Street, which are 
identified in the Oxnard General Plan as routes within the City’s Scenic Highway System. 
However, similar to the proposed project, given the limited extent to which the project would 
affect scenic vistas, and the fact that views of the elements of these vistas, such as distant 
mountains and nearby agricultural lands, are readily available from nearby areas, impacts 
would be Class III, less than significant. 
 
Like the proposed project, this alternative would replace scenic resources such as farmland and 
tree windrows which define the project area’s visual character. However, as this alternative 
would reduce development by 57.9 acres, it would remove less farmland and fewer tree 
windrows than the proposed project. Therefore, impacts would be reduced. Nonetheless, with 
development of the 91.8-acre TCSP Phase 1 development area and development of the 
additional Annexation area, the visual character and quality of the site would be substantially 
altered. Impacts would remain Class II, significant but mitigable and Mitigation Measure AES-2 
would continue to apply.  
 
This introduction of light and glare to the project area would be reduced under this alternative 
as the amount of development would be reduced. Impacts related to light and glare would 
therefore be reduced under this alternative compared to the proposed project, and would 
continue to be Class III, less than significant.  
 

7.2.2 Agricultural Resources 
 
This alternative would reduce the amount of converted farmland compared to the proposed 
project by 57.9 acres. Nonetheless, this alternative would convert approximately 92 acres of 
“important farmland” to non-agricultural uses, resulting in a similar Class I, significant and 
unavoidable, permanent loss of agricultural lands. As with the proposed project, Mitigation 
Measure AG-1 would require the applicant to provide an agricultural conversion in-lieu fee or 
to record permanent agricultural conservation easements in order to help avert the future regional 
conservation conversion of agricultural lands to the extent feasible. However, the impact to 
important farmland would remain significant and unavoidable due to the permanent, 
irreversible loss of important farmland within the TCSP area. 
 
With this alternative, the Phase 2 area would remain in agricultural production. As shown in 
Figure 7-1, this would place residential uses immediately east and north of the agricultural uses. 
Therefore, this alternative would create potential land use conflicts between urban and 
agricultural uses. Impacts to residents may result from agricultural chemicals, dust, odors 
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associated with pesticides and livestock, and farming equipment noise. However, as shown in 
Figure 7-1, this alternative would involve 150-foot agricultural setbacks where development 
would not occur. In addition, this alternative would involve a vegetative screen between 
development and agricultural uses. With the 150-foot setback and vegetative screen, this 
alternative would be in compliance with the Ventura County Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy. 
The policy is designed to prevent impacts related to agricultural and urban land use conflicts. 
Therefore, impacts related to agricultural compatibility would be Class III, less than significant. 
Mitigation Measure AG-2 regarding interim agricultural buffers would not be needed as this 
alternative would provide appropriate buffers.  
 

7.2.3 Air Quality  
 
A project is consistent with the 2007 AQMP if its direct and indirect emissions are accounted for 
in the growth assumptions of the AQMP (or the most recent VCOG population projections) and 
the project is consistent with the policies in the AQMP. As noted in Section 4.3, Air Quality, the 
proposed project would be consistent with the AQMP because, compared to the expected 
population increase in Oxnard by 2030 and 2035, it would not generate population growth 
exceeding the most recent VCOG or General Plan projections. The Phase 1 Development Only 
Alternative would generate 716 net new housing units (723 minus one existing residence in the 
TCSP area and six residences in the additional Annexation area that would be demolished). Based 
on an average of 3.89 people/dwelling unit (Department of Finance [DOF] 2020), this alternative 
would add an estimated 2,786 new residents to the City of Oxnard (716 net new residences x 
3.89 = 2,786). This is a 28% reduction when compared to the proposed project and would also be 
within the VCOG growth projections. As with the proposed project, impacts would be Class III, 
less than significant.  
 
The Phase 1 Development Only Alternative would allow the development of up to 723 
residential units and 407,608 square feet of non-residential space. This is a 28% reduction in 
residential buildout and a 24% reduction in non-residential buildout. Temporary impacts to air 
quality resulting from construction of this alternative would therefore be reduced compared to 
the proposed project. However, new development would still generate temporary increases in 
localized air pollutant emissions. Therefore, impacts would remain Class II, significant but 
mitigable, similar to the proposed project, and mitigation measures AQ-1(a)through AQ-1(c) 
would continue to be required.  
 
As this alternative would reduce buildout of the project area by 27% for residential uses and 
24% for non-residential uses, operational emissions would be reduced. Nevertheless, emissions 
of ROG and NOX would still exceed VCAPCD’s daily thresholds (see Table 7-3). As with the 
proposed project, mitigation measures AQ-2(a) through AQ-2(e) would be required, but would 
not reduce emissions to below VCAPCD thresholds. Therefore, like the proposed project, this 
alternative would have a Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact on regional air quality. 
 
Due to the reduced traffic generation associated with this alternative (see subsection 7.2.13 of 
this section), impacts related to carbon monoxide concentrations would be reduced. As with the 
proposed project, this impact would be Class III, less than significant.  
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Like the proposed project, this alternative would involve Annexation of nine parcels south of 
Teal Club Road that would be zoned for light industrial uses. Industrial uses may generate 
odors near residential uses. However, with adherence to General Plan Policy CD-5.2 to create 
appropriate separation distances between odor-generators and sensitive uses, impacts related to 
odors would be Class III, less than significant, similar to the proposed project. As with the 
proposed project, no mitigation would be required.  
 

Table 7-3   
Alternative 2 Estimated Operational Emissions 

Emission Source 

Emissions Estimate (lbs/day) 

ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

Teal Club Specific Plan – Phase I: 

Area 

Energy 

Mobile 

Subtotal 

30.8 

0.4 

10.7 

41.9 

0.7 

3.1 

40.5 

44.3 

59.5 

1.4 

111.9 

172.8 

0.3 

0.3 

55.9 

56.5 

0.3 

0.3 

15.1 

15.7 

Additional Annexation Area: 

Area 

Energy 

Mobile 

Subtotal 

 

8.0 

0.1 

0.9 

9.0 

 

<0.01 

1.2 

3.4 

4.6 

 

<0.01 

1.0 

10.8 

11.8 

 

<0.01 

0.1 

5.9 

6.0 

 

<0.01 

0.1 

1.6 

1.7 

Alternative 2 Total Emissions 50.9 48.9 184.6 62.5 17.4 

Proposed Project Total Emissions 64.2 62.5 243.9 82.4 22.9 

VCAPCD Significance Threshold 25 25 N/A N/A N/A 

Exceeds Threshold? Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A 

Source: Calculations using CalEEMod 2013.2.2 version 2016.3.2. See Appendix C for calculations. 

 

7.2.4 Biological Resources 
 
This alternative would reduce development by 57.9 acres compared to the proposed project. 
However, the tree windrow located along Ventura Avenue would still be removed with this 
alternative. Therefore, impacts to nesting birds and monarch butterfly habitat in the windrow 
would be the same as the proposed project. Since this alternative would not remove as many 
acres of row crops as the proposed project (approximately 91.8 acres compared to 149.72 acres), 
impacts to the locally sensitive California horned lark, which nests in agricultural row crops 
where stubble or short vegetation is present, would be reduced. Nonetheless, approximately 
91.8 acres of row crops would be removed with this alternative. Impacts to nesting birds and 
monarch butterflies would remain Class II, significant but mitigable, and mitigation measures 
BIO-1(a), BIO-1(b), BIO-2(a), and BIO-2(b) would continue to apply. 
 
This alternative would not involve potential changes to a number of irrigation ditches in the 
project area and along Teal Club Road west of Patterson Road, but still may involve removal of 
other irrigation ditches present along the project area. Nonetheless, for the same reasons as 
described in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, these do not appear to be jurisdictional and do not 
contain riparian habitat or sensitive species. Impacts to jurisdictional areas would be less than 
significant, the same as under the proposed project.  
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7.2.5 Geology and Soils 
 
This alternative would accommodate 267 fewer residential units and fewer non-residential 
structures when compared to full buildout of the proposed project. Therefore, development 
under this alternative would expose fewer structures and residents to geologic hazards, 
including groundshaking, liquefaction, and expansion. Although liquefaction and other 
seismic- and soil-related hazards would be reduced, this alternative would still allow the 
development of new residences in an area exposed geologic hazards.Impacts related to 
groundshaking would remain Class III, less than significant, while impacts related to soil 
instability would remain Class II, significant but mitigable, similar to the proposed project. 
Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would still be required to address soil instability impacts.  
 

7.2.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
The Phase 1 Development Only Alternative would reduce residential development by 28% and 
non-residential development by 24% compared to the proposed project. Greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions would therefore be reduced when compared to the proposed project.  
 
The proposed project would generate 13,245 metric tons of CO2e annually, or approximately 
2.00 metric tons of CO2e per service population (refer to Table 4.6-6 in Section 4.6, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions/Climate Change). By comparison, the Phase 1 Development Only Alternative 
would generate approximately 11,842 metric tons of CO2e annually. 
 
As noted in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change, impacts related to GHG are 
determined based on the Scoping Plan threshold of 3.2 metric tons of CO2e per year per service 
population (defined to include both residents and employees). As discussed in subsection 7.2.11, 
buildout of this alternative would add an estimated 2,786 new residents and 2,174 new 
employees. Therefore, the service population (sum of population and employees) that would be 
added to the City under this alternative would be 4,960.  
 
Based on this service population, the total volume of GHG emissions projected to be generated by 
the Phase 1 Development Only Alternative equates to approximately 2.39 metric tons of CO2e per 
service population, which is, counterintuitively, slightly higher than the proposed project’s 
generation of 2.00 metric tons of CO2e per service population. Even though less development 
would be constructed in this Alternative, a smaller service population would also be generated, 
which increases the emissions per service population. Impacts related to GHG emissions would 
therefore be higher than the proposed project but would remain Class III, less than significant. 
 

7.2.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
This alternative would reduce residential and non-residential development, but would still 
involve the development of commercial, institutional, and light industrial land uses that could 
involve the use, storage, disposal or transportation of hazardous materials. However, like the 
proposed project, with required adherence to existing regulations, impacts would be Class III, 
less than significant.  
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This alternative would require the demolition of one existing residence in the Phase 1 area of 
the TCSP area that could contain asbestos or lead based paints. Similar to the proposed project, 
impacts related to lead and asbestos hazards would be Class II, significant but mitigable, and 
mitigation measures HAZ-2(a), HAZ-2(b), and HAZ-2(c) would continue to be required.  
 
This alternative would reduce overall construction compared to the proposed project; therefore, 
fewer construction workers would be exposed to residual agricultural chemicals in the soil. This 
impact would be incrementally reduced compared to the proposed project, but would be Class 
II, significant but mitigable, and Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 would be required.  
 
Fewer site workers and residents would be exposed to potential hazards from the Oxnard 
Airport under this alternative. These impacts would be reduced, but would continue to be Class 
II, significant but mitigable, and Mitigation Measures HAZ-5(a), HAZ-5(b), and HAZ-5(c) would 
be required.  
 

7.2.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Alternative 2 would reduce the area of development by 57.9 acres compared to the proposed 
project. Construction-related erosion and sedimentation, and pollutant discharges would 
therefore be reduced under this alternative. Compliance with NPDES Permit requirements and 
City ordinances would ensure that temporary construction related water quality impacts would 
ensure that impacts remain Class III, less than significant, similar to the proposed project.  
 
As with the proposed project, this alternative would increase impervious surfaces and result in 
increased stormwater runoff and potentially impact water quality and affect groundwater 
recharge. However, this alternative would reduce the amount of paved areas compared to the 
proposed project as 57.9 acres would not be developed and would remain in agricultural 
production. Therefore, increases in peak stormwater runoff would be reduced compared to the 
proposed project. Like the proposed project, this alternative would involve on-site detention 
basins and would be required to maintain pre-development stormwater discharge rates. In 
addition, as the 57.9 acres would remain in agricultural production, sedimentation from 
agricultural runoff may be higher with this alternative than would occur with operation of the 
proposed project. Impacts related to sedimentation may increase with this alternative. 
Nonetheless, impacts under this alternative would remain Class III, less than significant, similar 
to the proposed project. 
 
As with the proposed project, excavation and grading for development associated with this 
alternative could require temporary or permanent dewatering. Because less overall 
development would occur, the potential for this impact would be reduced when compared to 
the proposed project. Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure HYD-5 would still be required, and 
impacts would remain Class II, significant but mitigable.  
 
The City of Oxnard is located within a dam inundation area. Because this alternative would 
reduce overall development potential, fewer structures would be located in potentially affected 
areas. However, the potential for dam failure is considered low and like the proposed project, 
impacts would be Class III, less than significant.  
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7.2.9 Land Use and Planning 
 
The Phase 1 Development Only Alternative would result in a similar land use pattern as the 
proposed project in the Phase 1 portion of the TCSP area. The Phase 2 area would not be 
developed and there would be no change in land use. As outlined in Section 4.9, Land Use and 
Planning, the proposed project would be potentially consistent with all relevant policies of the 
City of Oxnard General Plan, LAFCo, and SCAG with incorporation of mitigation included in 
sections 4.1, Aesthetics, 4.2, Agricultural Resources, 4.3, Air Quality, 4.5, Geology and Soils, 4.7, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 4.10, Noise, and 4.13, Transportation and Traffic. The TCSP area is 
pre-designated “Urban Village” in the City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan. Under this alternative, 
the Phase 2 area would not be developed and would remain in agricultural production. 
Therefore, this alternative is potentially inconsistent with the City’s 2030 General Plan vision for 
the project site. However, the Phase 1 area would be developed as is envisioned by the general 
plan. Though the Phase 2 area would remain in agricultural production, this would keep with 
the existing use of the area and would not create a significant environmental impact with 
respect to land use. Similar to the proposed project, impacts would be Class II, significant but 
mitigable.  
 

7.2.10 Noise 
 
This alternative would reduce residential and non-residential buildout as the Phase 2 portion of 
the TCSP would not be developed. Noise and vibration levels would be the same as the 
proposed project as the same amount and type of construction equipment would be used. 
However, the overall duration of noise and vibration associated with construction would be 
reduced as the duration of construction would be reduced. In addition, sensitive receptors 
located near the Phase 2 area would not be affected by construction noise and vibration. Similar 
to the proposed project, impacts would be Class III, less than significant, with adherence to City 
of Oxnard construction timing restrictions and no mitigation would be required.  
 
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would involve development adjacent to 
residential neighborhoods. Operational noise levels associated with on-site operations (such as 
noise generated by loading docks, mechanical equipment, deliveries, conversations, music, etc.) 
would be similar to the proposed project as the uses would be similar. However, as the Phase 2 
area would not be developed, sensitive receptors near the Phase 2 area would not be exposed to 
as much operational noise. Nonetheless, sensitive receptors adjacent to the Phase 1 area, future 
sensitive receptors within the Phase 1 area, and existing sensitive receptors in the additional 
Annexation area would be exposed to operational noise. However, on-site uses would be 
subject to the City’s Noise Ordinance which prohibits sound levels above specified noise 
standards. Similar to the proposed project, impacts would be Class III, less than significant. As 
with the proposed project, no mitigation would be required. 
 
As discussed in subsection 7.2.13, Transportation and Traffic, Phase 1 of the Specific Plan would 
generate approximately 10,449 average daily trips (ADT), or 3,162 (23%) fewer trips than would 
be generated by the proposed project. Consequently, noise level increases on roadways near the 
project area and within the TCSP area would be lower. Therefore, impacts would be reduced 
when compared to the proposed project and would remain Class III, less than significant. 
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Like the proposed project, this alternative involves residential uses near the Oxnard Airport. 
Future residences may be exposed to noise from aircraft flyovers. However, like the proposed 
project, this alternative would not locate residences within the 65 dBA noise contour. As such, 
noise associated with the airport would not exceed the City’s standards. Impacts would remain 
Class III, less than significant.  

 

7.2.11 Population, Education, and Housing 
 
This alternative would generate 716 net new housing units (723 minus seven existing residence 
that would be demolished). Based on an average of 3.89 people/dwelling unit ( SCAG, DOF 
2020), this alternative would add an estimated 2,786 new residents to the City of Oxnard (716 
net new residences x 3.89= 2,786). This is a 28% reduction when compared to the proposed 
project. This alternative would also generate 2,174 new employees (2,651 employees for 
proposed project – 477 employees associated with the business research park in the Phase 2 
area), which is an 18% reduction (based on employment generation factors found in the 
Employment Density Summary Report, completed for the Southern California Association of 
Governments [SCAG] by The Natelson Co., Inc. [October, 2001]). As with the proposed project, 
the increase in population and employment would not exceed SCAG population, housing, or 
employment growth projections for the City of Oxnard. Impacts would remain Class III, less 
than significant.  
 
This alternative would involve the demolition of one single-family residence in the TCSP area 
and approximately six residences in the additional Annexation area whereas the proposed 
project would remove two residences in the TCSP area and six residences in the additional 
Annexation area. Like the proposed project, this alternative would result in a net increase in 
housing, including affordable housing units. Therefore, impacts related to displacement would 
be Class III, less than significant, similar to the proposed project.  
 
Based on the students per household generation rates used in the public services analysis for 
the proposed project (refer to Table 4.12-2 in Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation), this 
alternative would generate approximately 446 new students (397 elementary and middle school 
students and 49 high school students, see Table 7-4). This represents a reduction of 156 students 
(23%) when compared to the proposed project. Therefore, demand for school services would 
also decrease. Impacts to schools would be Class III, less than significant, under this alternative, 
similar to the proposed project. 
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Table 7-4 
Alternative 2 Student Generation 

School District 

Student Generation 
Factor  

(students per 
dwelling unit) Proposed Project Alternative 2 

Proposed 
Project 

Students  
Generated 

Alternative 
2 Students 
Generated 

Oxnard School 
District  

1.0000 
Single Family Detached 

- 220 
Single Family 

Detached - 220 
220 220 

0.3520 
Single Family Attached1 

- 770 
Single Family 

Attached1 - 503 
271 177 

Oxnard Union High  
School District  

0.08 
Single Family Detached 

- 220 
Single Family 

Detached - 220 
18 18 

0.06 Multi Family - 770 Multi Family - 503 47 31 

Total Students  556 446 
1 For purposes of this analysis all attached units were assumed to be single family attached (townhomes, condominiums, etc.) as 
this type of unit had the higher generation factor.  
Number of units takes into account removal of existing single family residences on site.  
Source: Oxnard School District School Facilities Needs Analysis, February 2019 and Oxnard Union High School District School 
District Fee Justification Report, June 2014.  

 

7.2.12 Public Services and Recreation 
 
This alternative would result in 267 fewer residential units than the proposed project. 
Consequently, demand for police and fire protection would incrementally decrease. Impacts to 
fire and police protection would continue to be Class II, significant but mitigable, and mitigation 
measures PS-1 and PS-2(a) and (b) would still apply. 
 
This alternative would generate an estimated 2,868 new residents, which would require 8.6 
acres of parkland according to the 3 acres per 1,000 residents threshold discussed in Section 
4.12, Public Services. This alternative would involve 6.88 acres of parkland and open space 
(greenbelt), which would not satisfy the required 8.6 acres. Therefore, this alternative may 
increase demand for parkland such that significant impacts may occur. Mitigation may be 
needed in the form of payment of park impact fees or dedication of new parkland.  
 
As discussed in Section 4.12, Public Services, the City of Oxnard is currently below the ALA goal 
of 1.0 sf of library space per resident, with approximately 0.46 sf per resident. This alternative 
would add an estimated 2,786 new residents, which would result in a ratio of approximately 
0.45 sf or library space per resident. Although the alternative would also introduce new 
employees, in general, employees are not likely to patronize libraries during working hours, as 
they are more likely to use libraries near their homes during non-work hours. As with the 
proposed project, this alternative would only incrementally affect the overall ratio of library sf 
per resident. As discussed, in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, the TCSP was anticipated in 
the City’s General Plan. The General Plan includes goals and policies to support the City’s 
public library system by developing funding, expanding library services, and expanding online 
access. It is not anticipated that the project would increase the use of existing libraries such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated. Should the City 
determine that future expanded library facilities are needed, new or expanded library facilities 
would be subject to CEQA environmental analysis and any identified mitigation measures 
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required to avoid, minimize, or reduce any identified environmental effects. Impacts would be 
similar to those of the proposed project and would remain Class III, less than significant.  
 

7.2.13 Transportation and Traffic 
 
As described in Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, in December 2019 California’s Third 
District Court of Appeal ruled that under SB 743, automobile delay may no longer be treated as 
a significant impact in CEQA analysis (Citizens for Positive Growth & Preservation v. City of 
Sacramento). Nonetheless, consistent with the analysis for the proposed project, an analysis 
related to roadway congestion is included for informational purposes.  
 
This alternative would involve Phase 1 development only. Traffic impacts associated with 
Phase 1 development in the 2020 opening year were analyzed in Section 4.13, Transportation and 
Traffic. As shown in Table 7-5, Phase 1 of the Specific Plan would generate approximately 634 
AM peak hour trips and 746 PM peak hour trips, and a total of 10,655 ADT. This would involve 
a reduction in 236 AM peak hour trips (27% reduction) and a reduction in 210 PM peak hour 
trips (22% reduction) compared to the proposed project. Therefore, impacts would be reduced 
compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, , impacts to affected 
intersections would be Class III, less than significant. In addition, although these are not 
significant impacts under CEQA, recommended mitigation measures T-1(a) through T-1(g) 
related to roadway widenings would apply to this alternative.   
 

Table 7-5 
Alternative 2 Trip Generation 

Land Use SF/DU 

AM Peak Hour Trips PM Peak Hour Trips 

ADT In Out Total In Out Total 

Single-Family Residential 220 41 122 163 139 79 218 2,077 

Multi-Family (Low-rise) 503 53 178 231 178 104 282 3,682 

Neighborhood Commercial 60,000 173 115 288 360 360 720 7,200 

Community Park 17.86.5 3 3 6 5 5 10 130 

Sub Total  270 418 688 682 548 1,230 13,089 

Internal Trips  9 19 28 152 136 288 1,932 

External Trips  261 399 660 530 412 942 11,157 

Pass-by Trips  17 12 29 107 89 196 502 

Total Primary Trips  244 387 631 423 323 746 10,655 

ADT = Average Daily Traffic, DU = Dwelling Units, TSF = Thousand Square Feet, Stu = Students 
Source: Stantec, 2019 (see Appendix I) 

 

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would develop bicycle, pedestrian, and public 
transit facilities. Development would therefore be consistent with the City’s General Plan and 
Bicycle Master Plan. Impacts would be similar to those of the proposed project and would 
remain Class III, less than significant.  
 
As explained in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change, based on the CalEEMod 
estimate, the proposed project would result in approximately 25,349,026 new annual VMT. The 
Phase 1 Development Only Alternative would reduce residential development by 28% and non-
residential development by 24% compared to the proposed project. VMT would therefore be 
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reduced when compared to the proposed project. Since the VMT project would be well below 
the 15% reduction threshold that the OPR recommends, VMT under this alternative would also 
be below the threshold.  
 
In addition, consistent with the proposed project, the Alternative is intended to provide for 
overall VMT reduction. As discussed above under Impact T-4 and in Section 4.6, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions/Climate Change, the TCSP site is located in an urbanized area immediately 
adjacent to alternative transit options and within walking distance of multiple commercial 
opportunities which would provide a range of goods and services to site residents, employees, 
and visitors. Commercial areas within walking distance include Esplanade Mall, Riverpark 
Town Center, and Oxnard Financial Plaza. The proposed development also incorporates 
dedicated pedestrian and bicycle paths, new bus stops and bus shelters. Finally, the TCSP is a 
mixed-use development that provides housing, jobs, and visitor amenities in proximity to 
transit options, jobs, and services. Based on these facts, the TCSP is consistent with the general 
goal of reducing GHG emissions by reducing VMT. As explained in Section 4.13, Transportation 
and Traffic, VMT impacts associated with the proposed project would be screened out from 
analysis and less than significant for the affordable housing, retail, and parks and recreation 
uses. For the same reasons as described for the project, Alternative 2’s affordable housing, 
retail, and parks and recreation uses would be screened out and less than significant. In 
addition, VMT impacts associated with this alternative would be comparable to what is shown 
on Tables 4.13-11 and 4.13-12 as this alternative involves a portion of TCSP development. 
Impacts would be similar to those of the proposed project and would remain Class III, less than 
significant. 
 
Like the proposed project, this alternative would not increase hazards due to a design feature 
and would not result in inadequate emergency access. This alternative would involve 
agricultural uses adjacent to development. Adjacent agricultural uses may result in slow farm 
vehicles and equipment traveling on area roadways. However, farm vehicles would not utilize 
TCSP roadways. In addition, farm vehicles related to agricultural uses may travel westward to 
other agricultural uses, but would not often head eastward past the project area towards the 
City of Oxnard. Impacts would be similar to those of the proposed project and would remain 
Class III, less than significant.  
 

7.2.14 Utilities and Energy 
 

As shown in Table 7-5 and based on the wastewater demand factors used in Section 4.14, 
Utilities and Energy (Table 4.14-8), this alternative would generate an estimated 101 gallons of 
wastewater per minute. This represents a reduction of approximately 54% when compared to 
the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the Oxnard Wastewater Treatment Plant has 
adequate capacity to serve this alternative. Impacts would be Class III, less than significant, 
similar to the proposed project. 
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Table 7-6 
Alternative 2 Wastewater Generation 

Use 
Alternative 2 

Acres 

Wastewater 
Generation 

Factor (gapd) 

Overall Wastewater Generation (gpm)1 

Proposed Project Alternative 2 

Single Family Residences 27.53 1,365 26.9 26.9 

Multi-Family Residences 25.71 2,380 75.7 42.5 

Commercial and Industrial 8.78 1,350 16.8 8.23 

Total 119.4 77.63 

gpad – Gallons per acre per day; gpm – Gallons per minute 
1 gpm was calculated by multiplying the acreage for each use by the gpad and then dividing by 1,440 (the number of minutes in a 
day). 

 
Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would reduce residential buildout by 28% 
and would reduce non-residential buildout by 31%. Therefore, as shown on Table 7-7, potable 
water demand would be reduced by 42% under this alternative to 257.9 afy. This alternative 
would also reduce the amount of parkland by 11.88 acres. Therefore, non-potable water 
demand would be reduced by 63% to 9.7 afy. Impacts would remain Class III, less than 
significant. As with the proposed project, mitigation measures UTL-2(a) through UTL-2(c) 
would be recommended to ensure efficient connection to the water system and reduce onsite 
outdoor water use.  

Table 7-7 
Alternative 2 Water Demand 

Use 
Alternative 2 

Acres 

Daily Demand 
Factor per acre 

(gapd) 

Overall Water Demand (afy)1,2 

Proposed Project Alternative 2 

Potable Water Demand 

Residential – Low Density3 27.53 2,250 69.4 69.4 

Residential – High and Medium Density4 25.71 6,000 307.7 172.8 

Business Park/ Industrial 0 2,800 28.6 0 

Commercial, Retail, Community5 8.78 1,600 15.7 15.7 

Total Potable Water Demand 421.4 257.9 

Recycled Water Demand 

Residential – Low Density 27.53 0 0 0 

Residential – High and Medium Density4 25.71 0 0 0 

Business Park 0 700 7.1 0 

Commercial, Retail, Community5 8.78 400 3.9 3.9 

Park and Greenbelt 6.88 750 14.9 5.8 

Total Recycled Water Demand 26.0 9.7 

Total Water Demand 447 267.6 

gpd – gallons per day; afy – acrefeet per year 
1 Total demand values rounded 
2 afy was calculated by multiplying the demand factor by the acreage, multiplying the result by 365 (number of days in a year) and 
then dividing by 3.068x10-6 (the number of gallons in an acre-foot) 
3 Includes PA-1 and PA-10 as shown on Table 6-2 
4 Includes PA-2, PA-3, PA-4, PA-5, and PA-12 as shown on Table 6-2 
5 Includes retail, commercial, mixed use, community building, etc. 
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This alternative would result in less development than the proposed project, but development 
would be of the same type. In the 2007 Teal Club Infrastructure Review, Kennedy/Jenks 
Consultants determined that existing fire flow availability on the site is 4,500 gpm and fire flow 
availability would be 4,000 gpm at buildout. This exceeds the required fire flow of 3,000 gpm. 
This would be the same for this alternative. Impacts would be Class III, less than significant. 
As shown in Table 7-8, and based on the residential solid waste generation rates used in the 
public services analysis for the proposed project (refer to Table 4.14-11 in Section 4.14, Utilities 
and Energy), this alternative would generate approximately 4.7 tons of solid waste per day prior 
to the consideration of any waste reduction efforts. This represents a reduction of 2 tons per day 
(30%) when compared to buildout of the proposed project. Impacts would be reduced and, as 
with the proposed project, would to be Class III, less than significant. 
 

Table 7-8 
Alternative 2 Solid Waste Generation 

Use 
Alternative 2 
Units or SF 

Solid Waste 
Generation Factor 

Overall Solid Waste Generation (tpd)1 

Proposed Project Alternative 2 

Single Residences 220 units 12.23 lbs/unit/day 1.34 1.34 

Multi-Family Residences 503 units 12.23 lbs/unit/day 4.7 3.0 

Commercial 60,000 sf 5 lbs/1,000 sf/day 0.15 0.15 

Industrial - 5 lbs/1,000 sf/day 0.33 - 

Total 6.52 4.49 

tpd – tons per day  
1 tpd was calculated by multiplying the unit amount by the generation factor and then dividing by 2,000 (the number of pounds in a 
ton) 

 
As described in Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy, in February 2019, all residents in the City of 
Oxnard were automatically enrolled in Clean Power Alliance, a community choice energy 
program providing renewable electric energy transported and delivered via existing Southern 
California Edison infrastructure. As with the proposed project, during operation under this 
alternative, residential electricity customers would receive renewable electric energy from Clean 
Power Alliance, consistent with City General Plan and Energy Action Plan goals and policies.  
Furthermore, with implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-2(b-e) applicants for all projects 
within the TCSP area would be required to increase building energy efficiency 15% beyond Title 
24 to achieve Tier 1 “green building” standards, install solar panels on flat roofs, integrate 
passive energy conservation design elements, and maximize natural ventilation in new building 
design. Implementation of these mitigation measures would ensure efficient use of energy 
resources and would not preempt future energy development or conservation efforts. Similar to 
the proposed project, impacts would be Class III, less than significant. 
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7.3 ALTERNATIVE 3: REDUCED INTENSITY 
 
This alternative would be similar to the proposed project with similar land uses and 
development patterns, but would replace the business research park area with single-family 
residential units. This alternative assumes 387 single-family dwelling units would be 
constructed (instead of the 220 under the proposed project) and 603 multi-family dwelling units 
would be constructed (instead of the 770 under the proposed project). In other words, 167 
additional single-family units would be constructed and 167 fewer multi-family units would be 
constructed; the total number of dwelling units would remain the same as the proposed project. 
This alternative would also reduce the commercial/mixed-use building area by 10,000 square 
feet and would not involve the 132,000 square feet of business research park use. All other 
components of the proposed project would remain, including the 990 dwelling units.  
 
In total, this alternative would reduce non-residential development in the TCSP area 
development by 142,000 square feet. The additional nine parcels south of Teal Club Road would 
still be annexed and zoned for light manufacturing, potentially facilitating up to 347,608 square 
feet of light industrial development. Overall, this alternative would result in 142,000 fewer 
square feet of non-residential development (a 26% reduction). See Figure 7-2 for the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative plan-view layout. Table 7-9 compares the characteristics of Alternative 3 to 
the proposed project. 
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Figure 7-2 Alternative 3, Reduced Intensity Alternative  
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Table 7-9 
Comparison of Proposed Project to Alternative 3 

 

 Proposed Project Alternative 3: Reduced Intensity 

Land Use Acres 
Dwelling 

Units 

Building 
Square 
Footage Acres 

Dwelling 
Units 

Building 
Square 
Footage 

Residential 

PA-1 Detached 
Cluster Residential 

17.52 140 - 17.52 140 - 

PA-2 Detached 
Cluster Residential 

10.01 80 - 10.01 80 - 

PA-11 Detached 
Cluster Residential 

- - - 23.94 167 - 

Subtotal Single-
Family Detached 

27.53 220 - 51.47 387 - 

PA-3 Attached 
Residential 

9.6 145 - 9.60 145 - 

PA-4 Attached 
Residential 

5.54 88 - 5.54 88 - 

PA-5 Attached 
Residential 

10.64 240 - 10.57 240 - 

PA-11 Attached 
Residential 

15.64 167  0 0 - 

PA-12 Attached 
Residential 

4.43 100  8.35 100 - 

Commercial/Mixed 
Use (Residential) 

0 8 - 0 30 - 

Subtotal Multi-
Family 

45.9 770 - 34.06 603 - 

Total 73.4 990 - 85.53 990 - 

Non-residential 

PA-8 Community 
Park 

6.5 0 - 6.5 0 - 

PA-9 Community 
Park 

3.5 0 - 3.5 0 - 

PA-10 Community 
Park 

7.38 0 - 7.38 0 - 

Beverly Dr. Greenbelt 0.38   0.38   

Parks & Open 
Space Subtotal 

17.76 0 - 17.76 0 - 

PA-6 
Commercial/Mixed 
Use 

4.35 0 10,000 4.35 0 10,000 

PA-7 Urban Village 
Commercial 

4.43 0 50,000 4.43 0 40,000 

Commercial/Mixed 
Use Subtotal 

8.78 0 60,000 8.78 0 50,000 

PA-13 Business 
Research Park 

6.19 0 88,000 0 0 0 

PA-14 Business 
Research Park 

2.92 0 44,000 0 0 0 

Light Industrial 
Subtotal 

9.11 0 132,000 0 0 0 

Ventura Road 2.82 0 - 2.82 0 - 

Doris Avenue 2.80 0 - 2.80 0 - 

Patterson Road 0.30 0 - 0.30 0 - 

Teal Club Road 7.20 0 - 7.20 0 - 
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 Proposed Project Alternative 3: Reduced Intensity 

Land Use Acres 
Dwelling 

Units 

Building 
Square 
Footage Acres 

Dwelling 
Units 

Building 
Square 
Footage 

Arterial Roadways 
Subtotal 

13.12 0 - 13.12 0 - 

Interior Roadways 22,18 0 - 19.07 0 - 

Detention Basins 5.46 0 - 5.46 0 - 

Interior Roadways & 
Misc. Subtotal 

27.64 0 - 24.53 0 - 

Total Specific Plan 
Area 

149.72 990 192,000 149.72 990 50,000 

Total Additional 
Annexation Area 

11.4 - 347,608 11.4 - 347,608 

 
7.3.1 Aesthetics 
 
Development of the project area in accordance with this alternative would reduce the intensity 
of development, but the number of developed acres would remain the same. Therefore, 
development associated with this alternative would be visible from viewpoints along several 
public roadways, including Ventura Road, Patterson Road, Doris Avenue, Victoria Avenue, and 
Fifth Street which are identified in the Oxnard General Plan as routes within the City’s Scenic 
Highway System. However, similar to the proposed project, given the limited extent to which 
the project would affect scenic vistas, and the fact that views of the elements of these vistas, 
such as distant mountains and nearby agricultural lands, are readily available from nearby 
areas, impacts would be Class III, less than significant. 
 
Like the proposed project, this alternative would replace scenic resources such as farmland and 
tree windrows. In addition, with development of the project area, the visual character and 
quality of the site would be substantially altered. Similar to the proposed project, impacts to 
visual character would be Class II, significant but mitigable and Mitigation Measure AES-2 would 
apply.  
 
This introduction of light and glare to the area would be similar to the proposed project as the 
same acreage would be developed, but would be slightly reduced as the intensity of 
development would incrementally decrease. Impacts related to light and glare would therefore 
be slightly reduced under this alternative as compared to the proposed project and would 
continue to be Class III, less than significant.  

 
7.3.2 Agricultural Resources  
 
Although less overall development would be facilitated under the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative when compared to the proposed project, the same acreage would continue to be 
developed. As a result, this alternative would convert the same approximately 149.5 acres of 
“important farmland” to non-agricultural uses as the proposed project. Impacts related to the 
permanent loss of agricultural lands would therefore be the same and would remain Class I, 
significant and unavoidable. Mitigation Measure AG-1 would require the applicant to provide an 
agricultural conversion in-lieu fee or recorded permanent agricultural conservation easements in 
order to help avert the future regional conservation conversion of agricultural lands to the extent 
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feasible. However, the impact to important farmland would remain significant and unavoidable 
due to the permanent, irreversible loss of important farmland within the TCSP area.  
 
Because development potential and land use pattern under this alternative would be similar to 
the proposed project, impacts resulting from conflicts between urban and agricultural uses 

would also be similar. Impacts related to agricultural compatibility would remain Class II, 
significant but mitigable, and mitigation measure AG-2 regarding interim agricultural buffers 
would continue to apply. 

 
7.3.3 Air Quality  
 
A project is consistent with the 2007 AQMP if its direct and indirect emissions are accounted for 
in the growth assumptions of the AQMP (or the most recent VCOG population projections) and 
the project is consistent with the policies in the AQMP. As noted in Section 4.3, Air Quality, the 
proposed project would be consistent with the AQMP because it would not result in population 
growth exceeding the most recent VCOG or General Plan population projections. The Reduced 
Density Alternative would include development of the same number of residential units and 
therefore the same population growth. Impacts would therefore be the same as those of the 
proposed project and would be Class III, less than significant. 
 
The Reduced Density Alternative would reduce non-residential buildout by 26%. However, 
new construction would still generate temporary increases in localized air pollutant emissions. 
Impacts would remain Class II, significant but mitigable, similar to the proposed project, and 
mitigation measures AQ-1(a) through AQ-1(c) would continue to be required.  
 
The Reduced Density Alternative would reduce non-residential development by 26%. See Table 
7-10 for a summary of emissions associated with this alternative. Emissions of ROG and NOX 
would exceed VCAPCD’s daily thresholds under this alternative. Total emissions for Phase 1 
would be higher, due to the increased number of single-family residences. Total emissions for 
all pollutants in Phase 2 would be lower and for the Annexation area, emissions would stay the 
same. Overall, emissions would be slightly lower; nevertheless, as with the proposed project, 
mitigation measures AQ-2(a) through AQ-2(d) would be required and the impact to regional air 
quality would be Class I, significant and unavoidable.  
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Table 7-10   
Alternative 3 Estimated Operational Emissions  

Emission Source 

Emissions Estimate (lbs/day) 

ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

Teal Club Specific Plan – Phase I 

Area 

Energy 

Mobile 

Subtotal 

30.6 

0.4 

10.4 

41.4 

0.7 

3.1 

40.4 

44.2 

59.5 

1.4 

121.8 

182.6 

0.3 

0.2 

65.0 

65.6 

0.3 

0.2 

17.6 

18.2 

Teal Club Specific Plan – Phase II 

Area 

Energy 

Mobile 

Subtotal 

10.0 

0.2 

2.3 

12.5 

0.3 

1.4 

9.1 

10.8 

22.0 

0.6 

28.0 

50.6 

0.1 

0.1 

15.2 

15.4 

0.1 

0.1 

4.1 

4.3 

Additional Annexation Area  

Area 

Energy 

Mobile 

Subtotal 

 

8.0 

0.1 

0.9 

9.0 

 

<0.01 

1.2 

3.4 

4.6 

 

<0.01 

1.0 

10.8 

11.8 

 

<0.01 

0.1 

5.9 

6.0 

 

<0.01 

0.1 

1.6 

1.7 

Alternative 3 Total Emissions 101.2 49.6 294.4 57.0 16.4 

Proposed Project Total Emissions 64.2 62.5 243.9 82.4 22.9 

VCAPCD Significance Threshold 25 25 N/A N/A N/A 

Exceeds Threshold? Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A 

Source: Calculations using CalEEMod 2013.2.2version 2016.3.2. See Appendix C for calculations. 
Note: numbers may not add up due to rounding. 

 
Due to the reduced traffic generation associated with this alternative (see subsection 7.3.13), 
impacts related to carbon monoxide concentrations would be reduced. As with the proposed 
project, this impact would be Class III, less than significant.  
 
Like the proposed project, this alternative would involve Annexation of nine parcels south of 
Teal Club Road that would be zoned for light industrial uses. Industrial uses may generate 
odors near residential uses. However, with adherence to General Plan Policy CD-5.2 to create 
appropriate separation distances between odor-generators and sensitive uses, impacts related to 
odors would be Class III, less than significant, similar to the proposed project. As with the 
proposed project, no mitigation would be required.  

 
7.3.4 Biological Resources 
 
Although the Reduced Intensity Alternative would facilitate less intensive development when 
compared to the proposed project, the same acreage would continue to be developed. As a 
result, biological resources impacts would be similar to those resulting from the proposed 
project. Mitigation outlined in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, would continue to apply and 
impacts would remain Class II, significant but mitigable.  
 

7.3.5 Geology and Soils 
 
This alternative would accommodate the same number of residential units and 142,000 square 
feet (26%) less non-residential building area when compared to the proposed project. Therefore, 
development under this alternative would expose the same number of residents and a slightly 
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reduced number of structures to geologic hazards, including groundshaking, settlement, 
liquefaction, landsliding, erosion, and expansion. Although liquefaction and other seismic- and 
soil-related hazards would be reduced, this alternative would still allow the development of 
new residences and structures in an area exposed to geologic hazards. Therefore, impacts 
related to groundshaking would remain Class III, less than significant, while impacts related to 
soil instability would remain Class II, significant but mitigable, similar to the proposed project. 
Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would still be required to address soil instability impacts. 

 
7.3.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
The Reduced Density Alternative would reduce non-residential development by 26%. The 
proposed project would generate 13,245 metric tons of CO2e annually, or approximately 2.00 
metric tons of CO2e per service population (refer to Table 4.6-6 in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions/Climate Change). As shown in Table 70-11, in comparison, the Reduced Density 
Alternative would generate 10,210 metric tons of CO2e. This represents a 23% reduction in total 
GHG emissions. 

Table 7-11 
Alternative 3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Emission Source Annual Emissions (CO2e) 

Amortized Construction 323 metric tons 

Operational 
Area 
Energy 
Solid Waste 
Water 

 
12 metric tons 

1,972 metric tons 
473 metric tons 
528 metric tons 

Mobile 8,873 metric tons 

Total 10,210 metric tons 

Service Population 6,112 

Alternative 3 Emissions per Service Population 1.67 metric tons 

Proposed Project Emissions per Service Population 2.00 metric tons 

See Appendix C for calculations and for GHG emission factor assumptions 

 
As noted in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change, impacts related to GHG are 
determined based on the Scoping Plan threshold of 3.2 metric tons CO2e per year per service 
population (defined to include both residents and employees). As shown in subsection 7.3.11, 
the Reduced Density Alternative would add an estimated 3,909 residents and 2,150 new 
employees. Therefore, the service population (sum of population and employees) that would be 
added to the City under this alternative would be 6,059. 
 
Based on this service population, the total volume of GHG emissions projected to be generated by 
the Reduced Density Alternative equates to approximately 1.67 metric tons CO2e per service 
population, which is slightly lower than the proposed project’s generation of 2.00 metric tons CO2e 
per service population. Impacts related to GHG emissions would therefore be slightly lower 
than the proposed project and would remain Class III, less than significant.  
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7.3.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
This alternative would reduce non-residential development, but would still involve the 
development of commercial, institutional, and light industrial land uses that could involve the 
use, storage, disposal or transportation of hazardous materials. However, as with the proposed 
project, required adherence to existing regulations would reduce impacts to Class III, less than 
significant.  
 
This alternative would require the demolition of the same structures that could contain asbestos 
or lead based paints that would be demolished under the proposed project. Impacts related to 
lead and asbestos hazards would be similar to those of the proposed project and would be Class 
II, significant but mitigable. Mitigation measures HAZ-2(a), HAZ-2(b), and HAZ-2(c) would be 
required.  
 
This alternative would reduce non-residential development by 26%. Since this alternative would 
reduce overall construction compared to the proposed project, fewer construction workers would 
be exposed to residual agricultural chemicals in the soil. This impact would be incrementally 
reduced compared to the proposed project, but would be Class II, significant but mitigable, and 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 would be required to health risks associated with soil contamination.  
 
Fewer site workers and residents would be exposed to potential hazards from the Oxnard Airport 
under this alternative. These impacts would be reduced, but would continue to be Class II, 
significant but mitigable, and Mitigation Measures HAZ-5(a), HAZ-5(b), and HAZ-5(c) would be 
required.  
 

7.3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Though the overall acreage of development would remain the same, Alternative 3 would 
reduce non-residential development by 26% compared to the proposed project. Construction-
related erosion and sedimentation, and pollutant discharges would therefore be reduced under 
this alternative. Compliance with NPDES Permit requirements and City ordinances would 
ensure that temporary construction-related water quality impacts would ensure that impacts 
would be Class III, less than significant, similar to the proposed project.  
 
As with the proposed project, this alternative would increase impervious surfaces and result in 
increased stormwater runoff and potentially impact water quality and affect groundwater 
recharge. This alternative may slightly reduce the amount of paved areas compared to the 
proposed project as this alternative would replace the proposed Business Research Park with 
single-family homes. Therefore, the increase in peak stormwater runoff would be incrementally 
reduced compared to the proposed project. Like the proposed project, this alternative would 
include on-site detention basins and would be required to maintain pre-development 
stormwater discharge rates. Therefore, impacts under this alternative would remain Class III, 
less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 
 
As with the proposed project, excavation and grading for development associated with this 
alternative could require temporary or permanent dewatering. Because less overall 
development would occur, the potential for this impact would be reduced when compared to 
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the proposed project. Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure HYD-5 would still be required, and 
impacts would remain Class II, significant but mitigable.  
 
The City of Oxnard is located within a dam inundation area. Because this alternative would 
reduce overall development potential, fewer structures would be located in potentially affected 
areas. However, the potential for dam failure is considered low and like the proposed project, 
impacts would be Class III, less than significant.  
 

7.3.9 Land Use and Planning 
 
The Reduced Density Specific Plan Alternative would result in a similar land use pattern as the 
proposed project, but would facilitate slightly less overall development. As outlined in Section 
4.9, Land Use and Planning, the proposed project would be consistent with all relevant policies in 
the City of Oxnard General Plan, LAFCo policies, and SCAG policies with incorporation of 
mitigation included in sections 4.1, Aesthetics, 4.2, Agricultural Resources, 4.3, Air Quality, 4.5, 
Geology and Soils, 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 4.10, Noise, and 4.13, Transportation and 
Traffic. This alternative would also be consistent with applicable policies and impacts would 
remain Class II, significant but mitigable.  
 

7.3.10 Noise 
 
The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a similar land use pattern as the proposed 
project but would reduce non-residential development by 142,000 square feet, a 26% reduction. 
Temporary construction-related noise and ground borne vibrations would therefore be reduced 
under this alternative. The overall duration of noise and vibration associated with construction 
would also be reduced as the duration of construction would be reduced. Similar to the 
proposed project, impacts would be Class III, less than significant, with adherence to City of 
Oxnard construction timing restrictions and no mitigation would be required.  
 
Similarly to the proposed project, this alternative would involve development adjacent to 
residential neighborhoods. Operational noise levels associated with on-site operations (such as 
noise generated by loading docks, mechanical equipment, deliveries, conversations, music, etc.) 
would be similar to the proposed project as the developed area and land uses would be similar. 
Sensitive receptors adjacent to the project area, future sensitive receptors within the project area, 
and existing sensitive receptors in the additional Annexation area would be exposed to 
operational noise. However, on-site uses would be subject to the City’s Noise Ordinance which 
prohibits sound levels above specified noise standards. Similar to the proposed project, impacts 
would be Class III, less than significant. As with the proposed project, no mitigation would be 
required. 
 
As discussed in subsection 7.3.13, Transportation and Traffic, this alternative would result in 
11,743 (14%) fewer ADT than would be generated by the proposed project. Consequently, noise 
level increases on roadways near the project area would be lower. Therefore, impacts would be 
reduced when compared to the proposed project and would remain Class III, less than 
significant. 
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Like the proposed project, this alternative involves residential uses near the Oxnard Airport. 
Future residences may be exposed to noise from aircraft flyovers. However, like the proposed 
project, this alternative would not locate residences within the 65 dBA noise contour. As such, 
noise associated with the airport would not exceed the City’s standards. Impacts would remain 
Class III, less than significant.  

 

7.3.11 Population, Education and Housing 
 
This alternative would generate the same number of housing units as the proposed project; 
therefore, the number of new residents would remain the same as under the proposed project 
(3,909 new residents). However, this alternative would reduce the number of employees 
generated as non-residential development would be reduced by 26%. Based on employment 
generation shown in Section 4.11, Population and Housing, this alternative would generate 2,150 
employees, a 19% reduction compared to the proposed project (2,651 employees for proposed 
project – 477 employees associated with Business Research Park – 24 employees associated with 
commercial/retail development). Like the proposed project, this alternative would not exceed 
SCAG population, housing, or employment growth projections for the City of Oxnard. As with 
the proposed project, impacts would remain Class III, less than significant.  
 
This alternative would displace the same housing units (eight) as the proposed project, and 
would generate the same level of new residential development. Impacts related to displacement 
would be Class III, less than significant, similar to the proposed project. 
 
This alternative would result in the same overall number of housing units (990) compared to the 
proposed project. However, the number of single family detached residents would increase 
(from 220 to 387) and the number of single family attached residences would decrease (from 770 
to 603). Based on the students per household generation rates used in the public services 
analysis for the proposed project (refer to Table 4.12-2 in Section 4.12, Public Services and 
Recreation), this alternative would generate approximately 632new students (564 elementary 
and middle school students and 68 high school students, see Table 7-12). This represents an 
increase of 76 students (14%) when compared to the proposed project. Therefore, demand for 
school services would also increase. Nonetheless, impacts to schools would be Class III, less than 
significant, with payment of school impact fees under this alternative, similar to the proposed 
project. 
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Table 7-12 
Alternative 3 Student Generation 

School District 

Student Generation 
Factor (students per 

dwelling unit) 
Proposed 

Project Alternative 3 

Proposed 
Project 

Students  
Generated 

Alternative 3 
Students 

Generated 

Oxnard School 
District  

1.00 Single Family 
Detached - 220 

Single Family 
Detached - 387 

220 387 

0.3520 Single Family 
Attached1 - 770 

Single Family 
Attached1 - 503 

271 177 

Oxnard Union High  
School District  

0.08 Single Family 
Detached - 220 

Single Family 
Detached - 387 

18 31 

0.06 Multi Family - 
770 

Multi Family - 603 47 37 

Total Students 556 632 
1 For purposes of this analysis all attached units were assumed to be single family attached (townhomes, condominiums, etc.) as 
this type of unit had the higher generation factor.  
Number of units takes into account removal of existing single family residences on site.  
Source: Oxnard School District School Facilities Needs Analysis, February 2019 and Oxnard Union High School District School 
District Fee Justification Report, June 2014.  

 

7.3.12 Public Services and Recreation 
 
This alternative would result in the same number of residential units as the proposed project, 
but would reduce non-residential development. Generally, this alternative would result in the 
same level of demand for police and fire protection services. Therefore, impacts to fire and 
police protection would be similar and would be Class II, significant but mitigable. Mitigation 
measures PS-1 and PS-2 would continue to apply.  
 
As discussed in Section 4.12, Public Services, the City of Oxnard is currently below the ALA goal 
of 1.0 sf of library space per resident, with approximately 0.46 sf per resident. This alternative 
would add an estimated 3909 new residents, the same as under the proposed project. Although 
the alternative would also introduce new employees, in general, employees are not likely to 
patronize libraries during working hours, as they are more likely to use libraries near their 
homes during non-work hours. As with the proposed project, this alternative would only 
incrementally affect the overall ratio of library sf per resident. As discussed, in Section 4.11, 
Land Use and Planning, the TCSP was anticipated in the City’s General Plan. The General Plan 
includes goals and policies to support the City’s public library system by developing funding, 
expanding library services, and expanding online access. It is not anticipated that the project 
would increase the use of existing libraries such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facilities would occur or be accelerated. Should the City determine that future expanded library 
facilities are needed, new or expanded library facilities would be subject to CEQA 
environmental analysis and any identified mitigation measures required to avoid, minimize, or 
reduce any identified environmental effects. Impacts would be similar to those of the proposed 
project and would remain Class III, less than significant.  
 

7.3.13 Transportation and Traffic 
 
As described in Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, in December 2019 California’s Third 
District Court of Appeal ruled that under SB 743, automobile delay may no longer be treated as 
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a significant impact in CEQA analysis (Citizens for Positive Growth & Preservation v. City of 
Sacramento). Nonetheless, consistent with the analysis for the proposed project, an analysis 
related to roadway congestion is included for informational purposes.  
 
The Reduced Intensity Alternative was analyzed in a traffic study prepared for the proposed 
project by Stantec in 2014 (refer to Appendix F for complete study). Table 7-13 summarizes the 
trip generation for this alternative.  
 

Table 7-13 
Alternative 3 Trip Generation Summary 

Land Use Units 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour ADT 

In Out Total In Out Total  

Single-Family Residential 387 DU 72 215 287 244 139 383 3,653 

Multi-Family Residential 603 DU 64 213 277 213 125 338 4,414 

Neighborhood Commercial 50 TSF 144 96 240 300 300 600 6000 

Community Park 17.8 Acre 14 10 24 90 74 164 420 

Sub Total  287 531 818 771 578 1,349 14,423 

Internal Trips  17 33 50 147 128 275 2,146 

External Trips  270 498 768 624 450 1,074 12,277 

Pass-by Trips  14 10 24 90 74 164 4220 

Total 256 488 744 534 376 910 11,857 

ADT = Average Daily Traffic, DU = Dwelling Units, TSF = Thousand Square Feet 
Source: Stantec, 2019 

 
The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a trip generation of 744AM peak hour trips, 910 
PM peak hour trips, and 11,857 average daily trips. Compared to the proposed project, this 
alternative would reduce trip generation by 123 trips (14%) for the AM peak hour, 46 trips (5%) 
in the PM peak hour. Therefore, impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project. 
Similar to the proposed project, , impacts to affected intersections would be Class III, less than 
significant. In addition, although these are not significant impacts under CEQA, recommended 
mitigation measures T-1(a) through T-1(g) related to roadway widenings would apply to this 
alternative.   
 
As explained in Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, VMT impacts associated with the 
proposed project would be screened out from analysis and less than significant for the 
affordable housing, retail, and parks and recreation uses. For the same reasons as described for 
the project, Alternative 3’s affordable housing, retail, and parks and recreation uses are screened 
out and less than significant. For the other components (market rate housing and industrial 
uses), using the same methodology in Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, Table 7-14 and 7-15 
show Alternative 3’s estimated VMT and a comparison to the significance thresholds. As 
shown, VMT impacts would be below thresholds. Therefore, impacts would be similar to those 
of the proposed project and would remain Class III, less than significant. 
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Table 7-14 
Alternative 3 VMT Analysis - Residential 

Description Project TCSP  
HB VMT per Capita  

(TAZ 60061400) 

Alternative 3  
HB VMT per Capita 

(TAZ 60061400) 

Project HB VMT Rate 12.21 12.42 

HB VMT Rate Baseline 14.80 14.80 

HB VMT Rate Threshold (15% reduction from baseline) 12.58 12.58 

Project HB VMT Rate (Difference from Threshold) -0.37 12.58 

Is Project HB VMT Rate Above or Below Threshold? Below -0.16 

Source: Stantec 2022 

 
Table 7-15 

Alternative 3 VMT Analysis – Industrial (Employment) 

Description Proposed Project Alternative 3 

TCSP Work 
VMT per Capita 

(TAZ 60061400) 

Annexed 
Parcels Work 

VMT per Capita 
(TAZ 60061200) 

TCSP Work 
VMT per Capita 

(TAZ 60061400) 

Annexed Parcels 
Work VMT per 

Capita 
(TAZ 60061200) 

Project HB VMT Rate 10.89 12.24 10.98 12.2 

HB VMT Rate Baseline 19.10 19.10 19.10 19.10 

HB VMT Rate Threshold (15% 
reduction from baseline) 

16.24 16.24 16.24 16.24 

Project HB VMT Rate (Difference 
from Threshold) 

-5.35 -4.00 -5.26 -4.04 

Is Project HB VMT Rate Above or 
Below Threshold? 

Below Below Below Below 

Source: Stantec 2022 

 
As explained in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change, based on the CalEEMod 
estimate, the proposed project would result in approximately 25,349,026 new annual VMT. This 
alternative would reduce non-residential development by 26% compared to the proposed 
project. VMT would therefore be reduced when compared to the proposed project. Since the 
VMT project would be well below the 15% reduction threshold that the OPR recommends, VMT 
under this alternative would also be below the threshold.  
 
In addition, consistent with the proposed project, the Alternative is intended to provide for 
overall VMT reduction. As discussed above under Impact T-4 and in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions/Climate Change, the TCSP site is located in an urbanized area immediately adjacent to 
alternative transit options and within walking distance of multiple commercial opportunities 
which would provide a range of goods and services to site residents, employees, and visitors. 
Commercial areas within walking distance include Esplanade Mall, Riverpark Town Center, 
and Oxnard Financial Plaza. The proposed development also incorporates dedicated pedestrian 
and bicycle paths, new bus stops and bus shelters. Finally, the TCSP is a mixed-use 
development that provides housing, jobs, and visitor amenities in proximity to transit options, 
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jobs, and services. Based on these facts, the TCSP is consistent with the general goal of reducing 
GHG emissions by reducing VMT. Impacts would be similar to those of the proposed project 
and would remain Class III, less than significant. 
 
Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would develop bicycle, pedestrian, and public 
transit facilities. Development would therefore be consistent with the City’s General Plan and 
Bicycle Master Plan. Impacts would be similar to those of the proposed project and would 
remain Class III, less than significant.  
 
Like the proposed project, this alternative would not increase hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible use and would not result in inadequate emergency access. Impacts would be 
similar to those of the proposed project and would remain Class III, less than significant.  

 
7.3.14 Utilities and Energy 
 
As shown in Table 7-147-16 and based on the wastewater demand factors used in Section 4.14, 
Utilities and Energy (Table 4.14-8), this alternative would generate an estimated 114.83 gallons of 
wastewater per minute. This represents a reduction of approximately 4% when compared to the 
proposed project. The Oxnard Wastewater Treatment Plant has adequate capacity to serve 
either the proposed project or this alternative. Impacts would be Class III, less than significant 
but, the same as the proposed project. 
 

Table 7-147-16 
Alternative 3 Wastewater Generation 

Use 
Alternative 3 

Acres 

Wastewater 
Generation 

Factor (gpad) 

Overall Wastewater Generation (gpm)1 

Proposed Project Alternative 3 

Single Residences 51.47 1,365 26.0 48.7 

Multi-Family Residences 34.06 2,380 75.6 57.9 

Commercial and Industrial 8.78 1,350 16.77 8.23 

Total 118.37 114.83 

gpad – Gallons per acre per day  
gpm – Gallons per minute 
1 gpm was calculated by multiplying the acreage for each use by the gpad and then dividing by 1,440 (the number of minutes in a 
day). 

 
Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would reduce non-residential buildout by 
31%. The land that would have been developed with industrial uses would be developed with 
residential use. As shown on Table 7-157-17, this transfer of proposed land use would reduce 
water demand. Impacts would remain Class III, less than significant. Similar to the proposed 
project, mitigation measures UTL-2(a) through UTL-2(c) would be recommended to ensure 
efficient connection to the water system and reduce onsite outdoor water use.  
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Table 7-157-17 
Alternative 3 Water Demand 

Use 
Alternative 3 

Acres 

Daily Demand 
Factor per acre 

(gapd) 

Overall Water Demand (afy)1,2 

Proposed Project Alternative 3 

Potable Water Demand 

Residential – Low Density3 51.47 2,250 69.4 129.7 

Residential – High and Medium 
Density4 

34.06 6,000 307.7 228.9 

Business Park/ Light Industrial 0 2,800 28.6 0 

Commercial/ Mixed-Use5 8.78 1,600 15.7 15.7 

Total Potable Water Demand 421.4 374.3 

Recycled Water Demand 

Residential – Low Density6 51.47 0 0 0 

Residential – High and Medium 
Density4 

34.06 0 0 0 

Industrial 0 700 7.1 0 

Commercial, Retail, 
Community5 

8.78 400 3.9 3.9 

Park and Greenbelt 17.76 750 14.9 14.9 

Total Recycled Water Demand 26.0 18.8 

Total Water Demand 447 366.1 

gpd – gallons per day, afy – acrefeet per year 
1 Total demand values rounded 
2 afy was calculated by multiplying the demand factor by the acreage, multiplying the result by 365 (number of days in a year) and 
then dividing by 3.068x10-6 (the number of gallons in an acrefoot) 
3 Includes PA-1, PA-10, and PA-11 as shown on Table 6-2 
4 Includes PA-2, PA-3, PA-4, PA-5, and PA-12 as shown on Table 6-2 
5 Includes retail, commercial, mixed use, community building, etc. 

 
Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would reduce non-residential buildout by 
26%. Potable and non-potable water demand would be similar to the proposed project under 
this alternative. This alternative would also slightly reduce the amount of parkland and other 
irrigated landscaping.  
 

This alternative would result in less development than the proposed project, but development 
would be of the same type. In the 2007 Teal Club Infrastructure Review, Kennedy/Jenks 
Consultants determined that under fire flow conditions there is existing fire flow availability on 
the site of 4,500 gpm and ultimate fire flow availability of 4,000 gpm at buildout. This is in 
excess of the required flow of 3,000 gpm. This would be the same for this alternative. Impacts 
would be Class III, less than significant. 
 

As shown on Table 7-167-18 and based on the residential solid waste generation rates used in 
the public services analysis for the proposed project (refer to Table 4.14-11 in Section 4.14, 
Utilities and Energy), this alternative would generate approximately 6.38 tons of solid waste per 
day prior to the consideration of any waste reduction efforts. This represents a decrease of 0.4 
tons per day (5.2% less) when compared to buildout of the project. Impacts would be reduced, 
and would continue to be Class III, less than significant. 
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Table 7-167-18 
Alternative 3 Solid Waste Generation 

Use 
Alternative 3 
Units or SF 

Solid Waste Generation 
Factor 

Overall Solid Waste Generation (tpd)1 

Proposed Project Alternative 3 

Single Residences 387 units 12.23 lbs/unit/day 1.34 2.36 

Multi-Family Residences 603 units 12.23 lbs/unit/day 4.70 3.68 

Commercial 50,000 sf 5 lbs/1000 sf/day 0.15 0.13 

Industrial - 5 lbs/1000 sf/day 0.33 - 

Total 6.52 6.17 

tpd – tons per day  
1 tpd was calculated by multiplying the unit amount by the generation factor and then dividing by 2,000 (the number of pounds in a 
ton) 
 

As described in Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy, in February 2019, all residents in the City of 
Oxnard were automatically enrolled in Clean Power Alliance, a community choice energy 
program providing renewable electric energy transported and delivered via existing Southern 
California Edison infrastructure. As with the proposed project, during operation under this 
alternative, residential electricity customers would receive renewable electric energy from Clean 
Power Alliance, consistent with City General Plan and Energy Action Plan goals and policies.  
Furthermore, with implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-2(b-e) applicants for all projects 
within the TCSP area would be required to increase building energy efficiency 15% beyond Title 
24 to achieve Tier 1 “green building” standards, install solar panels on flat roofs, integrate 
passive energy conservation design elements, and maximize natural ventilation in new building 
design. Implementation of these mitigation measures would ensure efficient use of energy 
resources and would not preempt future energy development or conservation efforts. Similar to 
the proposed project, impacts would be Class III, less than significant. 
 

7.4 ALTERNATIVE SITES 
 
A discussion of alternative sites is needed if the project “may be feasibly accomplished in a 
successful manner considering the economic, environmental, social, and technological 
factors involved” at another site. Several criteria form the basis of whether alternative sites 
need to be considered in detail. These criteria take the form of the following questions: 
 

1. Could the size and other characteristics of another site physically accommodate the project? 
2. Is another site reasonably available for acquisition? 
3. Is the timing of carrying out development on an alternative site reasonable for the applicant? 
4. Is the project economically feasible on another site? 
5. What are the land use designation(s) of alternative sites? 
6. Does the lead agency have jurisdiction over alternative sites? and 
7. Are there any social, technological, or other factors that may make the consideration of 

alternative sites infeasible? 
 
Alternative sites generally need to be of sufficient size to accommodate development 
envisioned under the proposed project and such sites do not exist in the City of Oxnard. 
There are no potential alternative project sites in the local vicinity that are similar in acreage 
and could achieve the project objectives. Consequently, because relocation of the TCSP to an 
alternative site is not feasible, discussion of the impacts of alternative sites is not warranted.  
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7.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
 
CEQA requires the identification of the environmentally superior alternative among the options 
studied. When the “No Project” alternative is determined to be environmentally superior, 
CEQA also requires identification of the environmentally superior alternative among the 
development options. 
 
Table 7-17 7-19 indicates whether each alternative’s environmental impact is greater, lesser, or 
similar to the proposed project. As shown therein, the No Project – No Development would 
avoid all of the proposed project impacts and would be environmentally superior to the 
proposed project. However, this alternative would not fulfill the project objectives. 
 
Among the other alternatives being considered, the Phase 1 Only Development alternative 
could be considered environmentally superior, as it would reduce impacts in many issue areas, 
due primarily to the 57-acre reduction in the development area. This alternative would reduce, 
but not eliminate, the Class I impacts related to Air Quality and Agricultural Resources. This 
alternative would generally meet the project objectives, although fewer housing units, office 
uses and public park acreage would be constructed. 
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Table 7-177-19 
Comparison of Environmental Impacts of Alternatives 

Issue 
Proposed 

Project 

Alternative 1:  
No Project – No 

Development 

Alternative 2:  
Phase 1 Development 

Only 

Alternative 3: 
Reduced Intensity  

Aesthetics = + +/= = 

Agriculture = + + = 

Air Quality = + +/= +/= 

Biological Resources = + +/= = 

Geology and Soils = + +/= = 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions/Climate Change 

= + +/= +/= 

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

= + +/= = 

Hydrology and Water Quality = + +/= = 

Land Use and Planning = + = = 

Noise = + +/= = 

Population, Education, and 
Housing 

= + +/= = 

Public Services and 
Recreation 

= + +/- +/= 

Transportation and Traffic = + +/= +/= 

Utilities and Energy = + + = 

Overall n/a + +/= +/= 

+Superior to the proposed project  
- Inferior to the proposed project  
= Similar impact to the proposed project  
Bold typeface indicates a significant and unavoidable (Class I) impact. 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 7.0 Alternatives 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
7-36 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 8.0 References and Preparers 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
8-1 

8.0 REFERENCES AND PREPARERS 
 

8.1 REFERENCES 
 
Air Quality Management District. Minutes for the GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder 

Working Group #15, September 28, 2010. Available: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/GHG/2010/sept28mtg/wkgp15minutes.pdf 

 
Association of Environmental Professionals. 2016. Draft White Paper Beyond 2020 and Newhall: A 

Field Guide to New CEQA Greenhouse Gas Thresholds and Climate Action Plan Targets for 
California.  

 
Athens Services. 2017. AB 341 (CHESBRO) – “Jobs and Recycling Bill.” Accessed July 2019 at: 

https://athensservices.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/AB341_Franchise.pdf 
 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District. June 2010. Updated CEQA Guidelines. 
 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Model. Model Worksheet of 

the Proposed Teal Club Specific Plan. 2007. 
 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. California Emissions Estimator Model User’s 

Guide, Version 2013.2. January 2013. 
 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing 

Climate Change through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). January 2008. 
 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation 

Measures, August 2010. 
 
California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2011. Staff Report: Initial Statement of Reasons for Proposed 

Rulemaking, Public Hearing to Consider the “LEV III” Amendments to the California 
Greenhouse Gas and Criteria Pollutant Exhaust and Evaporative Emission Standards and Test 
Procedures and to the On-Board Diagnostic System Requirements for Passenger Cars, Light-
Duty Trucks, and Medium-Duty Vehicles, and to the Evaporative Emission Requirements for 
Heavy-Duty Vehicles. Retrieved from: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2012/leviiighg2012/levisor.pdf 

 
California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2013. Mobile Source Emission Inventory – EMFAC2011 

Frequently Asked Questions. January. https://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/emfac2011-
faq.htm 

 
California Air Resources Board (CARB). August 2013. Greenhouse Gas Inventory Data – 2020 

Emissions Forecast. Available: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm 
 
California Air Resources Board (CARB). March 2013.  EPA Particulate Matter (PM) Regulatory 

Actions. Available: http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf 
 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/GHG/2010/sept28mtg/wkgp15minutes.pdf
https://athensservices.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/AB341_Franchise.pdf
http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2012/leviiighg2012/levisor.pdf
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/emfac2011-faq.htm
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/emfac2011-faq.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf


Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 8.0 References and Preparers 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
8-2 

California Air Resources Board (CARB). March 2014. Greenhouse Gas Inventory Data – 2000 to 
2012 by Category as defined in the 2008 Scoping Plan. Available: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm 

 
California Air Resources Board (CARB). June 2014. AB 32 Scoping Plan Website. Accessed 

September 2014. Available: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scopingplan.htm 
 
California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2019. 2011, 2012, 2013 Annual Air Quality Data 

Summaries Available:  http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/topfour/topfour1.php 
 
California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2019. EMFAC 2014 Web Database. 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/emfac/2014/ 
 
California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 3.1, January 2009. 
 
California Climate Change Center. Climate Scenarios for California. 2006. 
 
California Climate Change Center. The Impacts of Sea-Level Rise on the California Coast. May 2009. 
 
California Department of Conservation. Tsunami Inundation Map for the Oxnard Quadrangle. 

February 15, 2009. Available: 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/
Ventura/Documents/Tsunami_Inundation_Oxnard_Quad_Ventura.pdf 

 
California Department of Conservation. Division of Land Resources Protection, Farmland Mapping 

and Monitoring Program, Ventura County 2008-2010 Land Use Conversion. July 2010. 
 
California Department of Conservation. 2016. The California Land Conservation Act of 1965, 2016 

Status Report. Sacramento, CA. December 2016. 
https://web.archive.org/web/20190415213646/https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlr
p/wa/Documents/stats_reports/2016%20LCA%20Status%20Report.pdf (accessed 
November 12, 2020) 

 
California Department of Education. DataQuest website. Available online at 

http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/.  Accessed October 2014. 
 
California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit. E-5 Population and Housing 

Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State, January 1, 2011 – 2018, with 2010 Census 
Benchmark. Last modified: May 2019. Available: 
http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/E-5/Accessed August 
2019. 

 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2019. California Natural Diversity 

Database (CNDDB) RareFind 5. Accessed July 26, 2019. Available at: 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Maps-and-Data 

 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scopingplan.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/topfour/topfour1.php
https://www.arb.ca.gov/emfac/2014/
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/
http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/E-5/Accessed%20August%202019
http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/E-5/Accessed%20August%202019
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Maps-and-Data


Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 8.0 References and Preparers 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
8-3 

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). June 2004. Eight 
Cities Raise Diversion Rates Above 50 Percent: Other jurisdictions achieve mixed results in 2002 
compared to 2000. Available: 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/archive/IWMBPR/2004/June/33.htm 

 
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). Solid Waste 

Information System Search. Accessed online November 17, 2014. 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/Search.aspx 

 
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). Jurisdiction 

Diversion/Disposal Rate Summary. Accessed online November 17, 2014. 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/reports/diversionprogram/JurisdictionDive
rsion.aspx 

 
California Department of Transportation. December 2002. Guide for the Preparation of Traffic 

Impact Studies. Available: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/igr_ceqa_files/tisguide.pdf 

 
California Department of Water Resources. October 2008.  Managing an Uncertain Future: Climate 

Change Adaption Strategies for California’s Water.  Available: 
http://www.water.ca.gov/climatechange/docs/ClimateChangeWhitePaper.pdf 

 
California Energy Commission (CEC). 2009a. Environmental Health and Equity Impacts from 

Climate Change and Mitigation Policies in California: A Review of the Literature.  
 
California Energy Commission (CEC).  2009b.  Integrated Energy Policy Report.  

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-100-2009-003/CEC-100-2009-003-
CMF.PDF 

 
California Energy Commission (CEC).  California’s Major Sources of Energy. 

http://energyalmanac.ca.gov/overview/energy_sources.html.  Accessed June 2012. 
 
California Energy Commission (CEC ). March 2018. 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. 

https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/title24/2019standards/documents/2018_Title_24_2019_Bui
lding_Standards_FAQ.pdf. Accessed August 2019. 

 
California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA). Climate Action Team Biennial Report. 

Final Report. April 2010. 
 
California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), March 2006. Climate Action Team Report 

to Governor Schwarzenegger and the Legislature. 
 
California Natural Resources Agency. December 2009. 2009 California Climate Adaption Strategy. 
 
Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD). 2021. Final 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. 

June. Available: https://www.calleguas.com/cmwdfinal2020uwmp.pdf. 
 

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/archive/IWMBPR/2004/June/33.htm
http://www.water.ca.gov/climatechange/docs/ClimateChangeWhitePaper.pdf
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-100-2009-003/CEC-100-2009-003-CMF.PDF
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-100-2009-003/CEC-100-2009-003-CMF.PDF
http://energyalmanac.ca.gov/overview/energy_sources.html
https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/title24/2019standards/documents/2018_Title_24_2019_Building_Standards_FAQ.pdf
https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/title24/2019standards/documents/2018_Title_24_2019_Building_Standards_FAQ.pdf
https://www.calleguas.com/cmwdfinal2020uwmp.pdf


Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 8.0 References and Preparers 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
8-4 

Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2022a. Groundwater Sustainability Plans. Available: 
https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/SGMA-Groundwater-
Management/Groundwater-Sustainability-Plans.  

 
Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD). 2022b. SGMA (Sustainable Groundwater 

Management Act) Portal - GSP Status Summary. Available: 
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gsp/status.  

 
Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD).  2021. The Draft State Water Project Delivery 

Capacility Report 2021. December 31. Available: 
https://water.ca.gov/Library/Modeling-and-Analysis/Central-Valley-models-and-
tools/CalSim-3/DCR2021.  

 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA). May 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. 

http://www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Noise_and_Vibration_Manual.pdf 
 
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA). 2022. Allocation. Oxnard and 

Pleasant Valley Basins (OPV). Available: https://fcgma.org/allocation/ (August 30, 
2022).  

 
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA). 2021. An Ordinance to Establish an 

Allocation System for the Oxnard and Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basins. Adopted 
October 23, 2019. Last Amended March 24. Available: https://fcgma.org/allocation/ 
(August 30, 2021). 

 
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA). 2019. Groundwater Sustainability 

Plan for the Oxnard Subbasin. December. Available: 
http://pwaportal.ventura.org/WPD/FoxCanyon/GroundwaterReports/Oxnard/signe
d_final_oxnard%20subbasin%20gsp.pdf (August 20, 2022). 

 
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA), United Water Conservation District 

(UWCD), and Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD). 2007. Update to the Fox 
Canyon Groundwater Management Agency Groundwater Management Plan. May. 
Available: https://www.camrosa.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Appendix-H2-
FCGMA-Groundwater-Management-Plan.pdf (August 30, 2022).  

 
JDSUPRA. 2020. “2020 ‘Waters of the United States’ Rule narrows federal authority and may 

open opportunity for development.” https://www.jdsupra.com/legalnews/2020-
waters-of-the-united-states-rule-62626/ 

 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC], 2007: Summary for Policymakers. In: 

Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the 
Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Solomon, S., D. 
Qin, M. Manning, Z. Chen, M. Marquis, K.B. Averyt, M.Tignor and H.L. Miller (eds.)]. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA.  

 
 

https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/SGMA-Groundwater-Management/Groundwater-Sustainability-Plans
https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/SGMA-Groundwater-Management/Groundwater-Sustainability-Plans
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/portal/gsp/status
https://water.ca.gov/Library/Modeling-and-Analysis/Central-Valley-models-and-tools/CalSim-3/DCR2021
https://water.ca.gov/Library/Modeling-and-Analysis/Central-Valley-models-and-tools/CalSim-3/DCR2021
https://fcgma.org/allocation/
https://fcgma.org/allocation/
http://pwaportal.ventura.org/WPD/FoxCanyon/GroundwaterReports/Oxnard/signed_final_oxnard%20subbasin%20gsp.pdf
http://pwaportal.ventura.org/WPD/FoxCanyon/GroundwaterReports/Oxnard/signed_final_oxnard%20subbasin%20gsp.pdf
https://www.camrosa.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Appendix-H2-FCGMA-Groundwater-Management-Plan.pdf
https://www.camrosa.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Appendix-H2-FCGMA-Groundwater-Management-Plan.pdf


Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 8.0 References and Preparers 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
8-5 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC], 2013: Summary for Policymakers. In: 
Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth 
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Stocker, T.F., D. Qin, 
G.-K. Plattner, M. Tignor, S. K. Allen, J. Boschung, A. Nauels, Y. Xia, V. Bex and P.M. 
Midgley (eds.)]. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New 
York, NY, USA.  

 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC], 2014: Summary for Policymakers. In: 

Climate Change 2014, Mitigation of Climate Change. Contribution of Working Group III to the 
Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Edenhofer, O., R. 
Pichs-Madruga, Y. Sokona, E. Farahani, S. Kadner, K. Seyboth, A. Adler, I. Baum, S. 
Brunner, P. Eickemeier, B. Kriemann, J. Savolainen, S. Schlömer, C. von Stechow, T. 
Zwickel and J.C. Minx (eds.)]. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United 
Kingdom and New York, NY, USA. 

 
Lozano Smith Attorneys at Law.  Lozano Smith News: State Allocation Board Increases Developer 

Fees.  January 30, 2012.  Available online at 
http://lozanosmith.wordpress.com/2012/01/30/state-allocation-board-increases-
developer-fees-2012-updates-to-lozano-smiths-developer-fee-handbook-are-now-
available/.  Accessed June 2012. 

 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. Website. (www.bewaterwise.com). 

Accessed March 9, 2015. 
 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. February 9, 2015. Persistent drought 

conditions could compel Metropolitan to limit imported water supplies for region this 
summer. Accessed March 9, 2015. Accessed at 
http://www.mwdh2o.com/mwdh2o/pages/news/press_releases/2015-
02/Allocation_scenarios_introduced.pdf 

 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. March 2, 2015. Metropolitan General 

Manager issues statement on revised State Water Project allocation. Accessed March 9, 
2015. Accessed at 
http://www.mwdh2o.com/mwdh2o/pages/news/press_releases/2015-
03/GMstatement_revisedSWPallocation.pdf 

 
Milner-Villa (Milner-Villa Consulting). 2019. Revised Final Draft Water Supply Assessment – 

Teal Club Development. October. 
 
National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). Annual Greenhouse Gas Index. 

September 2010, updated 2014. Accessed September 2014. Retrieved from: 
http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/aggi/aggi.html. 

 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National Climatic Data Center.  January 

2010.  The State of the Climate in 2010.  Available:  http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/bams-
state-of-the-climate/2010.php.   

 

http://lozanosmith.wordpress.com/2012/01/30/state-allocation-board-increases-developer-fees-2012-updates-to-lozano-smiths-developer-fee-handbook-are-now-available/
http://lozanosmith.wordpress.com/2012/01/30/state-allocation-board-increases-developer-fees-2012-updates-to-lozano-smiths-developer-fee-handbook-are-now-available/
http://lozanosmith.wordpress.com/2012/01/30/state-allocation-board-increases-developer-fees-2012-updates-to-lozano-smiths-developer-fee-handbook-are-now-available/
http://www.mwdh2o.com/mwdh2o/pages/news/press_releases/2015-03/GMstatement_revisedSWPallocation.pdf
http://www.mwdh2o.com/mwdh2o/pages/news/press_releases/2015-03/GMstatement_revisedSWPallocation.pdf
http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/aggi/aggi.html


Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 8.0 References and Preparers 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
8-6 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. National Climate Data Center. 2012. 
Website Accessed July 2012. 
http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/climate/globalwarming.html  

 
Ontario Ministry of Agriculture. Effects of Air Pollution on Agricultural Crops. June 2003.  

Available online:  http://www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/crops/facts/01-015.htm. 
 
Oxnard, City of. 2007. Teal Club Development Infrastructure Review. May. Prepared by 

Kennedy/Jenks Consultants (K/J Project No. 0689075). 
 
Oxnard, City of. Save Open Space and Agricultural Resources Oxnard City Urban Restriction 

Boundary. Accessed June 2012. Retrieved from: http://www.soarusa.org/pdfs/SOAR-
Oxnard.pdf. 

 
Oxnard, City of.  City of Oxnard 2030 General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report.  February 

2009. 
 
Oxnard, City of City of. 2011. Chapter 3: Land Use and Urban Form. Accessed August 2019 at 

https://www.weho.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=7939 
 
Oxnard, City of.  2030 General Plan Goals and Policies.  October 2011. Available: 

https://www.oxnard.org/city-department/community-development/planning/2030-
general-plan/ 

 
Oxnard, City of.  Fall 2014 Recreation Guide.  Accessed October 2014.  Retrieved from 

http://www.oxnardrec.org/Uploads/Oxnardrec_2014_Fall_Web.pdf 
 
Oxnard, City of. Energy Action Plan. April 2013. Available: 

http://energyaction.oxnard.org/pdf/Oxnard%20EAP%204.2013.pdf 
 
Oxnard, City of. April 2006. General Plan Draft Background Report. Available: 

http://oxnardmedia.s3-website-us-west-
1.amazonaws.com/developmentservices/planning/2030GeneralPlan/OxnardDraftBack
groundReport2006_04.21.06.pdf 

 
Oxnard, City of. 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. January 2018. Available: 

https://www.oxnard.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/2015-Final-UWMP-with-
Errata-Included.pdf 

 
Oxnard, City of. 2016. 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. July 1. Available: 

https://www.oxnard.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/CITY-OF-OXNARD-2015-
URBAN-WATER-MANAGEMENT-PLAN-Final.pdf.  

 
Oxnard, City of. 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. October. Available: 

https://www.oxnard.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Oxnard-2020-Urban-Water-
Management-Plan_20211110_w-Appendices.pdf.  

 

http://www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/crops/facts/01-015.htm
http://www.soarusa.org/pdfs/SOAR-Oxnard.pdf
http://www.soarusa.org/pdfs/SOAR-Oxnard.pdf
https://www.weho.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=7939
https://www.oxnard.org/city-department/community-development/planning/2030-general-plan/
https://www.oxnard.org/city-department/community-development/planning/2030-general-plan/
http://energyaction.oxnard.org/pdf/Oxnard%20EAP%204.2013.pdf
http://oxnardmedia.s3-website-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/developmentservices/planning/2030GeneralPlan/OxnardDraftBackgroundReport2006_04.21.06.pdf
http://oxnardmedia.s3-website-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/developmentservices/planning/2030GeneralPlan/OxnardDraftBackgroundReport2006_04.21.06.pdf
http://oxnardmedia.s3-website-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/developmentservices/planning/2030GeneralPlan/OxnardDraftBackgroundReport2006_04.21.06.pdf
https://www.oxnard.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/2015-Final-UWMP-with-Errata-Included.pdf
https://www.oxnard.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/2015-Final-UWMP-with-Errata-Included.pdf
https://www.oxnard.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/CITY-OF-OXNARD-2015-URBAN-WATER-MANAGEMENT-PLAN-Final.pdf
https://www.oxnard.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/CITY-OF-OXNARD-2015-URBAN-WATER-MANAGEMENT-PLAN-Final.pdf
https://www.oxnard.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Oxnard-2020-Urban-Water-Management-Plan_20211110_w-Appendices.pdf
https://www.oxnard.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Oxnard-2020-Urban-Water-Management-Plan_20211110_w-Appendices.pdf


Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 8.0 References and Preparers 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
8-7 

Oxnard School District. February 2012. School Facilities Needs Analysis.  
 
Oxnard Union High School District. May 6, 2010. School Facilities Needs Analysis. 
 
Oxnard Union High School District. June 11, 2014. Fee Justification Report for New Residential and 

Commercial/Industrial Development.  
 
Oxnard Union High School District.  OUHSD School Fees.  Available online at: 

http://www.ouhsd.k12.ca.us/business_services/facilities/schoolfees.htm.  Accessed 
July 2012. 

 
Parmesan, C. August 2006. Ecological and Evolutionary Responses to Recent Climate Change. 
 
Saint John’s Hospitals.  Website.  Available online at:  

http://www.stjohnshealth.org/index.htm.  Accessed May 2012.   
 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Growth Forecasting. Integrated Growth 

Forecast. Accessed September 2012. Available online:  
http://www.scag.ca.gov/forecast/index.htm 

 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. Adopted April 2012. Available: 
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/final/f2012RTPSCS.pdf 

 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Profile of the City of Oxnard. May 2011. 

Available at: http://www.scag.ca.gov/resources/pdfs/2011LP/Ventura/Oxnard.pdf. 
 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Employment Density Study. October 31, 

2001. Available at: http://www.scag.ca.gov/forecast/downloads/employ_den.pdf 
 
Southern California Edison.  Website.  Available online at: http://www.sce.com/.  Accessed June 

2012. 
 
Southern California Gas Company.  Website.  Available online at: http://www.socalgas.com/.  

Accessed June 2012. 
 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA Handbook,1993. 
 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. September 2010. Greenhouse Gas CEQA 

Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working Group Meeting #15. Available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/GHG/2010/sept28mtg/ghgmtg15-web.pdf 

 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. July 2016. Annual Air Quality Monitoring Network 

Plan. Available at: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-
12/documents/caplan2016_-_southcoast.pdf 

 
Stantec Consulting Services Inc. September 23, 2014. The Teal Club Specific Plan – EIR Traffic 

Impact Study.  

http://www.ouhsd.k12.ca.us/business_services/facilities/schoolfees.htm
http://www.stjohnshealth.org/index.htm
http://www.scag.ca.gov/forecast/index.htm
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/final/f2012RTPSCS.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/resources/pdfs/2011LP/Ventura/Oxnard.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/forecast/downloads/employ_den.pdf
http://www.sce.com/
http://www.socalgas.com/
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/GHG/2010/sept28mtg/ghgmtg15-web.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-12/documents/caplan2016_-_southcoast.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-12/documents/caplan2016_-_southcoast.pdf


Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 8.0 References and Preparers 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
8-8 

State of California. Executive Order B-29-15. Accessed April 9, 2015. Accessed at 
http://gov.ca.gov/docs/4.1.15_Executive_Order.pdf.  

 
State Water Resources Control Board. State Water Board Drought Year Water Actions, Proposed 

Emergency Conservation Regulation Schedule. Accessed April 9, 2015. Accessed at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/drought/execu
tive_order_schedule.shtml.  

 
State Water Resources Control Board.  Draft Urban Water Suppliers Usage Tiers. Dated April 

18, 2015. Accessed on April 28, 2015. Accessed at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/drought/emerg
ency_mandatory_regulations.shtml 

 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). August 2007. United 

Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. 
 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (November 2011). Outcome of the 

work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex I Parties under the 
Kyoto Protocol at its sixteenth session. 

 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. March 15, 2012. Report of the 

Conference of the Parties on its seventeenth session, held in Durban from 28 November to 11 
December 2011. 

 
United States Department of Energy, Energy Information Administration. December 2008. 

Country Analysis Brief, Carbon Dioxide Emissions. Available: 
http://38.96.246.204/iea/carbon.html. 

 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2012. U. S. EPA #430-R-11-005. April 2014. Available: 
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/usinventoryreport.html 

 
United States Geological Survey (USGS). 2013.  “Help Selecting a Seismic Design Tool” 

webpage. Available: http://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/designmaps/choosing.php. 
Accessed November 2014.  

 
United States Green Building Council. “Building Area per Employee by Business Type.” May 

13, 2008. 
https://www.usgbc.org/drupal/legacy/usgbc/docs/Archive/General/Docs4111.pdf 
Accessed August 2019. 

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District. November 2011. Greenhouse Gas Thresholds of 
Significance Options for Land Use Development Projects in Ventura County. Available: 
http://www.vcapcd.org/pubs/Planning/GHGThresholdReportRevised.pdf 

 
Ventura Council of Governments (VCOG). 2040 Population Forecast Ventura Cities and County. May 

2008. 
 

http://gov.ca.gov/docs/4.1.15_Executive_Order.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/drought/executive_order_schedule.shtml
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/drought/executive_order_schedule.shtml
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/drought/emergency_mandatory_regulations.shtml
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/drought/emergency_mandatory_regulations.shtml
http://38.96.246.204/iea/carbon.html
http://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/designmaps/choosing.php
https://www.usgbc.org/drupal/legacy/usgbc/docs/Archive/General/Docs4111.pdf
http://www.vcapcd.org/pubs/Planning/GHGThresholdReportRevised.pdf


Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 8.0 References and Preparers 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
8-9 

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District, Greenhouse Gas Thresholds of Significance Options 
for Land Use Development Projects in Ventura County, November 8, 2011. Available at: 
http://www.vcapcd.org/pubs/Planning/GHGThresholdReportRevised.pdf 
https://www.dtsc-ssfl.com/files/lib_ceqa/ref_draft_peir/Chap4_6-
GrnhouseGas/68349_VCAPCD_2011_-_GHG_Thresholds_Options.pdf 

 
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District, 2016 Ventura County Air Quality Management Plan, 

February 2017. 
 
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District, Air Quality Assessment Guidelines, October 2003. 
 
Ventura County Airport Land Use Commission, Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Ventura 

County, July 7, 2000. 
 
Ventura County of Governments, 2040 Population Forecast Ventura Cities and County, May 2008. 

Available at: 
http://www.ventura.org/rma/planning/pdf/demograghics/2040_revised_Decapolis
%205_23_08_Final.pdf. Accessed November 2014. 

 
Ventura, County of, Agricultural Commissioner. August 2014.Ventura County’s Crop & Livestock 

Report 2013. Available: http://www.farmbureauvc.com/pdf_forms/crop_reports/2013-
Crop-Report.pdf 

 
Ventura, County of. General Plan. September 15, 2020.   
 
Ventura County Planning Division.  The California Land Conservation Act (LCA) Program, 

November 2009.  Available at:  
http://www.ventura.org/rma/planning/pdf/brochures/LCA_brochure.pdf.  Accessed 
July 2012. 

 
Ventura County Planning Division.  Cultural Heritage Board website.  Available online at 

http://www.ventura.org/rma/planning/Programs/heritage.html.  Accessed July 2012. 
 
Ventura County Climate Protection Plan for Government Operations. Annual Report. April 2012. 

Available: http://www.ventura.org/sustain/downloads/climate_protection_plan.pdf 
 
Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission ( Ventura LAFCO). Commissioner’s Handbook 

Policies and Procedures. Adopted October 17, 2007. Available at: 
http://www.ventura.lafco.ca.gov/files/2012/04/FINAL-
Handbook_amendments_thru_March_2012.pdf 

 
World Meteorological Organization. March 2013. A summary of current and climate change 

findings and figures. 
 
Xerces Society for Invertebrate Conservation. 2019.  Monarch Conservation website. Available at 

https://xerces.org/monarchs/. Accessed August 12, 2019. 
 

http://www.ventura.org/rma/planning/pdf/demograghics/2040_revised_Decapolis%205_23_08_Final.pdf
http://www.ventura.org/rma/planning/pdf/demograghics/2040_revised_Decapolis%205_23_08_Final.pdf
http://www.ventura.org/rma/planning/pdf/brochures/LCA_brochure.pdf
http://www.ventura.org/rma/planning/Programs/heritage.html
http://www.ventura.org/sustain/downloads/climate_protection_plan.pdf
http://www.ventura.lafco.ca.gov/files/2012/04/FINAL-Handbook_amendments_thru_March_2012.pdf
http://www.ventura.lafco.ca.gov/files/2012/04/FINAL-Handbook_amendments_thru_March_2012.pdf
https://xerces.org/monarchs/


Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 8.0 References and Preparers 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
8-10 

Xerces Society for Invertebrate Conservation. 2016. State of the Monarch Butterfly Overwintering 
Sites in California.  

 

8.2  PERSONS CONTACTED 
 
Jorge Gutierrez, Executive Director of Facilities Planning, Engineering, and Operations, Oxnard 

School District. Personal and written communication. December 2014.  
 
Michael Henderson.  City of Oxnard General Services Superintendent.  Personal 

communication, October 24 2012. 
 
Juanita Marquez, Accounting Specialist, Oxnard School District. Written communication. 

November 13, 2014.  
 
Sergio Martinez, Fire Marshall, Oxnard Fire Department. Personal communication, January 31, 

2015.  
 
Stephen McFarland, Director of Transportation, Operations, and Maintenance, Oxnard Union 

High School District.  Personal communication, July 2012. 
 
Janet Penanhoat, Budget & Finance Director, Oxnard School District. Written communication, 

November 13, 2014.  
 
Adriana Romero, Facilities Technician, Oxnard School District.  Personal communication, July 

2012. 
 
Rod Thorp, Fire Marshall, Oxnard Fire Department.  Personal communication, June 2012. 

 
Cliff Waer, Senior Officer, Oxnard Police Department. Personal communication, January 2015.  
 
Jeri Williams, Chief of Police, Oxnard Police Department.  Personal communication, July 2012. 

 



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 8.0 References and Preparers 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
8-11 

8.3 LIST OF PREPARERS 
 
This EIR was prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc. under contract to the City of Oxnard. 
Persons and firms involved in data gathering, analysis, project management, and quality control 
include: 
 
Rincon Consultants, Inc. 
 

Michael Gialketsis, REA, Vice President and Principal in Charge 
Duane Vander Pluym, D.ESE 
Joe Power, AICP, Principal 
Walter Hamann, RG, CEG, CHG, Vice President, Environmental Services 
Abe Leider, AICP CEP, Project Manager 
Jennifer Haddow, PhD, Principal 
Karly Kaufman, MESM, Environmental Planner 
Sara Kopp, AICP, Environmental Planner 
Greg Martin, AICP, Senior Planner 
Sarah Richman, MESM, Environmental Planner 
Chris Bersbach, MESM, Environmental Planner 
Katherine Warner, GIS Analyst 
Emily Smith, Production Coordinator 

 
Stantec (Traffic Analysis) 
 

Ryan Calad 
Joe Foust 
Dennis Lammers 
Maria Morris 

 
Milner-Villa Consulting (Water Supply Assessment) 
 

Brad Milner 
 
Heliplanners 
 

Jeffrey Wright 
  



Teal Club Specific Plan EIR 
Section 8.0 References and Preparers 

 
 

City of Oxnard 
8-12 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 
 



Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 

City of Oxnard 

9.0 RESPONSES to COMMENTS  
on the RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR 

This section includes the comments received during public and agency review of the 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated Draft EIR) for the Teal Club 
Specific Plan (TCSP), and responses to those comments. In Section 15088, the CEQA Guidelines 
require that “[t]he lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from 
persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” (Italics added for 
emphasis.) Consistent with the Guidelines, the responses to comments focus on those comments 
that pertain to environmental issues. 

The Recirculated Draft EIR was circulated for a 60-day public review period that began on 
December 17, 2021 and ended on February 15, 2022. The City of Oxnard (City) received 39 
comment letters on the Recirculated Draft EIR. The commenters and the page numbers on 
which each commenter’s letter appears (as applicable) are listed in the table below. The 
comment letters and the City’s responses follow. Each comment letter has been numbered 
sequentially.  

Where a comment resulted in a change to the Recirculated Draft EIR text, a notation is made in 
the response indicating that the text is revised. Changes in text are signified in the Final EIR by 
strikeouts (strikeouts) where text is removed and by underlined font (underline font) where text 
is added. Other minor clarifications and corrections to typographical errors are also shown as 
corrected in this format, including corrections not based on responses to comments. These 
changes do not introduce new information or otherwise affect the analysis or conclusions of the 
EIR and thus do not require recirculation under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

Letter No. and Commenter Page 
No. 

1. Miya Edmonson, California Department of Transportation, February 2, 2022 9-3
2. Kathleen Riedel, Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency, February 10,

2022
9-10

3. Martin Erickson, Ventura County Transportation Commission, February 14,
2022

9-15

4. Sean Carlson, The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, February
15, 2022

9-19

5. Alec Thille, County of Ventura Agriculture/Weights & Measures, February 10,
2022

9-26

6. Todd L. McNamee, County of Ventura Department of Airports, February 15,
2022

9-30

7. Nicole Collazo, Ventura County Air Pollution Control District, February 15, 2022 9-43
8. Andrea Ozdy, Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission, February 22, 2022 9-48
9. Paul Giacobbe, December 24, 2021 9-64
10. Lawrence Paul Stein, December 25, 2021 9-71
11. Lawrence Paul Stein, December 25,2021 9-74
12. Lawrence Paul Stein, December 26, 2021 9-79
13. Kathryn, December 27, 2021 9-85
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Letter No. and Commenter Page 
No. 

14. Elena Aguayo-Vasquez, December 28, 2021 9-87 
15. Kristina Archibeque, December 29, 2021 9-89 
16. Miguel Uc, January 4, 2022 9-91 
17. Alfred Johnson, January 14, 2022 9-93 
18. Lawrence Paul Stein, January 16, 2022 9-95 
19. Jackson Piper, January 24, 2022 9-100 
20. Lawrence Paul Stein, January 29, 2022 9-102 
21. Lawrence Paul Stein, January 29, 2022 9-106 
22. Audrey Keller, February 8, 2022 9-116 
23. Lawrence Paul Stein, February 8, 2022 9-120 
24. Sam Hall, February 9, 2022 9-129 
25. Lawrence Paul Stein, February 10, 2022 9-131 
26. Steve Zacks, February 11, 2022 9-148 
27. Walter Hagedohm, February 11, 2022 9-153 
28. Maricela Morales, Central Coast Alliance United for a Sustainable Economy 

(CAUSE), February 11, 2022 
9-157 

29. Lawrence Paul Stein, February 11, 2022 9-160 
30. Kim Hayashi, February 14, 2022 9-162 
31. Lawrence Paul Stein, February 14, 2022 9-165 
32. Clare Ochoa, February 14, 2022 9-168 
33. Max Ghenis, February 15, 2022 9-172 
34. Mindy Greenberg, February 15, 2022 9-174 
35. Clare Ochoa, February 15, 2022 9-176 
36. Douglas Partello, February 15, 2022 9-179 
37. Pat Browne, February 15, 2022 9-187 
38. Jan Baskin, February 15, 2022 9-189 
39. Michael Tsai, February 15, 2022 9-191 
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“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment” 

GAVIN NEWSOM, GovernorSTATE OF CALIFORNIA------- CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7 
100 S. MAIN STREET, MS 16 
LOS ANGELES, CA  90012 
PHONE  (213) 269-1124 
FAX  (213) 897-1337 
TTY  711 
www.dot.ca.gov

Making Conservation 
a California Way of Life 

February 2, 2022 

Jay Dobrowalski 
Community Development Department, Planning Division 
City of Oxnard 
214 South C Street 
Oxnard, CA 93030 

RE: Teal Club Specific Plan (TCSP) 
 SCH #2012051080 
 Vic. VEN-101/PM 21.01, VEN-34/PM 6.28 
 GTS # VEN-2021-00469-DEIR 

Dear Jay Dobrowalski: 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the above referenced environmental document.  The 
TCSP Specific Plan would involve development on the 149.72-acre area north of Teal 
Club Road (known locally as “Teal Club”). Development of the TCSP area would involve 
construction of up to 990 single and multifamily residential units (of which approximately 
148 would be affordable housing units); development of up to 132,000 gross square feet 
(gsf) of business park; up to 60,000 square feet of Urban Village commercial space; 17.76 
acres of community and neighborhood parks and open space; new and widened on- and 
off-site arterials and collector streets; utility infrastructure including complete recycled 
water irrigation; resident and visitor parking; bicycle and pedestrian paths and sidewalks; 
bus transit stops; various pocket parks and resident recreation areas; and landscaping 
within the individual residential projects. 

The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves 
all people and respects the environment. Senate Bill 743 (2013) has codified into CEQA 
law and mandated that CEQA review of transportation impacts of proposed development 
be modified by using Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as the primary metric in identifying 
transportation impacts for all future development projects.  You may reference the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) for more information: 

http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/updates/guidelines/ 

As a reminder, VMT is the standard transportation analysis metric in CEQA for land use 
projects after July 1, 2020, which is the statewide implementation date.   

1
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“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment” 

 
 

Caltrans is aware of challenges that the region faces in identifying viable solutions to 
alleviating congestion on State and Local facilities.  With limited room to expand vehicular 
capacity, this project should incorporate multi-modal and complete streets transportation 
elements that will actively promote alternatives to car use and better manage existing 
parking assets.  Prioritizing and allocating space to efficient modes of travel such as 
bicycling and public transit can allow streets to transport more people in a fixed amount 
of right-of-way. 
 
Caltrans supports the implementation of complete streets and pedestrian safety 
measures such as road diets and other traffic calming measures.  Please note the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) recognizes the road diet treatment as a proven safety 
countermeasure, and the cost of a road diet can be significantly reduced if implemented 
in tandem with routine street resurfacing.  Overall, the environmental report should ensure 
all modes are served well by planning and development activities.  This includes reducing 
single occupancy vehicle trips, ensuring safety, reducing vehicle miles traveled, 
supporting accessibility, and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
We encourage the Lead Agency to evaluate the potential of Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) strategies and Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) applications 
in order to better manage the transportation network, as well as transit service and bicycle 
or pedestrian connectivity improvements.  For additional TDM options, please refer to the 
Federal Highway Administration’s Integrating Demand Management into the 
Transportation Planning Process: A Desk Reference (Chapter 8).  This reference is 
available online at: 
 
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop12035/fhwahop12035.pdf 
 
You can also refer to the 2010 Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures report 
by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), which is available 
online at:  
 
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-
14-Final.pdf 
 
Caltrans has published the VMT-focused Transportation Impact Study Guide (TISG), 
dated May 20, 2020 and the Caltrans Interim Land Development and Intergovernmental 
Review (LD-IGR) Safety Review Practitioners Guidance, prepared on December 18, 
2020.  You can review these resources as a reference at the following links for all future 
projects:   
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“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment” 

 
 

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-
743/2020-05-20-approved-vmt-focused-tisg-a11y.pdf. 
 
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/sb-
743/2020-12-22-updated-interim-ldigr-safety-review-guidance-a11y.pdf. 
 
When a potential safety impact is identified, Caltrans encourages lead agencies to 
prepare traffic safety impact analysis at the State facilities for this development in the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process so that, through 
partnerships and collaboration, California can reach zero fatalities and serious injuries by 
2050.  
 
Public transportation in the Oxnard area is provided by Gold Coast Transit.  Gold Coast 
Transit Route 4A (Gonzales Road – North Oxnard) and 4B (St. John’s – Gonzales Road) 
currently provide transit service in the vicinity of the project area with bus stops located 
at Doris Avenue and M Street approximately 0.15 miles east of the project site.  In 
addition, Gold Coast Transit Routes 21 (Pacific View Mall – Victoria Avenue – C Street), 
19 (Fifth Street – Victoria Avenue – Gonzales Road) and 20 (Rice Avenue – Gonzales 
Road – Fifth Street) provide transit service along Victoria Avenue with bus stops at 
Victoria Avenue and Fifth Street and Victoria Avenue a little over one mile west of the 
project site.  The City also provides a “dial-a-ride” transit service for elderly and 
handicapped residents. The service is well utilized and provides valuable transportation 
for essential purposes (medical and shopping). 
 
Pedestrian facilities consist of sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian signals at signalized 
intersections. As the project area is currently used for agricultural operations, there are 
no pedestrian sidewalks around or within the project area.  There are pedestrian 
sidewalks on the east side of Ventura Avenue across the street from the project area and 
on the north side of Doris Avenue across the street from the project site. 
 
Construction of the Teal Club will result in provision of Class II bike lanes on Patterson 
Road, Doris Avenue, Teal Club Road and Ventura Road adjacent to the Specific Plan 
area as well as an internal Class I route along Beverly Drive. There are no other dedicated 
bicycle facilities provided in the vicinity of the project site. 
 
“Per Senate Bill (SB) 743, the State CEQA Guidelines have been updated to incorporate 
VMT as the primary metric for analyzing transportation impacts under CEQA.  The City 
of Oxnard has not adopted specific thresholds related to VMT.  The OPR’s Technical 
Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts provides guidance on analyzing VMT 
impacts in light of SB 743.  The Advisory recommends thresholds for residential, office, 
and retail land uses.  The proposed TCSP includes residential, commercial mixed use 
(retail and office), a business and research park, as well as parks and open space.  The 
proposed Annexation area would allow for warehouse and manufacturing uses.  

3, cont.
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“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment” 

 
 

Therefore, OPR’s advisory does not recommend thresholds for many of the land uses 
proposed under the TCPS and Annexation.  Nonetheless, the Advisory suggests that 
residential or retail projects that would generate vehicle travel exceeding 15 percent 
below existing VMT per employee for the region may indicate a significant transportation 
impact.”  The existing available VMT should be disclosed in the VMT analysis.   
 
“Based on the CalEEMod estimate, the proposed project would result in approximately 
25,349,026 new annual VMT.  This would equate to approximately 4,207 miles per 
service population (residents and employees) per year or approximately 12 miles per day. 
By comparison, the Southern California Association of Governments estimates the 2040 
average work trip length at 15.5 miles.  This suggests an average of 31 miles (15.5 x 2) 
per employee per day.  The 12 miles per employee per day for the project would be about 
61% lower than this average, which far exceeds the 15% reduction threshold that the 
OPR recommends.”  Please justify and validate the outcome of each land use VMT 
(residential, office, and retail) as substantial evidence needs to be provided.  A post-
development VMT analysis with all mitigation measures should be prepared.  Additional 
mitigation measure should be implemented when the post-development VMT analysis 
discloses any traffic significant impact.        
 
However, we also learned that the proposed project is intended to provide for overall VMT 
reduction.  The project site is in an urbanized area immediately adjacent to alternative 
transit options and within walking distance of multiple commercial opportunities which 
would provide a range of goods and services to site residents, employees, and visitors.  
Nearby commercial areas include Esplanade Mall, Riverpark Town Center, and Oxnard 
Financial Plaza.  The proposed development also incorporates dedicated pedestrian and 
bicycle paths, new bus stops and bus shelters.  Finally, the TCSP is a mixed-use 
development that provides housing, jobs, and visitor amenities in proximity to transit 
options, jobs, and services.  Based on these facts, the TCSP is consistent with the general 
goal of reducing GHG emissions by reducing VMT. 
 
As a reminder, any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials which 
requires use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways will need a Caltrans 
transportation permit.  We recommend large size truck trips be limited to off-peak 
commute periods. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Mr. Alan Lin, the project coordinator, 
at (213) 269-1124 and refer to GTS # VEN-2021-00469AL-RDEIR. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
MIYA EDMONSON 
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief  

email: State Clearinghouse 

6, cont.

7

9-6

kkaufman
Arrow



Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 1 
 
COMMENTER: Miya Edmonson, California Department of Transportation 
 
DATE:   February 2, 2022 
 
Response 1.1 
 
The commenter provides a description of the project, describes the mission of the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and states that vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is the 
primary metric in identifying transportation impacts for all future development projects. 
 
The commenter’s description of the project is accurate. A VMT analysis was performed for the 
proposed project and impacts were found to be less than significant. Please see the revised 
Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, of the Final EIR for a summary of the impact analysis and 
findings. 
 
Response 1.2 
 
The commenter states that the project should incorporate multi-modal, pedestrian safety 
measures, traffic calming measures and complete streets transportation elements that will 
promote alternatives to car use. The commenter states that the project should reduce single 
occupancy vehicle trips, ensure safety, reduce VMT, support accessibility, and reduce 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  
 
As discussed under Impact T-4 in Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, 
roadways within the TCSP area would be designed and constructed according to City of 
Oxnard residential and collector roadway standards to provide adequate local, emergency 
vehicle and service vehicle access. Further, as discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, an 
objective of the TCSP is to “create an integrated vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle circulation 
system that connects residential, industrial and commercial uses within the project.” The 
proposed TCSP would include an internal circulation system to provide pedestrian connectivity 
between the residential, office, retail uses and parks, as well as to the adjacent future school 
complex and the external sidewalk system. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.13 and Section 
4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change, the TCSP site is located in an urbanized area 
immediately adjacent to transit options and within walking distance of multiple commercial 
opportunities which would provide a range of goods and services to site residents, employees, 
and visitors. The proposed development also incorporates bus stops and bus shelters. Overall, 
as discussed in the Final EIR, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts 
with respect to VMT and GHG emissions. No changes to the EIR are required as a result of this 
comment.  
 
Response 1.3 
 
The commenter encourages the City to evaluate the potential of Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) strategies and Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) applications in order 
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City of Oxnard 
 

to better manage the transportation network, as well as transit service and bicycle or pedestrian 
connectivity improvements. 
 
The City of Oxnard has an ITS that allows the monitoring and control of traffic signals from a 
central operations center. As discussed in Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, of the EIR, 
commercial and industrial developments allowed in the TCSP area would also be required to 
provide adequate transportation demand management and trip reduction measures as required 
by the City’s traffic and transportation manager (City of Oxnard City Code [OCC] Section 16-
631). No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
 
Response 1.4 
 
The commenter encourages the preparation of traffic safety impact analyses for all 
developments in the CEQA review process. 
 
The comment is noted but does not raise specific concerns that pertain to the adequacy of the 
EIR. As discussed under Impact T-4 in Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, 
future development anticipated under the proposed TCSP would not increase hazards due to a 
design feature or incompatible uses and would not result in inadequate emergency access. 
Further, roadways within the TCSP area would be designed and constructed according to City 
residential and collector roadway standards to provide adequate local, emergency vehicle and 
service vehicle access. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this 
comment. 
 
Response 1.5 
 
This commenter provides information describing the existing public transit, bikeways, and 
pedestrian facilities in the City of Oxnard and in the vicinity of the project area.  
 
This information is correct. No further response is required and no changes to the Recirculated 
Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 1.6 
 
The commenter states that VMT is the primary metric for analyzing transportation impacts 
under CEQA in accordance with SB 743. Additionally, the commenter notes that the OPR’s 
advisory does not recommend thresholds for many of the land uses proposed under the TCSP 
and Annexation. Nonetheless, the Advisory suggests that residential or retail projects that 
would generate vehicle travel exceeding 15 percent below existing VMT per employee for the 
region may indicate a significant transportation impact. The commenter requests that the 
outcome of each land use VMT (residential, office, and retail) be justified and that a post 
development VMT analysis with all mitigation measures be prepared and additional mitigation 
measure should be implemented when the post-development VMT analysis discloses a 
significant impact. The commenter acknowledges that the TCSP is consistent with the general 
goal of reducing GHG emissions by reducing VMT.  
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A VMT analysis was performed for the proposed project consistent with OPR’s technical 
advisory and impacts were found to be less than significant. Please see the revised Section 4.13, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the Final EIR for a summary of the impact analysis and findings. 
 
Response 1.7 
 
The commenter states that transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials 
requiring the use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways requires a transportation 
permit from Caltrans. 
 
This comment is noted and acknowledged but does not pertain directly to the analysis or 
conclusions of the EIR. Future developers under the proposed Specific Plan and rezones would 
be expected to comply with state regulations in this regard. No changes to the Recirculated 
Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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FOX CANYON
GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY
i\ 5'TAIT OF CATIFO|TNIIT\ \,VAIER AGEr\CY

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Eugene F. West, Chair, Director, Camrosa Ll/ater District
David Borchard, Vice Chair, Farmer, Agricultural Representative
Michael Mobley, Director, United l(ater Consemation District
Carmen Ramirez, Supervisor, County of Ventura
Tony Trembley, Councilperson, City of Camarillo

EXECUTTVE OFFICER
JeffPratt, P.E.

February 10,2022

Jay Dobrowalski, Senior Planner
Community Development Department, Planning Division
City of Oxnard
214 S. C Street
Oxnard, California 93030

SUBJECT: Comments on Recirculated Draft Environmental lmpact Report, Teal Club Specific Plan, State
Clearinghouse No. 20i2051 080

Dear Mr. Dorowalski:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on a recirculated Draft Environmental lmpact Report
(DEIR), Teal Club. Specific Plan (TCSP), State Clearinghouse No. 211zog1og0 prepared'by Rincon
Consultants, lnc., dated December 2021. The TCSP involves residential, commerciaf, anO park uses on a
149.72-acre area (known as the Teal Club Planning Area) which is bounded on the north by Doris Avenue,
on the west by Patterson Road and a planned future Oxnard School District educationalfacility, on the south
by Teal Club Road, and on the east by Ventura Road. Parcels within the project area inciude Assessor
P_arcel Numbers (APNs) 183-0-070-060, -070, -110, -125, -135 and -140; 193-O-110-030, -045, -0s0, -2Ss,
-260,-270,-405, -555and-565.A11 buttwoof theparcels(183-0-070-060and -140)areoutsideof the
Oxnard City boundary and are to be annexed by the City of Oxnard. The area includes seven agricultural
parcels currently in active agricultural production. Per the Notice of Availability released by thie City of
Oxnard (City), revisions to the TCSP since the EIR was reteased in2015 includeiemoval ol a2'-acre area
(educational facilities, fire station, and park) from the TCSP area. The TCSP includes fewer single-family
units and more multi-family units, however the overall number of residential units (up to SSO uiits; is to
remain the same. Development includes up to 132,000 gross square feet (gsf) of'business park; up to
60,000 square feet of Urban Village commercial space; 17.76 acres of community and neighborhood parks
and open space; and other improvements such as landscaping, hardscape and ihfrastruct-ure.

The Teal Club Planning Area is within the boundaries of the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency
(FCGMA) and overlies the Oxnard Subbasin, West Oxnard Plain Management Area (WO|MA). The arei
is managed under the Groundwater Sustainabitity Ptan (GSP) for thebxnard Subbasrn aOo[teO by the
FCGMA Board and approved by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR). The Subbasin has
been classified by DWR as a critically overdrafted basin.

The Utilities and Energy section of the DEIR (4.14) is partially based on thewatersupply assessment (WSA)
for the project, "Revised Final Draft Water Supply Assessment Teal Club Development'i prepared by Milner-
Villa Consulting, LLC, and dated October2019 (AppendixJ of TCSP). perthe DEIR (page 4.1+-ty,ineWSe
analyzes the sufficiency of the City's water supplies to serue the proposed TCSP, in aAAition to the demands
of the City's existing and planned future customers. The WSA references the City's Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP) adopted in May 2016 (2015 UWMP) as the current U!rylvlP. Since the WSA was
written,

800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1610
(805) 654-2014 or 645-1372 FAx: (805) 654-3350

Website: www,fcgna- org
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Jay Dobrowalski, Senior Planner, City of Oxnard
February 10,2022
Page 2 of 3

1) the 2015 UWMP was replaced by the 2020 UWMP adopted by the City of Oxnard;

2) the groundwater extraction allocation system in the Oxnard Subbasin changed (October 2019,
fully operative October 1,2020) which includes the City of Oxnard's extraction aliocation; and

3) the GSP was adopted (December 2019) and approved by DWR (November 2021).

The WSA references the 2007 Update to the FCGMA Ground Management Ptan (GMp) which for the
Oxnard Subbasin has been superseded by the GSp.

A number of statements made on pages 4.14-4 and 4.14-s are no longer valid.

o FCGMA policy also allows groundwater users to "bank" any unused groundwater allocation in the
form of credits. For example, it the City limits its groundwater use to tess than its annual allocation,
it earns a conseruation credit. These credits may be used to offset any pumping rn subse quent
years to avoid payment of the GMA surcharge.

These statements refer to a credit program associated with the Historical Allocation system. That
allocation system is currently not in use. Conservation credits are currently not available.

o First, the FCGMA grants the City additional groundwater allocation when the City takes over water
seruice responsibility for newly developed lands. For example, when agricultural lands are
converted to municipal uses (commercial, industrial, or residential uses, for example), the City
obtains additional allocation.

These statements refer to a program associated with the Historical Allocation system. That
allocation system is currently not in use. Allocation is assigned to an extraction facility. if conditions
are met allocation may be transferred in accordance with the FCGMA Ordinance Code and the
Ordinance to Establish an Allocation System for the Oxnard and Pleasant Vailey Groundwater
Basrns (OPV allocation ordinance).

o Along with the regulatory tools described above, the FCGMA also promofes respo nsibte
groundwater management through the implementation of its Groundwater Management ptan.

ln the Oxnard Subbasin, groundwater management is based on implementation of the GSp and not
the GMP which is no longer applicable to the Subbasin.

ln turn, the conseruation credits devetoped from the reduced pumping in the sfressed areas are
transfened for use in and around the Oxnard Forebay Basin because the Forebay is easity
recharged.

Conservation credits are associated with the HistoricalAllocation system. That allocation system is
currently not in use. conservation credits are currenily not available.

a

Per DEIR Table 4.14-8, the project totalwater demand at full build-out is estimated to be 447 acre-teet per
year (AFY), including 421 AFY of potable water and 26 AFY of recycled water. tt is assumed that the project
proponents will transfer groundwater extraction allocation, however the volume under the current allocaiion
system was not provided.

F:\gma\Business Administration\Correspondence\2022U022021O_Lh_to City of Oxnard_re_Teal Club Specific plan.docx
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Jay Dobrowalski, Senior Planner, City of Oxnard
February 10,2022
Page 3 of 3

Section 3.2 of Appendix J lists wells known to operate within the Project boundaries. Based on County of
Ventura records, the wells listed in the table below are located within the proposed TCSP prolect boundiry.
The current initial allocation associated with each of the wells is also listed in the table below.

Key documents which serve as the foundation of the Water Supply Assessment for the Teal Club project
(Appendix J) and serve as the foundation of the water supply assessment in the DEIR have been replated
or superseded. lt is not clear if the water supply is adequate. The City has a groundwater extraction
allocation and can purchase Metropolitan Water District imported water from Calleguas Municipal Water
District. lt is up to the City to determine if their water portfolio is adequate to provide the water needed for
the proposed development.

lf you have any questions, please call me at (805) 654-2954.

Sincerely,

WturfAU
Kathleen Riedel, CEG
Groundwater Specialist

Cc: Jeff Pratt, Executive Officer

State Well Number
(SWN} APN Status Use

lnitial Allocation
(AFY)

02N22W33N02S 183-0-070-240 Destroyed 0.000
02N22W33N035 183-0-070-240 Destroyed 0.000
02N22W33N04S 183-0-070-240 Destroved 0.000
02N22W33N05S 183-0-070-240 Active Agricultural 160.279
01N22W04D01S 1 83-0-070-1 25 Active Domestic 0.000
01N22W04D02S 1 83-0-070-1 35 Active Domestic 0.116
01N22W05A02S 1 83-0-070-1 35 Destroyed 0.000
01N22W05B01S 1 83-0-070-1 1 0 Active Agricultural 357.559
01N22W04D07S 1 83-0-1 1 0-050 Active Domestic 2.136
01N22W04D08S 183-0-1 10-030 Active Domestic 2.323
01N22W04D09S 183-0-1 10-270 Active Domestic 1.664
01N22W04D10S 183-0-110-255 Active Domestic 1.369

F:\gma\Business Administration\Correspondence\2022l00220210_ltrJo City of Oxnard_re_Teal Club Specific plan.docx
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 

City of Oxnard 

Letter 2 

COMMENTER: Kathleen Riedel, Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency 

DATE:  February 10, 2022 

Response 2.1 

The commenter summarizes the proposed project and states that it is located within the 
boundaries of the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency and overlies the Oxnard 
Subbasin. The commenter notes that the Subbasin has been classified by DWR as a critically 
overdrafted basin. 

This comment is acknowledged and does not raise concerns pertaining to the adequacy of the 
Recirculated Draft EIR or the CEQA process. Therefore, no further response is required. 

Response 2.2 

The commenter notes that the Utilities section of the Recirculated Draft EIR is partially based on 
the water supply assessment (WSA) that was prepared for the project in 2019. The WSA 
references the City's Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) adopted in May 2016 (2015 
UWMP) as the current UWMP. The commenter notes that since the WSA was prepared, the 
UWMP was updated and replaced by the 2020 UWMP. Furthermore, a Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan (GSP) was adopted. The commenter lists several sentences that are no longer 
valid due to these updates. 

In response to this comment, substantial revisions have been incorporated throughout Section 
4.14, Utilities and Energy, of the Final EIR to clarify that the City's 2015 UWMP was superseded 
by the City’s 2020 UWMP, which was developed after the 2019 WSA and contains more current 
data and projections than reflected in the 2019 WSA prepared for the project. In addition, a GSP 
for the Oxnard Subbasin was developed by FCGMA and approved by DWR after preparation of 
the project’s WSA. Therefore, revisions in Section 4.14 of the Final EIR section also include 
discussion of the GSP, and sustainable management of the Oxnard Subbasin. Tables 4.14-1 
through 4.14-5 in the Final EIR have all be revised with data provided in the 2020 UWMP, and 
discussion has been incorporated to bridge the gap between analysis provided in the 2019 WSA 
and the current analysis, which is based upon the most recent available data, as provided in the 
2020 UWMP and the 2019 GSP. With these revisions, impacts would remain less than significant 
with mitigation, the same conclusions as in the Recirculated Draft EIR. As discussed in Section 
4.14, projected City water demands, which include the proposed project, could be met by 
existing water supplies and transfer of groundwater sources from agricultural activities to the 
City. Since the timing of development of the City’s planned sources and GMA approval of 
transfer of water credits is not certain at this time, impacts would be potentially significant and 
mitigation would be required. With mitigation, impacts related to water supply would be less 
than significant.  
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Response 2.3 
 
This comment displays Table 4.14-8 and the project’s total water demand; however, the volume 
under the current allocation system was not provided. The commenter requests that the City 
determine if their water portfolio is adequate to provide the water needed for the proposed 
development. 
 
As described above in Response 2.2, substantial revisions have been incorporated throughout 
the Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy, of the Final EIR to inform the analysis with the most recent 
data available for water supply availability and reliability in the project area, as provided in the 
2020 UWMP. The analysis determined that the City’s water supply portfolio is adequate to 
provide the water needed for the proposed development.  
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 3 
 
COMMENTER: Martin Erickson, Ventura County Transportation Commission 
 
DATE:   February 14, 2022 
 
Response 3.1 
 
The commenter summarizes the proposed project and also provides an overview of the Ventura 
County Transportation Commission (VCTC) and how it serves as the Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC) for Ventura County. Furthermore, the commenter provides details on the 
Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (ACLUP) and the Oxnard Airport Master Plan. 
 
This comment is acknowledged and does not raise concerns pertaining to the adequacy of the 
Recirculated Draft EIR or the CEQA process. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are 
required. 
 
Response 3.2 
 
The commenter notes that the role of the Airport Land Use Commission is not to approve or 
disapprove the project, but rather to make a determination as to the consistency of the project 
with the ACLUP. The commenter acknowledges that the Recirculated Draft EIR provides an 
accurate description of the requirements and process for a consistency determination by the 
ALUC. Finally, the commenter notes that the Recirculated Draft EIR has been revised based on 
the previous comment from the ALUC to remove schools from the project site; however, the 
Recirculated Draft EIR notes that the Oxnard School District approved the plans for an 
elementary school and middle school adjacent to the project site. 
 
The commenter is correct that the TCSP was revised and that the school site was removed from 
the TCSP. The EIR was updated to reflect the change in the project and was recirculated. This 
comment does not raise concerns pertaining to the adequacy of the Recirculated EIR or the 
CEQA process. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 3.3 
 
The commenter notes that VCTC also serves as the regional transportation planning agency for 
Ventura County. The commenter raises concern regarding the VMT analysis provided in the 
Recirculated Draft EIR and recommends that a more robust VMT analysis is needed and an 
appropriate VMT threshold should be selected. The commenter adds that there is an error in the 
conclusion since the analysis compares the estimated baseline VMT from the 2040 SCAG to the 
CalEEMod air quality model. As a result, the commenter recommends that a more appropriate 
VMT baseline is selected and a full traffic model run be performed to estimate the VMT impacts 
from the proposed project. 
 
A VMT analysis was performed for the proposed project and impacts were found to be less than 
significant. Please see the revised Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, of the Final EIR for a 
summary of the methodology used, impact analysis, and findings. 
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700 N. Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 • Mailing Address: Box 54153, Los Angeles, California 90054-0153 • Telephone (213) 217-6000 

Office of the General Manager 

February 15, 2022   VIA EMAIL 

Mr. Jay Dobrowalski 
Senior Planner 
City of Oxnard 
Community Development Department, Planning Division 
214 South C Street 
Oxnard, CA 93030 

Dear Mr. Dobrowalski: 

Notice of Availability of a Recirculated  
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Teal Club Specific Plan (SCH No. 2012051080) 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) reviewed the Notice of 
Availability (NOA) and the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (Recirculated 
DEIR) for the Teal Club Specific Plan (Project). The City of Oxnard is acting as the Lead 
Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the project. The project 
consists of developing approximately 150 acres for residential homes, business park, community 
and neighborhood parks and open space, utility infrastructure, transportation corridors, and 
landscaping. The project also requires discretionary approvals for zone changes, general plan 
amendments, annexations, and other approvals. This letter contains Metropolitan’s comments on 
the Project as a potentially affected public agency. 

Metropolitan is a public agency and regional water wholesaler. It is comprised of 26-member 
public agencies serving approximately 19 million people in portions of six counties in Southern 
California. Metropolitan’s mission is to provide its 5,200 square miles service area with adequate 
and reliable supplies of safe, high-quality drinking water to meet present and future needs in an 
environmentally and economically responsible way. 

Metropolitan reviewed the project description of the proposed project and determined that the 
proposed project is partially within Metropolitan’s service area. The proposed project site along 
the western edges of Ventura Road and a rectangular section along Teal Club Road are within 
Metropolitan’s member agency, Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas), boundaries; 
refer to the attached project figure. The general area west of Ventura and north of Teal Club 
roads are not currently within Metropolitan’s service area and will need to be annexed prior to 
water being served. If the parcels ever develop and are to receive imported water they will need 
to be annexed to Metropolitan and Calleguas. Metropolitan is a responsible agency with respect 
to annexation and needs to be listed in the agency approval list related to EIR actions. 

1

2

Letter 4
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THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Mr. Jay Dobrowalski 
Page 2 
February 15, 2022 

700 N. Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 • Mailing Address: Box 54153, Los Angeles, California 90054-0153 • Telephone (213) 217-6000 

The Recirculated DEIR needs to include in the project description a brief statement on the 
proposed annexation to Metropolitan, Calleguas, and LAFCO, including water standby charges 
and other required conditions for annexation. Then, in the appropriate impact section (e.g., water 
supplies or utilities), there needs to be an analysis of this proposed annexation so that 
Metropolitan and others can rely on the EIR for their own discretionary actions. We encourage 
the City to work with Metropolitan, Calleguas, and LAFCO on annexation procedures by 
contacting Ethel Young at (213) 217-7677 or eyoung@mwdh2o.com. 

Under Metropolitan’s Administrative Code Section 3100, property outside of Metropolitan’s 
service area requires annexation prior to water being served. Section 3104(b) states, “water sold 
and delivered by the District shall not be used in any manner which intentionally or avoidably 
results in the direct or indirect benefit of areas outside the District including use of such water 
outside the District or use thereof within the District in substitution for other water used outside 
the District.” Promoting development of areas not annexed to Metropolitan, while receiving the 
benefit of imported water otherwise, would confer direct benefit to the City. If the City intends to 
approve development in the un-annexed area, it will need to annex the areas prior to 
development. See also Metropolitan’s Administrative Code Section 4509, restricting use of 
imported water and its benefits to use within Metropolitan’s service area. Excerpts of the 
relevant code sections are enclosed for reference. 

We encourage projects within its service area to include water conservation measures while 
Metropolitan continues to build new supplies and develop means for more efficient use of the 
current system. Water conservation, reclaimed water use, and groundwater recharge programs 
are integral components to regional water supply planning. Metropolitan supports mitigation 
measures such as using water efficient fixtures, drought-tolerant landscaping, and reclaimed 
water to offset any increase in water use associated with the proposed project. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to 
receiving the Final EIR and future environmental documentation on this Project. Please contact 
Ms. Brenda Marines at (213) 217-7902 or bmarines@mwdh2o.com if you require further 
assistance. 

Very truly yours, 

Sean Carlson, 
Team Manager, Environmental Planning Section 

BSM:bsm 
SharePoint\Teal Club Specific Plan

Digitally signed by Sean Carlson 
DN: cn=Sean Carlson, o, ou, 
email=scarlson@mwdh2o.com, c=US 
Date: 2022.02.15 12:55:47 -08'00'

2, 
cont.
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THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Mr. Jay Dobrowalski 
Page 3 
February 15, 2022 

700 N. Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 • Mailing Address: Box 54153, Los Angeles, California 90054-0153 • Telephone (213) 217-6000 

Enclosures: 

(1) Project Figure
(2) Excerpts from The Metropolitan Water District Administrative Code

cc: Andrea Ozdy 
Deputy Executive Officer 
Ventura LAFCO   
Andrea.Ozdy@ventura.org 

Jennifer Lancaster 
Principal Resource Specialist 
Calleguas Municipal Water District 
JLancaster@calleguas.com 
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Excerpts from The Metropolitan Water District Administrative Code 

§ 3104. Mandatory Terms and Conditions.

All terms and conditions of annexation shall contain the following provisions: 

(a) The sale and delivery of all water by the District, regardless of the nature and

time of use of such water, shall be subject to regulations promulgated from time to time 

by the District. 

(b) Except upon terms and conditions specifically approved by the Board, water sold

and delivered by the District shall not be used in any manner which intentionally or 

avoidably results in the direct or indirect benefit of areas outside the District including 

use of such water outside the District or use thereof within the District in substitution for 

other water used outside the District. 

(c) No District water shall be sold or delivered to any member public agency for use,

directly or indirectly, for agricultural purposes as defined in Section 4106 within the 

annexing area. 

(d) The District shall not be obligated to provide additional works or facilities,

necessitated by the annexing area, for the delivery of water from works owned and 

operated by the District. 

(e) The annexation shall be completed by the date established pursuant to

Section 3108(a). 

M.I. 38048 - January 9; 1990, paragraph (e) added by M.I. 40406 - August 24, 1993. 

§ 4509. Water Restricted to Use Within the District.

In order to insure that water served by the District is not used for the direct or indirect 

benefit of areas outside the District, the amount of water served by the District's facilities that 

shall be made available to any member public agency shall be limited to an amount equal to that 

required for uses within the area of the District lying within, or served by or through, such 

member public agency. No area lying outside the boundaries of the District shall be served with 

water from the District's facilities, except as service to such area may, when found to be such by 

the Board, be a reasonably unavoidable incident to the service of such water within the District, 

and under such circumstances the amount of water served by the District that shall be made 

available to any member public agency shall be limited to an amount equal to that required for 

uses within the area of the District lying within, or served by or through, such member public 

agency. Any question of fact involved in the application of this Section 4509 shall be finally 

determined by the Board, after giving the member public agency concerned adequate opportunity 

to present pertinent factual evidence and the views of such member public agency. 

Section 312.10 based on Res. 7260 - May 12, 1970; amended by M.I. 33642 - March 10, 1981.  Section 322.10 

repealed and Section 4509 adopted by M.I. 36464 - January 13, 1987, effective April 1, 1987. 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 4 
 
COMMENTER: Sean Carlson, The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
 
DATE:   February 15, 2022 
 
 
Response 4.1 
 
The commenter provides information regarding Metropolitan Water District. 
 
This comment is acknowledged and does not raise concerns pertaining to the adequacy of the 
Recirculated Draft EIR or the CEQA process. Therefore, no further response is required. 
 
Response 4.2 
 
Metropolitan states that the project is partially within their service area and that the EIR should 
include in the project description a brief statement on the proposed annexation to 
Metropolitan’s service area and the Calleguas Municipal Water District. The commenter states 
that Metropolitan is a responsible agency with respect to annexation and should be listed in the 
agency approval list, including water standby charges and other required conditions for 
annexation. The commenter suggests that the EIR should include an analysis of the proposed 
annexation so that Metropolitan and others can rely on the EIR for their own discretionary 
actions. The commenter also notes that if the City intends to approve development in the un-
annexed area, it will need to annex the areas prior to development. The commenter states that 
annexation is required prior to water being served and that the use of imported water is 
restricted.  
 
The EIR acknowledges that the project involves several annexations. As stated on Page 2-1 in 
Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed project would “involve Pre-Zoning that would 
allow for the Annexation of a 142.72-acre collection of five agricultural parcels to the City of 
Oxnard (City), Annexation approval by the Ventura County Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCo), and Annexation to the Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD) and 
Metropolitan Water District (MWD).” Further, as stated in Section 2.6, Required Approvals, 
LAFCo, Calleguas Municipal Water District, MWD, and the Ventura County Airport Land Use 
Commission are responsible CEQA agencies. The EIR analyzes the impacts associated with the 
proposed project, including impacts associated with the land use changes described in the 
Project Description. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this 
comment. 
 
Response 4.3 
 
The commenter states that they encourage projects within their service area to include water 
conservation measures while Metropolitan continues to build new supplies and develop means 
for more efficient use of the current system. Furthermore, the commenter notes that 
Metropolitan supports mitigation measures such as using water efficient fixtures, drought-
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

tolerant landscaping, and reclaimed water to offset any increase in water use associated with 
the proposed project. 
 
The project’s water conservation measures are described in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the 
EIR. As stated therein, recycled water would be used for all landscape irrigation. Future 
development under the project would also comply with water efficiency and water 
conservation requirements at the time of development. No changes to the Recirculated Draft 
EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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 Administration  555 Airport Way, Suite E, Camarillo, CA 93010  (805) 388-4343      │  Inspection Services  555 Airport Way, Suite E, Camarillo, CA 93010  (805) 388-4222 
www.ventura.org/agricultural-commissioner  815 E. Santa Barbara Street, Santa Paula, CA 93060  (805) 933-2926 

P.O. Box 889, Santa Paula, CA 93060 

Agricultural Commissioner/Sealer 
Edmund E. Williams 

Chief Deputy 
Korinne M. Bell 

        

MEMO 

DATE: 10 Feb 2022 

TO: Jay Dobrowalski 

FROM: Alec Thille 

SUBJECT: Teal Club Specific Plan – Agricultural Compatibility 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

In the Teal Club Specific Plan (TCSP) Environmental Impact Report (EIR), impacts to 

agriculture due to encroachment of incompatible uses was analyzed and found to have Less Than 

Significant Impacts with mitigation (Mitigating Measure AG-2). The proposed mitigation 

requires a minimum setback distance of 300 feet from off-site agricultural uses to the proposed 

project’s residential uses. The mitigation measure then states that, in the event of final design not 

permitting a 300-foot setback, a 150-foot setback would be permitted with the installation of a 

vegetative screen. The proposed project, residential development with high density housing, is 

intensely incompatible with agriculture. To truly find the project Impact to agricultural resources 

Less Than Significant the below actions and adjustments should be adopted as part of MM AG-

2, the EIR and the project. 

Firstly, MM AG-2 should be retitled to remove reference to setbacks from agriculture being 

interim. The text of the condition does not restrict the need for setbacks to only those required by 

the multi-phase construction of the project and agriculture that would otherwise experience 

significant impacts would continue to exist south of Teal Club Road and West of Patterson Rd.  

Additionally, given the high intensity of the proposed project due to increased residential 

density, our office strongly recommends that vegetative screening be utilized between any off-

site agricultural operations regardless of setback and that every effort is made to setback at least 

300 feet from off-site agriculture at all locations of the proposed project. 

Furthermore, the project as proposed would utilize a community park to maintain the 300-foot 

setback from offsite agricultural operations to residential uses. Under the Ventura County 

Agricultural/Urban buffer policy, a community park may qualify as an acceptable use in the 

setback under the criteria “Low human-intensity uses” which requires approval by the Ventura 

County Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee (APAC). For the proposed mitigation measure 

to truly reduce Project Impacts on Agricultural Resources to Less Than Significant, a final 

landscape plan demonstrating compliance with the policy should be reviewed and approved by 

the APAC.  

Lastly, Figure 2-3 Proposed Teal Club Specific Plan Planning Areas shows the community park 

(PA 10) only sets back from off-site agricultural operations west of the project, across Patterson 

Letter 5
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 Administration  555 Airport Way, Suite E, Camarillo, CA 93010  (805) 388-4343      │  Inspection Services  555 Airport Way, Suite E, Camarillo, CA 93010  (805) 388-4222 
www.ventura.org/agricultural-commissioner  815 E. Santa Barbara Street, Santa Paula, CA 93060  (805) 933-2926 

P.O. Box 889, Santa Paula, CA 93060 

Road. However, the project is immediately adjacent to an off-site agricultural operation 

(immediately East of Patterson Rd and immediately South of Doris Ave) not buffered by the 

proposed park at all (PA 1 & PA 11). This area seems not to have been considered due to the 

Oxnard Union School District’s (OUSD) proposed project that would remove the agricultural 

area. As this agricultural area would be heavily impacted by the project in the event of the OUSD 

project not being completed, the TCSP should be prepared to provide appropriate setbacks and 

screening from this parcel should the separate OUSD project not be constructed. 

In summary, to ensure that MM AG-2 adequately reduces Project Impacts to Less Than 

Significant, it must apply to all agricultural areas and not just those that will be on-site, receive 

APAC approval that they have demonstrated compliance with the VC Agricultural/Urban Buffer 

Policy, and have contingent preparedness for the continued presence of agriculture immediately 

adjacent to the project in the event of the separate OUSD project not being completed. The 

Department of Agriculture/Weights & Measures also strongly recommends that all project 

setbacks from agriculture include vegetative screening and maintains a minimum of 300 feet.  

Please direct any questions to either Alec Thille, alec.thille@ventura.org, or Korinne Bell, 

Korinne.bell@ventura.org.  

4, 
cont.
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 

City of Oxnard 

Letter 5 

COMMENTER: Alec Thille, County of Ventura Agriculture/Weights & Measures 

DATE:  February 10, 2022 

Response 5.1  

The commenter notes that the Recirculated Draft EIR determined that impacts to agriculture 
due to encroachment of incompatible uses was analyzed and found to be less than significant 
with mitigation (Mitigation Measure AG-2). The commenter states an opinion that Mitigation 
Measure AG-2 should be retitled to remove reference to setbacks from agriculture being interim 
in order to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. The commenter explains that 
agriculture would continue to exist south of Teal Club Road and west of Patterson Road that 
could be impacted by the project.  

As shown on Figure 2-3 in Section 2.0¸ Project Description, and explained in Section 4.2, 
Agricultural Resources, of the EIR, agricultural production is located to the west of Patterson 
Road; however, the proposed Community Park area (PA 10) would create a 300-foot buffer 
between agricultural production and proposed residential uses in proposed PA 11. In addition, 
as also shown on Figure 2-3, the area just north of Teal Club Road within the TCSP area would 
be developed with stormwater treatment areas and park uses. No residential uses would be 
located within 300 feet of agricultural uses south of Teal Club Road. Therefore, revisions to 
Mitigation Measure AG-2 or new mitigation measures are not needed to ensure buffers between 
the proposed project and agricultural uses west of Patterson Road and south of Teal Club Road, 
as the proposed project already includes appropriate buffers. No changes to the Recirculated 
Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 5.2 

The commenter recommends that vegetative screening be utilized between any offsite 
agricultural operations regardless of setback and that setback of at least 300 feet from off-site 
agriculture at all locations of the proposed project are used.  

As stated in Response 5.1, the project would include buffers of at least 300 feet from off-site 
agricultural uses west of Patterson Road and south of Teal Club Road which is sufficient to 
avoid significant impacts to agriculture. The commenter’s recommendation that vegetative 
screening be used is noted and will be considered by City decision-makers. No changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 

Response 5.3 

The commenter states that the project would utilize a park to maintain the 300-foot setback from 
offsite agricultural operations to residential uses and that under the Ventura County 
Agricultural Buffer/Urban Buffer policy a park may qualify as an acceptable buffer under the 
criteria “Low human intensity use,” which requires approval by the Ventura County 
Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee (APAC). The commenter also suggests that a final 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

landscape plan demonstrating compliance with the policy should be reviewed and approved by 
the APAC. 
 
In response to this comment, Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, has been revised to 
acknowledge that APAC approval is required for the community park planned in PA10 to serve 
as an agricultural buffer. Approval by APAC has also been added to the list of discretionary 
approvals required for the proposed project in Section 2.6. It is acknowledged that APAC would 
review the landscape plan for the park as part of their approval process. These changes do not 
change the findings or conclusions of the EIR.  
 
Response 5.4 
 
The commenter suggests that the proposed project should be prepared to provide appropriate 
setbacks and screening from the adjacent parcel that includes off-site agricultural operation 
should the separate Oxnard Unified School District project not be constructed. 
 
The commenter is correct that the area immediately east of Patterson Road and south of Doris 
Avenue is a planned future site for Oxnard School District educational facilities. This area 
currently contains active agricultural operations. Depending on the timing of construction of 
such facilities, agricultural operations may still be underway when development of the TCSP 
area occurs. Therefore, the analysis under Impact AG-1 in Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, of 
the Final EIR has been revised to acknowledge this comment and Mitigation Measure AG-2 has 
been revised to clarify that TCSP development adjacent to active agricultural operations must 
install fencing and provide buffers consistent with the Ventura County Agricultural 
Commissioner’s Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy. Please see Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, 
of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 5.5 

The commenter summarizes their comments that Mitigation Measure AG-2 should apply to all 
agricultural areas, that APAC approval is required to demonstrate compliance with the VC 
Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy, and that contingent preparedness is needed in the event 
agricultural activity is present on the school site if it is not completed, and that all setbacks 
include vegetative screening and a minimum distance of 300 feet.  

Please see Responses 5.1 through 5.4. As stated in Response 5.4, Mitigation Measure AG-2 has 
been revised in response to this comment letter. Please see Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, of 
the Final EIR. No additional changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
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February 15, 2022 

 

Via email: jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org 
  
City of Oxnard Community Development Department  
Planning Division  
214 S C Street Oxnard, California 93030  
Contact: Jay Dobrowalski, Senior Planner 
  
Subject: Teal Club Specific Plan 
 Recirculated Draft EIR 
 Ventura County, Department of Airports Review Comments 
  
Dear Mr. Dobrowalski, 
 
The County of Ventura Department of Airports (DOA), as owner and sponsor of 
Oxnard Airport, is in receipt of the Recirculated DRAFT EIR for the Teal Club Specific 
Plan (TCSP). The EIR has been referred to DOA per the requirements of the Ventura 
County Airport Compatible Land Use Plan (ACLUP), the current version having been 
adopted July 7, 2000. The initial EIR was reviewed by DOA and a letter furnished to 
the City on October 5, 2015 (attached as Exhibit 1). 
 
Prior comments by DOA addressed the inclusion of two schools in the TCSP, which 
have been removed from the recirculated EIR, which now states: 
 

“No schools are proposed as part of the proposed TCSP. However, in February 
2018, the Oxnard School District approved plans to build an elementary school 
and a middle school adjacent to the Plan Area on Doris Avenue.” (p. 4.7-21) 

 
The ACLUP states that Public/Institutional uses, which includes schools, is an 
unacceptable use within the Traffic Pattern Zone. While the Recirculated EIR shows 
that schools are no longer included in this environmental analysis, the TCSP remains 
the justification for the schools, as well as for their location within the Traffic Pattern 
Zone, as previously included in the initial EIR.   
 
Regarding the remaining elements of the TCSP, we submit the following comments. 
 
 

1

2
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City of Oxnard Community Development – Teal Club Recirculated EIR 
February 15, 2022 
Page 2 

Consistency with Airport Compatible Land Use Plan 
The ACLUP depicts land uses surrounding Oxnard Airport that would be considered 
compatible with the airport. A Sphere of Influence and four safety zones provide a 
framework for land use compatibility. Exhibit A2 of the ACLUP (attached as Exhibit 2) 
depicts the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Oxnard Airport. The planned uses 
shown in the ACLUP beneath the proposed TCSP development are: 
 

AC – Airport Compatible 

O – Office (Commercial) 

MOS – Miscellaneous Open Space 

P - Parks (Open Space) 

LM – Low/Medium Density Residential 

L – Low Density Residential 

VL – Very Low Density Residential 

SP – Pubic/Semi Public 

 

Of those, the O-Office and P-Parks would be the most compatible uses with Oxnard 

Airport and are consequently the designated uses closest to the runway. The TCSP 

proposes to eliminate the Office/Commercial designation in exchange for PA 3, PA 5, 

PA9, PA11, PA12, PA13, PA 14 zones, which are all subcategories of Residential. 

The TCSP also proposes to reduce the size of the Parks/Open space in exchange for 

additional residential uses. The L-Low and VL-Very Low-density areas shown in the 

ACLUP have been removed and are not addressed by the TCSP. Those removed 

designations are shown on the parcel owned by the Oxnard School District. 

 
Table 6B of the ACLUP indicates the adopted land use compatibility standards in 
safety zones for civilian airports. The entire TCSP development is within the Traffic 
Pattern Zone. The Recirculated Draft EIR correctly indicates the mitigation measures 
required by the ACLUP along with the requirement to refer the project to the Ventura 
County Airport Land Use Commission for a determination of consistency with the 
ACLUP. The City of Oxnard Code also requires review and recommendation by the 
Oxnard Airport Authority prior to final approval by the City Council. 
 
The Department of Airports points out that in general residential uses are more noise 
sensitive uses than Office/Commercial and Parks/Open Space uses. The changes in 
land use proposed by the TCSP will significantly increase the number of residents 
living within the Traffic Pattern Zone over what the ACLUP establishes. This comes 
with a commensurate increase in risk to residents from potential aircraft accidents and 
from more residents potentially being annoyed by normal aircraft activity at Oxnard 
Airport who then seek relief from City of Oxnard.  

2, cont.
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Source: Recirculated Draft EIR 

 
According to the EIR (Table 4.9.-1), the document acknowledges that the project 
would “Conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of the City or 
other agency” and “Involve land uses that are not allowed under an applicable airport 
land use compatibility plan”. As stated by the EIR, while the effects would be Class II 
Mitigable, they are Significant. 
 
Consistency with the Oxnard 2030 General Plan 
 
The Oxnard 2030 General Plan (General Plan) includes the TCSP development as 
an Urban Village. The goals and objectives of the Urban Village development are 
stated in the Teal Club Specific Plan Administrative Draft. Being included by name in 
the General Plan, the TCSP and Urban Village design objectives are assumed to be 
consistent. The Department of Airports has comments on consistency with several of 
the General Plan’s goals: 
 
CD 1.12 - Avoiding Encroaching the Oxnard Airport. Retain land within the airport 
hazard area as permanent open space as shown on the Land Use Map or otherwise 
recommended by the County Department of Airports. (Community Development) 
 
DOA Comment: Because the TCSP and associated land use changes reduces the 
separation of residential, educational, and open space over the approved ACLUP 
recommendation, the overall effect is that approval of the TCSP would promote 
encroachment and reduce rather than improve the consistency with CD 1.12. 
 
CD 5.2 – Compatible Land Use. Ensure adequate separation between sensitive land 
uses (residential, educational, open space, healthcare) to minimize land use 
incompatibility associated with noise, odors, and air pollutant emissions. (Community 
Development) 

2, 
cont.

3

4

9-32

kkaufman
Arrow

kkaufman
Line

kkaufman
Arrow



City of Oxnard Community Development – Teal Club Recirculated EIR 
February 15, 2022 
Page 4 

DOA Comment: Because the TCSP reduces the separation of residential, 
educational, and open space, the overall effect is that approval of the TCSP would 
reduce rather than improve the consistency with CD 5.2. 
 
ICS 10.2 – Oxnard Airport Compatible Land Use. Continue to ensure that the land 
use and zoning adjacent to Oxnard Airport is compatible in order to minimize potential 
noise and safety problems. (Infrastructure and Community Services) 
 
DOA Comment: The industrial land use immediately adjacent (sharing the fence line) 
to Oxnard Airport is expected to be compatible with Oxnard Airport. The ACLUP 
provides a larger buffer between the fence line and the planned low-density residential 
to the north. Because the TCSP reduces this buffer to the north side of Teal Club 
Road, the overall effect is that approval of the TCSP would reduce rather than improve 
the consistency with ICS 10.2. 
 
ICS 10.3 – Airport Operations Monitoring. Monitor impacts, such as vehicle 
congestion, overflight noise, and air pollution, from operations at the Oxnard Airport 
and work with the County Department of Airports to reduce these impacts if they are 
excessive. (Infrastructure and Community Services) 
 
DOA Comment: The County Department of Airports proactively seeks to address the 
concerns of residents around Oxnard Airport. Complaints from existing neighborhoods 
are increasing while hundreds of new residential units are being approved closer to 
the airport. Approval of TCSP would increase the number of residents affected by 
normal airport activity and increase the workload to meet the goal of ICS 10.3. 
 
SH 6.5 – Land Use Compatibility with Noise. Encourage non-noise sensitive land 
uses to locate in areas that are permanently committed to noise producing land uses, 
such as transportation corridors and industrial zones. (Safety & Hazards) 
 
DOA Comment: Oxnard Airport is considered a transportation corridor and is 
compatible with industrial zones. Encouraging noise sensitive uses such as 
“residential, educational and open space” to develop in close proximity to the existing 
and planned industrial uses adjacent to Oxnard Airport would reduce rather than 
improve consistency with SH 6.5. 
 
SH 6.13 – Noise acceptable for Open Windows and Patios. Continue to require 
noise analysis of proposed development projects as part of the environmental review 
process and then require mitigation measures to reduce noise impacts to acceptable 
levels within outside activity areas and within residential structures without relying on 
mechanical ventilation, if feasible. (Safety & Hazards) 
 
DOA Comment: Complaints received from current residents surrounding Oxnard 
Airport often state that the overflight by aircraft interrupts their enjoyment of outdoor 
spaces. The EIR indicates that mitigation of this significant impact includes 

4, cont.

5

6

7

8

9-33

kkaufman
Arrow

kkaufman
Arrow



City of Oxnard Community Development – Teal Club Recirculated EIR 
February 15, 2022 
Page 5 

soundproofing measures, better windows, and mechanical ventilation. While this 
mitigation is necessary to make the TCSP development conditionally acceptable with 
the ACLUP, it would tend to reduce rather than improve consistency with SH 6.13. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR. In 
summary, the mitigation cited in the Recirculated Draft EIR would be sufficient to be 
conditionally acceptable.  
 
The following are required in order to be Conditionally Acceptable (also reference 
ACLUP, Table 6B). 
 

1. The owner/developer shall grant an avigation easement acceptable to the 
Department of Airports to the County of Ventura. 

2. Fair disclosure agreement and covenant acceptable to the Department of 
Airports shall be recorded by the owner and developer of the project.  

3. Maximum structural coverage must be no more than 25% for residential uses 
and 50% for commercial uses. 

4. Owner and developer must receive determination of no adverse effect on 
navigable airspace from FAA. 

5. Residential structures shall incorporate noise attenuation soundproofing 
methods to reduce the effects from exposure to normal aircraft operation.  

 
The required discretionary approvals (Section 2.6 of EIR) should include the review 
and recommendation by the Oxnard Airport Authority, which was omitted from the 
Draft. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this item, please call me at 388-4200.  
 
 
 
 
KEITH FREITAS, A.A.E, C.A.E. 
Director of Airports 
 
Attachments: 
 
Exhibit 1 – Letter to City of Oxnard Planning Division, October 5, 2015 
Exhibit 2 – Exhibit A2, ACLUP, July 7, 2000 

8, cont.
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October 5, 2015 
 
 
Mr. Christopher Williamson, AICP, Principal Planner 
City of Oxnard, Planning Division 
214 South C Street 
Oxnard, CA    93003 
 
Re:  Comments on Teal Club Specific Plan, Draft Environmental Impact Report (TCSP DEIR) 
 
 
Dear Mr. Williamson: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the City of Oxnard’s Teal Club 
Specific Plan, Draft Environmental Impact Report (TCSP DEIR).   The Ventura County 
Department of Airports (VCDOA) fully concurs with the comments submitted by the Ventura 
County Transportation Commission (VCTC) in their letter dated September 24, 2015 
(attached).  Additionally, the VCDOA offers the following comments for review and 
consideration: 
 
Section 2.6 Required Discretionary Approvals. 

 

The “Ventura County Airport Commission” is named incorrectly.  The proper name is the 
Ventura County Airport Land Use Commission (VCALUC).  The correction is necessary as the 
Ventura County Aviation Advisory Commission exists as well as the Oxnard and Camarillo 
Airport Authorities.  The VCALUC is the responsible CEQA agency, but it is anticipated that 
comments will be provided by the above referenced entities as well. 
 

Section 4.3 Air Quality 

 

Section 4.3 AQ-2(c) describes the ability to install solar panels on residential units in the future.  
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) published its standards for measuring ocular impact 
in the Federal Register on October 23, 2013 (Vol. 78, No. 205).  It requires a glare reflectivity 
study be conducted as part of the 7460-1 “Notice of Proposed Construction” process to ensure 
glare from solar installations due not create a safety hazard for pilots or control tower 
personnel due to ocular impact.  This should be included in the mitigation section. 
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Section 4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 
As previously stated by VCTC, Section 4.7 of the DEIR accurately depicts the role of the 
Airport Land Use Commission and the Ventura County Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
(CLUP) and demonstrates consistency with the CLUP in HAZ-5(b) and HAZ-5(c).  Both the 
afore mentioned identified impacts occur within the Traffic Pattern Zone (TPZ) for Oxnard 
Airport and are mitigated by conformance with the adopted CLUP and correctly limiting the 
structural coverage in accordance with Table 6B found on page 6-7.  Not previously mentioned 
is the recommendation of granting the County of Ventura an avigation easement over the 
parcels contained in the development.  Please consider adding this mitigation measure of the 
project proponent granting an avigation easement to the County of Ventura for the parcels 
contained in the development. 
 
Section 4.7.19 states that the operations (takeoff and landing) at the Oxnard airport are not 
expected to rise above 60,000 again.  Operations for calendar year 2014 were 71,000 and it is 
anticipated that the operations will continue to rise back to previously experienced levels from 
the early to mid 2000’s of 85,000 or more within the next few years.  This may alter your 
perceived impact and/or mitigation measures regarding safety and noise due to changing 
probabilities based on the increased number of operations. 
 
Section 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
Impact HWQ-3 includes discussion of storm water and drainage impacts.  It is mentioned that 
drainage improvements will be constructed along Teal Club Road and Patterson Road to 
accommodate the additional run off caused by this development.  Some of the parcels south of 
Teal Club Road currently drain onto the Oxnard Airport.  VCDOA does not believe the small 
earthen ditch on the north property line of the airport is adequate to accommodate the 
additional runoff and believe that the DEIR has properly identified needed improvements along 
Teal Club Road and Patterson Road. 
 
Section 4.9 Land Use Planning 

 
I wish to reiterate comments made by VCTC.  Section 4.9 Land Use Planning examines the 
DEIR’s consistency with other plans including the adopted ACLUP.  Based on the arguments 
supporting the finding of “Less than Significant” for HAZ-7, the DEIR incorrectly states on page 
4.9-29, that a school site has the potential to be consistent with the ACLUP.   The CLUP does 
not offer or recognize mitigations to unacceptable land uses within the safety zones 
surrounding airports and would not find a school as consistent with the ACLUP.  The DEIR 
should state that the TCSP is inconsistent with the ACLUP.   
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Page 4.9-28, Section 4.9 incorrectly describes the advisory status of the ALUC.  Public Utility 
Code Section 21670 et seq., sets forth the responsibilities and powers of the ALUC and 
provides that a super majority (two-thirds) vote of the local governing body is required to 
override the findings of an ALUC. The PUC empowers the ALUC with more than an advisory 
role.  The DEIR should accurately reflect the role of the ALUC.   
 
Section 4.10 Noise 

 
The Noise Contour Map depicted in Figure 4.10-2 is similar to the contour map depicted in the 
2004 Oxnard Airport Master Plan.  The parcels south of Teal Club Road are enveloped almost 
entirely within the 65 dBA CNEL contour which would not be compatible with residential 
development.  While the parcels north of Teal Club Road fall outside of the 65 dBA CNEL 
contour, it is worth noting that the development will routinely experience overflight of aircraft 
with single event noise exceeding 65 dBA routinely. 
 
Again the Ventura County Department of Airports appreciates the opportunity to review and 
comment on the City of Oxnard’s Teal Club Specific Plan, Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(TCSP DEIR).   If you have questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at 805-388-
4200. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
TODD L. McNAMEE, AAE 
Director of Airports 
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Letter 6 
 
COMMENTER: Todd L. McNamee, County of Ventura Department of Airports 
 
DATE:   February 15, 2022 
 
Response 6.1 
 
The commenter notes that the County of Ventura Department of Airports (DOA) is the owner of 
the Oxnard Airport. The commenter notes that prior comments by COA on the 2015 Draft EIR 
were addressed and the school site near the intersection of Patterson Road and Doris Avenue 
that was previously part of the TCSP has been removed. The commenter suggests that while the 
Recirculated EIR shows that schools are no longer included in TCSP, the TCSP remains the 
justification for the schools to be constructed 
 
The commenter is correct that the proposed school was removed from the TCSP project, the EIR 
was updated to reflect the revised project, and the EIR was recirculated. While Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Recirculated EIR acknowledges that a school site is planned adjacent 
to the TCSP area, the project as analyzed in the EIR does not include development of a school. 
The school project is separate from the TCSP project and is not analyzed in the EIR, but was 
analyzed through a separate CEQA process with the Oxnard Unified School District as the lead 
agency under CEQA. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 6.2 
 
The commenter discusses consistency with the Ventura County Airport Compatible Land Use 
Plan (ACLUP) and describes land uses that would be considered compatible with the airport. 
The commenter states that residential uses are more noise sensitive than other uses and the 
TCSP will increase the number or residents in the Traffic Pattern Zone and there will be an 
increase in risk to residents from accidents and annoyance from aircraft activity. The 
commenter notes that the Recirculated Draft EIR acknowledges that the project would “Conflict 
with an applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of the City or other agency” and “Involve 
land uses that are not allowed under an applicable airport land use compatibility plan.”  
 
Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, 
acknowledge that the proposed project could result in a conflict with an applicable land use 
plan or involve land uses that are not allowed under an applicable land use compatibility plan 
and this impact is potentially significant; however, with mitigation measures incorporated the 
impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. The aircraft hazard and land use risk 
assessment conducted by Heliplanners Inc. in 2012 determined that due to the low probability 
of an accident occurring in the TCSP area, and the availability of emergency land areas, impacts 
related to airport safety hazards would be less than significant.  
 
As discussed in Section 4.10, Noise, of the EIR, no part of the TCSP area is located within the 65 
dBA CNEL noise contour. Therefore, no residential or other noise sensitive uses associated with 
the TCSP would be exposed to excessive airport noise. The additional Annexation area south of 
Teal Club Road would be within the 65 dBA noise contour and a small part of the southern 
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portion of the additional Annexation area would be within the 70 dBA noise contour (see Figure 
4.10-2). However, this area would be zoned for manufacturing, which would be compatible 
with new development in accordance with 2030 General Plan Policy SH-6.12. Sensitive 
receptors including residences, schools, child and daycare facilities, health care facilities, 
libraries, and churches would not be located in the additional Annexation area. Impacts would 
be less than significant.  
 
As also discussed in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the EIR, the TCSP area is 
within the Traffic Pattern Zone. Per the ACLUP, Single Family and Multi-Family Residential 
land uses are considered Conditionally Acceptable within the TPZ provided that the maximum 
structural coverage of the site is not more than 25 percent. Commercial and Industrial land uses 
are considered Conditionally Acceptable provided that structural coverage is not more than 50 
percent. Structural coverage is defined as the percent of building footprint area relative to the 
total land area, including streets and greenbelts. In accordance with mitigation measures HAZ-
5(a) trough HAZ-5(c) in the EIR, and conditions of approval for the project, development under 
the project would be required to include: 
 
1. Residential structural coverage of no more than 25 percent. 
2. Commercial/Industrial structural coverage of no more than 50 percent. 
3. Grant an Avigation Easement to the County of Ventura. 
4. Fair Disclosure agreement and covenant. 
5. File FAA Form 7460-1 (and adhere to any recommendations). 
 
These mitigation measures and conditions of approval address structural coverage limits, 
avigation easements and fair disclosure agreements and covenants address overflights and any 
residual noise concerns from future residents, and the FAA filing addresses building and 
structural heights and other hazards to aviation. Overall, impacts would be less than significant 
with mitigation, as shown on Table 4.9-1 of the EIR.  
 
Further, as acknowledged in a letter dated July 11, 2022, the Ventura County Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC) made the determination that the proposed TCSP is consistent with the 
ACLUP. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 6.3 
 
The commenter notes that the Oxnard 2030 General Plan includes the TCSP development as an 
Urban Village and the EIR discusses consistency with the goals and policies related to Urban 
Village. The commenter states that because the TCSP reduces the separation of residential, 
educational, and open space compared to the approved ACLUP recommendation, the TCSP 
would promote encroachment rather than improve consistency with General Plan Policy CD 
1.12 to avoid encroachment of the Oxnard Airport.  
 
The proposed project does not involve educational uses. The TCSP does involve residential and 
open space uses and as discussed in Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, in the EIR it would be 
consistent with the 2030 General Plan land use designations for the project area. As discussed in 
section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, the project 
area is within the traffic pattern zone and height restricted zone but is not within a safety zone 

9-40



Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

of the airport. With mitigation, the project would be consistent with the ACLUP (see also 
Response 6.2). Overall, the project would not encroach on the Oxnard Airport and would be 
consistent with General Plan Policy CD 1.12. The proposed project would not conflict with this 
General Plan policy. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 6.4 
 
The commenter states an opinion that because the TCSP reduces the separation of residential, 
educational, and open space the overall effect is that the project would not be consistent with 
General Plan Policy CD 5.2.  
 
General Plan Policy CD 5.2 (Compatible Land Use) calls for adequate separation between 
sensitive land uses to minimize land use incompatibility associated with noise, odors, and air 
pollutant emissions. This policy does not specifically relate to airport uses and, as previously 
stated, the proposed project does not involve educational uses. CEQA is primarily concerned 
with the effects of the project on the environment, not the effects of the environment on the 
project. Nonetheless, as discussed in Section 4.3, Air Quality, and Section 4.10, Noise, of the EIR, 
the proposed project would not expose future residents to incompatibility associated with noise, 
odors, and air pollutant emissions from existing sources in the vicinity of the project area. The 
proposed project would not conflict with this General Plan policy. No changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 6.5 
 
The commenter states an opinion that because the proposed project reduces the buffer between 
the Oxnard Airport and residences north of Teal Club Road, the project would reduce 
consistency with General Plan Policy ICS 10.2 (Oxnard Airport Compatible Land Use).  
 
General Plan Policy ICS 10.2 is to ensure land use and zoning adjacent to the airport is 
compatible to minimize potential noise and safety problems. Please see responses 6.2 and 6.3. 
As stated therein, the project is consistent with applicable zoning and General Plan land use 
designations and was found to be consistent with the ACLUP. The proposed project would not 
conflict with this General Plan policy. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 6.6 
 
The commenter states that the DOA seeks to address the concern of residents around the 
Oxnard Airport and adding residents closer to the airport would increase the workload of the 
DOA to meet General Plan Policy ICS 10.3 (Airport Operations Monitoring). 
 
As stated in Response 6.3, the proposed project is envisioned by and consistent with the Oxnard 
General Plan. The EIR recognizes that the proposed project would add residents in proximity to 
the airport, but found that impacts associated with aircraft noise and traffic congestion would 
be less than significant. The proposed project would not conflict with this General Plan policy. 
No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required.  
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Response 6.7 
 
The commenter states an opinion that encouraging noise-sensitive uses near the airport would 
not improve consistency with General Plan Policy SH 6.5 (Land Use Compatibility with Noise).  
 
Please see Response 6.3. The proposed project would not conflict with this General Plan policy 
as the project would not subject future residents to excessive noise associated with the airport. 
No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 6.8 
 
The commenter states that overflight by aircraft reduces the enjoyment of outdoor spaces and 
therefore suggests that the project would not improve consistency with General Plan Policy SH 
6.13 (Noise Acceptable for Open Windows and Patios).  
 
This General Plan policy requires noise analyses for the proposed project as part of the 
environmental review and mitigation measures to reduce noise impacts to acceptable levels. 
Section 4.10, Noise, of the EIR includes a noise analysis and found that no significant impacts 
would occur and no mitigation is required. The proposed project would not conflict with this 
General Plan policy. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 6.9 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the following are required in order to be Conditionally 
Acceptable with respect to consistency with the ACLUP:  
 

1. The owner/developer shall grant an avigation easement acceptable to the Department of 
Airports to the County of Ventura. 

2. Fair disclosure agreement and covenant acceptable to the Department of Airports shall 
be recorded by the owner and developer of the project. 

3. Maximum structural coverage must be no more than 25% for residential uses and 50% 
for commercial uses. 

4. Owner and developer must receive determination of no adverse effect on navigable 
airspace from FAA. 

5. Residential structures shall incorporate noise attenuation soundproofing methods to 
reduce the effects from exposure to normal aircraft operation. 

 
The commenter also states that the project requires review and recommendation by the Oxnard 
Airport Authority.  
 
The proposed project incorporates the list of requirements as mitigation measures and 
conditions of approval as discussed in Response 6.2. The Oxnard Airport Authority review was 
added to the list of discretionary approvals in Section 2.6 of the Final EIR in response to this 
comment. The TCSP was reviewed by the Oxnard Airport Authority and on May 12, 2022, the 
Oxnard Airport Authority determined that the proposed TCSP as conditioned is consistent with 
the adopted Ventura County Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan. No changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
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VENTURA COUNTY 
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 

Memorandum 

 

TO: Jay Dobrowalski, Senior Planner, City of Oxnard 

 

DATE:   February 15, 2022 

 

FROM: Nicole Collazo, Air Quality Specialist, VCAPCD Planning Division 

 

SUBJECT: Notice of Availability of a Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for 

the Teal Club Specific Plan (RMA 12—016-2)  

 

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) staff has reviewed the subject Notice of 

Preparation (NOA) of a draft environmental impact report (DEIR) for the Teal Club Specific Plan 

(project). The project would involve development on the 149.72-acre area known locally as “Teal 

Club” bounded by Patterson Rd., Doris Ave, Ventura Rd. and Teal Club Rd. which would involve 

construction of up to 990 single and multifamily residential units, development of up to 132,000 

gross square feet of business park, up to 60,000 square feet of commercial space, and 17.76 acres 

of community and neighborhood parks and open space. The Lead Agency for the project is the 

City of Oxnard.  

 

General Comments 

 

APCD submits the following comments based on the DEIR for the project under the Air Quality 

and GHG environmental impact sections. 

 

1) Mitigation Measure AQ-1(a).11. Please update the APCD complaints 24-hr hotline to 805-303-

3700 and 805-303-3708 for the in-office line. 

 

2) Mitigation Measure AQ-1(b).6. This item is outdated and new mitigation recommended is to 

require a minimum of Tier 4 diesel rating for off-road construction equipment and engine model 

year 2010 and above for on-road construction vehicles.  

 

3) Mitigation Measure AQ-1(c). To be considered mitigation over what is already required, pleased 

update this mitigation measure to “low-ROC less than 50 g/L ROC/VOC as is required per APCD 

Rule 74.2”.  

 

4) Mitigation Measure AQ-2(a). Please replace “suitable” with “the City’s TDM Fund Fee 

Mitigation for Air Quality” to ensure funds are placed into the correct TDM Fund. Please also note 

the formula for calculating cost uses the most recent CPI rating for the region and only the highest 
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of the 2 pollutant fees are chosen but both must be calculated. You may consult APCD when it is 

time to calculate the TDM fees for proper usage of formula.  

 

5) Section 1.5 and Page 2-20. VCAPCD may also be considered as a responsible agency as some 

of the proposed uses for commercial and light industrial development may need an APCD Permit 

to Operate for the control of criteria pollutant emissions and odors (dry cleaner, assembly and 

production of ceramic/glass, light metal consumer goods, plastics and fabrics, and electronic 

instruments). 

 

6) Page 4.3-4. Ventura County is in attainment for the state PM2.5 air quality standard. Please 

remove this from nonattainment lists. Our county’s air quality status can be found here: 

http://www.vcapcd.org/air_quality_standards.htm .  

 

7) The footnote of Table 4.3-4 indicated the CalEEMod version 2013.2.2 was used. However, the 

models attached to the appendix are version 2016.3.2. Please resolve this inconsistency. 

 

8) We recommend using the latest version of CalEEMod, version 2020.4.0, as the mobile emission 

factors have been updated to the 2017 EMFAC model which supersedes the 2014EMFAC model 

included in CalEEMod version 2016.3.2 and as most of the operational emissions stem from 

mobile sources. In addition, the model did not incorporate the EV spaces and inherent EV fleet 

mix from the requirement indicated in Page 4.6-27 Table 4.6-10 regarding a minimum number of 

EV charging spaces for each development. This may cause an overestimation in operational project 

emissions.  

 

9) Table 4.6-5. The total emissions is incorrect (correct 2167). 

 

10) Table 4.6-7. The emissions is incorrect (correct 622). 

 

11) CalEEMod models:  

 

The model includes an importation of 100,000 cu.  yd. of soil during grading operations “to raise 

central portion of property by 5 ft for sewer line cover”. However, the DEIR states “it is assumed 

that cut and fill will be balanced where possible. Therefore, although cut and fill would be 

necessary for project development, no export or import of soil to or from the TCSP area is 

anticipated” (Page 4.6-14). Please clarify this inconsistency. 

 

The ROC content of exterior coatings may also be 50 g/L ROC instead of 100 g/L ROC, as that is 

the new requirement for general flat coatings of APCD’s architectural coatings rule, Rule 74.2. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the project. If you have any questions, you may 

contact me at nicole@vcapcd.org. 
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Letter 7 
 
COMMENTER: Nicole Collazo, Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) 
 
DATE:   February 15, 2022 
 
Response 7.1 
 
The commenter summarizes the project description for the proposed project. The commenter 
requests that the APCD complaints 24-hr hotline be updated in Mitigation Measure AQ-1(a) to 
805-303-3700 and 805-303-3708 for the in-office line. 
 
In response to this comment, the phone numbers in Mitigation Measure AQ-1(a) were 
corrected. Please see Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 7.2 
 
The commenter recommends that Mitigation Measure AQ-1(b) be updated as this item is 
outdated. The recommended new mitigation is to require a minimum of Tier 4 diesel rating for 
off-road construction equipment and engine model year 2010 and above for on-road 
construction vehicles. 
 
In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure AQ-1(b) was modified to include the use of 
Tier 4 diesel rating for off-road construction equipment and model year 2010 and above for on-
road construction vehicles. Please see Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 7.3 
 
The commenter recommends that Mitigation Measure AQ-1(c) be updated to state “low-ROC 
less than 50 g/L ROC/VOC as is required per APCD Rule 74.2”. 
 
In response to this comment Mitigation Measure AQ-1(c) was updated to include a requirement 
for paints with less than 50 g/L ROC/VOC. Please see Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 7.4 
 
The commenter recommends that Mitigation Measure AQ-2(a) be updated to replace “suitable” 
with “the City’s TDM Fund Fee Mitigation for Air Quality” to ensure funds are placed into the 
correct TDM Fund. The commenter also notes the formula for calculating cost uses the most 
recent CPI rating for the region and only the highest of the 2 pollutant fees are chosen but both 
must be calculated. APCD can be consulted when it is time to calculate the TDM fees for proper 
usage of formula. 
 
In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure AQ-2(a) was revised to state the TDM fund 
name and to clarify that the formula for fees should be based on APCD’s formula. Please see 
Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the Final EIR. 
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Response 7.5 
 
The commenter states that VCAPCD may also be considered as a responsible agency as some 
of the proposed uses for commercial and light industrial development may need an APCD 
Permit to Operate for the control of criteria pollutant emissions and odors (dry cleaner, 
assembly and production of ceramic/glass, light metal consumer goods, plastics and fabrics, 
and electronic instruments) 
 
In response to this comment, VCAPCD has been added to the list of agencies that may have 
jurisdiction over the project in Section 2.6, Required Discretionary Approvals. Ultimately the 
role of VCAPCD will depend on what uses are proposed under the project and if they are 
subject to a permit to operate.  
 
Response 7.6 
 
The commenter states that Ventura County is in attainment for the state PM2.5 air quality 
standard and that this should be removed from the nonattainment lists. 
 
In response to this comment, the list of nonattainments on Page 4.3-4 of the Final EIR was 
corrected to remove PM2.5.  
 
Response 7.7 
 
The commenter notes that the footnote of Table 4.3-4 indicated the CalEEMod version 2013.2.2 
was used; however, the models attached to the appendix are version 2016.3.2. Furthermore, the 
commenter states it is recommended that the latest version of CalEEMod, version 2020.4.0, is 
used as the mobile emission factors have been updated to the 2017 EMFAC model which 
supersedes the 2014EMFAC model included in CalEEMod version 2016.3.2 and as most of the 
operational emissions stem from mobile sources. In addition, the commenter notes that the 
model did not incorporate the EV spaces and inherent EV fleet mix from the requirement 
indicated in Page 4.6-27 Table 4.6-10 regarding a minimum number of EV charging spaces for 
each development. This may cause an overestimation in operational project emissions. 
 
The commenter is correct that CalEEMod version 2016.3.2 was used to model emissions. The 
footnote on Table 4.3-4 has been corrected in response to this comment. In the time since the 
Recirculated Draft EIR was prepared a new version of CalEEMod was released. This model 
takes into account stricter standards that are currently in place; therefore, the use of the 
previous model is more conservative. In addition, the model conservatively did not assume the 
use of EV spaces since the exact number of spaces provided is unknown at this time. Therefore, 
the analysis in the EIR is conservative in showing the potential air pollution emissions 
associated with this project.  
 
Response 7.8 
 
The commenter states that the emissions in Table 4.6-5 and Table 4.6-7 are incorrect and need to 
be revised. 
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In response to this comment, corrections to Table 4.6-5 and Table 4.6-7 in Section 4.6, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions/Climate Change, have been made. Please see Section 4.6 of the Final EIR. The 
findings and conclusions of the EIR remain the same.  
 
Response 7.9 
 
The commenter notes that the model includes an importation of 100,000 cubic yards of soil 
during grading operations “to raise central portion of property by 5 ft for sewer line cover”. 
However, the Draft EIR states “it is assumed that cut and fill will be balanced where possible. 
Therefore, although cut and fill would be necessary for project development, no export or 
import of soil to or from the TCSP area is anticipated” (Page 4.6-14). The commenter requests 
that this inconsistency is clarified. 
 
In response to this comment, Pages 4.6-13 and 4.6-14 of the Final EIR have been corrected to 
remove the statement that it is assumed cut and fill would be balanced. Impacts associated with 
imported soil are analyzed as appropriate throughout the EIR and in the air quality and GHG 
analyses.  
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VENTURA LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
801 S. VICTORIA AVENUE, SUITE 301 ⚫ VENTURA, CA 93003 

TEL (805) 654-2576 ⚫ FAX (805) 477-7101 

VENTURA.LAFCO.CA.GOV 

February 22, 2022 SENT VIA E-MAIL 

Jay Dobrowalski, Senior Planner 
City of Oxnard Planning Division 
214 South C Street 
Oxnard, CA  93030 

Subject:  Notice of Availability of a Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for 
the Teal Club Specific Plan (TCSP) Project 

Dear Mr. Dobrowalski: 

Thank you for providing the Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) with the 
opportunity to review the subject DEIR, and for granting LAFCo staff an additional week to 
submit comments.  As a responsible agency under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), LAFCo is charged with ensuring that environmental documents prepared by lead 
agencies address the issues that relate to LAFCo’s scope of authority.  LAFCo is a responsible 
agency for the subject project because LAFCo approval of a reorganization and related sphere 
of influence amendments are required in order for municipal services to be provided to the 
proposed development.  The Commission has not reviewed the draft environmental document, 
and this letter represents the analysis of LAFCo staff.   

Project Description 

The City of Oxnard is the lead agency for the project involving: (1) adoption of the TCSP to allow 
for development of new residential and commercial uses within a 149.72-acre area, (2) pre-
zoning of the TCSP (i.e., the 149.72-acre TCSP project area less 6.72 acres along the 
easternmost project edge which are already within the City) and additional area to the south 
(i.e., the 11.4-acre unincorporated area south of Teal Club Road containing small residential and 
industrial development and vacant land1), (3) approval of a tract map, and (4) approval of a 
reorganization by LAFCo involving the currently-unincorporated 143-acre area of the TCSP as 
well as the 11.4-acre additional area to the south, as described in more detail below.   

Resulting development of the site would include a maximum of 990 single-family and multi-
family residential units (including approximately 148 affordable units), a maximum of 192,000 
square feet of commercial space, 17.76 acres of parks and open space, new and widened 
streets, utilities infrastructure, parking, bicycle and pedestrian paths and sidewalks, and 
landscaped areas.  The primary modification to the project description and purpose for 

1 While not a part of the TCSP, the proposal to LAFCo would also include boundary changes affecting 11.4 acres of 
land (to avoid the creation of an unincorporated County “island”) located south of Teal Club Road that is proposed 
to be pre-zoned to Light Manufacturing which would enable the construction of a maximum of 347,608 square
feet, expected to consist of manufacturing and warehouse uses.   
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Jay Dobrowalski 
February 22, 2022 
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recirculation of the DEIR is the elimination of a new school, fire station, and park from the 
proposal. 
 
The recirculated DEIR states that the proposal area is located within the spheres of influence of 
the City of Oxnard and the voter-approved City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB), and outside 
the Ventura-Oxnard Greenbelt.2  As discussed in more detail below, development of the 
proposal area will involve road widening of Patterson Road and Teal Club Road, which will 
require a modification to the City’s sphere of influence and appear to also require adjustments 
to the boundaries of both the CURB and Greenbelt.  Any necessary changes to spheres of 
influence, the CURB, and the Greenbelt should be included in the project description. 
 
Request to LAFCo 
 
The proposed development would occur within the City.  Annexation of the unincorporated 
portion of the proposal area to the City requires LAFCo approval of several changes of 
organization, collectively called a reorganization.  The recirculated DEIR should be updated to 
include the following components3 of the reorganization request: 
 

• Annexation to the City of Oxnard 

• Annexation to the Calleguas Municipal Water District (MWD) (and to the Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California) 

• Detachment from the Ventura County Fire Protection District 

• Detachment from the Ventura County Resource Conservation District 

• Detachment from Oxnard Drainage District No. 1 

• Detachment from Ventura County Service Area No. 32 
 

Additionally, the project description should include amendments to spheres of influence, as 
follows: 
 

• Expansion of the sphere of influence for the City of Oxnard 

• Expansion of the sphere of influence for the Calleguas MWD 

• Reduction of the sphere of influence for Oxnard Drainage District No. 1 
 
Furthermore, modifications to the CURB and Ventura-Oxnard Greenbelt appear to be 
necessary.  The project would result in road widening adjacent to the project site, involving two 
road segments that serve as the jurisdictional boundary between the City and the County (i.e., 
Teal Club Road between Victoria Avenue and Patterson Road, and Patterson Road between 
Doris Avenue and Teal Club Road).  The discussion in the recirculated DEIR should be expanded 
to evaluate and ensure consistency with LAFCo policies, as follows:   
 

 
2 Greenbelts within Ventura County serve the purpose of preserving agriculture and/or open space, providing 
separation between cities, and/or limiting the extension of urban services.   
3 The recirculated DEIR lists detachment from Ventura County Service Area No. 33 (CSA 33) as a necessary 
component of LAFCo approval; however, this detachment is no longer necessary, as CSA 33 was dissolved in 2019. 
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• Patterson Road along the western edge of the specific plan boundary is proposed to be 
widened so that the new section of roadway will align with the existing roadway to the 
north.  It appears that widening Patterson Road will require dedication of right-of-way 
and construction on the adjacent property to the west.  Section 3.2.1 of the Ventura 
LAFCo Commissioner’s Handbook (Handbook) provides, in part that, “Except in 
extraordinary circumstances, cities shall annex entire roadway sections adjacent to 
territory proposed to be annexed and shall include complete intersections.”  Therefore, 
the entire proposed right-of-way width of Patterson Road should be included as part of 
the proposed reorganization.     
 

• Teal Club Road is proposed to be widened between Patterson Road and Victoria 
Avenue.  It appears that widening of this section of Teal Club Road will require the 
dedication of additional right-of-way and construction to the north of the existing Teal 
Club Road into unincorporated area.  Handbook Section 3.2.1 provides, in part, “City 
annexations shall reflect logical allocations of existing and proposed roads and rights-of-
way.  Illogical allocations are divisions of roads in the middle…”  To avoid a situation 
where the roadway is split between two jurisdictions, the entirety of the proposed right-
of-way of Teal Club Road should be included as part of the reorganization.     
 

• The properties that would be involved to accommodate the road widening are located 
outside the City’s sphere of influence.  In addition, the majority of the parcels that are 
necessary for road widening are located outside the Calleguas MWD sphere of 
influence.  Because a sphere of influence represents the probable physical boundary 
and service area of a local agency, as determined by the Commission (pursuant to 
Government Code § 56076), both spheres of influence must be amended (i.e., 
expanded) in order for these areas to be annexed.   
 

• The recirculated DEIR acknowledges that the road widening of both Teal Club Road and 
Patterson Road would occur outside the CURB, but explains that these improvements 
are exempt from voter approval pursuant to provisions of the City’s Save Open Space 
and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) ordinance.4  While this may be the case, the EIR 
should evaluate consistency with Handbook Sections 3.2.4.2 and 4.2.1 which provide 
that, unless exceptional circumstances exist, LAFCo will not approve proposals that are 
in conflict with CURBs. 
 

• The recirculated DEIR recognizes that road widening would occur within the Ventura-
Oxnard Greenbelt.  The EIR should evaluate consistency with Handbook Section 3.2.4.4, 
which provides that, unless exceptional circumstances exist, LAFCo will not approve 
proposals that are in conflict with greenbelt agreements.  The project description should 
include a proposed amendment to the Greenbelt Agreement that would remove the 
widened roadways from the Greenbelt.  Note that amendments to a greenbelt 
agreement require approval from all parties to the agreement. 

 
4 Subject to the City’s Save Open Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) ordinance, the CURB establishes a 
boundary within which voter approval is generally required prior to the extension of City services or a change in 
general plan designation. 
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• The Oxnard Drainage District No. 1 owns and operates surface and subsurface drainage 
systems serving the agricultural operations within its jurisdiction.  It appears that the 
widening of Patterson Road and Teal Club Road may impact existing District drainage 
facilities.  These impacts should be identified and evaluated in the EIR.   

 
LAFCo Law and Ventura LAFCo Policies 
 
LAFCo’s purposes are to (1) discourage urban sprawl, (2) preserve open space and prime 
agricultural land, (3) ensure efficient provision of government services, and (4) encourage the 
orderly formation and development of local agencies, such as cities (Government Code 
§ 56301).  The Ventura LAFCo has adopted local policies that it must consider when making 
decisions on reorganization proposals.  Specifically, the policies found in Divisions 3 and 4 of the 
Handbook apply to the proposed project.  The Handbook is available on the Ventura LAFCo 
website at www.ventura.lafco.ca.gov, under the “Policies & Laws” tab. 
 
To adequately address the subjects that are within LAFCo’s scope of authority (pursuant to 
Government Code § 56668 and § 56425), the EIR should include an analysis of the following: 
 
Agricultural Resources (Government Code § 56668(e)) 
 
The project would result in the conversion of approximately 149.5 acres of prime agricultural 
land to urban uses.  The DEIR acknowledges the significant impact to prime agricultural land, 
and includes two options for the developer to mitigate this impact: (1) an agricultural 
conversion in-lieu fee to be used for land acquisition, refurbishment and/or construction of 
farmworker housing units within Oxnard, or (2) purchase of agricultural conservation 
easements in the Oxnard Plain, Santa Clara River floodplain, or another location deemed 
acceptable by the City of Oxnard, for 149.5 acres of agricultural land of comparable quality. 
 
While the recirculated DEIR, in contrast to the original DEIR, provides proposed mitigations for 
loss of agricultural land, an in-lieu fee to support development of farmworker housing is not an 
appropriate mitigation for the loss as it does not “avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce or eliminate, 
or compensate” for the impact (CEQA Guidelines § 15370).  Dedication of funds to support 
farmworker housing, while valuable and generally supportive of the local agricultural industry, 
does not mitigate for the permanent loss of agricultural land.  On the other hand, conservation 
easements could partially compensate for the impact that implementation of the project would 
have on agricultural lands, as they ensure long-term protection of agricultural land.  The 
recirculated DEIR should clarify whether the ratio of converted acres to protected acres is 1:1 
(as provided in the narrative of the mitigation), or 2:1 based on the description of timing 
milestones for the recordation of permanent conservation easements:  
 

Timing Acres Protected by Conservation Easement(s) 

Prior to recordation of the first final map 50 acres 

Prior to issuance of building permit for 500th residential unit 100 acres 

Prior to issuance of building permit for 990th residential unit 149.5 acres 
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Although not necessarily a CEQA matter, LAFCo policies provide that for proposals that would 
convert prime agricultural land, an alternative site analysis must be prepared (see Handbook 
Sections 3.3.5.2 and 4.3.2.2).  If the EIR does not include this evaluation, LAFCo will require that 
it be submitted in order for the Commission to consider the requests for a reorganization and, if 
necessary, sphere of influence amendments. 
 
Water Supply and Demand (Government Code §§ 56668(b), (k), and (l)) 
 
Pursuant to the Urban Water Management Planning Act, urban purveyors with 3,000 or more 
connections are required to prepare an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) every five 
years in order to ensure that adequate water supplies are available to meet existing and future 
water demands (Water Code §§ 10617 and 10621).  Much of the analysis regarding water 
supply and demand contained in the recirculated DEIR comes from the City’s 2015 UWMP, 
which does not accurately reflect current conditions, including data available in the City’s 2020 
UWMP (adopted in October 2021) such as the City’s updated groundwater extraction allocation 
established by the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA).  The discussion of 
water supply and demand should rely on the most current data available (i.e., that contained in 
the City’s 2020 UWMP), and should clarify if the anticipated demand of 447 acre feet per year 
includes the land south of Teal Club Road to be annexed to the City in addition to the 
development project area. 
 
Sewer Service (Government Code §§ 56668(b) and (k)) 
 
The recirculated DEIR states that the TCSP would result in the generation of an estimated 
235,140 gallons of wastewater per day to be treated at the Oxnard Wastewater Treatment 
Plant (OWTP), which can be handled by the existing facilities and infrastructure.  The OWTP 
treats an average daily flow of approximately 23.0 million gallons per day (mgd) and has the 
capacity to treat 31.7 mgd.  The EIR should also include an evaluation of the ability of the City to 
handle additional wastewater generated within additional land to be annexed to the City as 
part of the larger project (i.e., the territory located south of Teal Club Road).  Additionally, the 
EIR should address the project’s contribution toward or demand on capital improvement 
projects to mitigate the City’s wastewater collection system deficiencies that are identified in 
the City’s Wastewater Collection System Master Plan. 
 
Population and Housing (Government Code §§ 56668(a) and (m)) 
 
The recirculated DEIR documents that the 2020 population estimate for the City is 206,352 
(California Department of Finance, January 2020), and that the population is expected to reach 
236,300 by 2035 and 237,300 by 2040.  With a net increase of 982 residential units (990 new 
units less eight residences to be demolished), and assuming the stated City average of 3.98 
residents per household, the project is expected to result in a City population increase of 3,909 
at buildout.   
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The recirculated DEIR states that the proposed residential units will be counted toward meeting 
the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) requirements for the period spanning 
2014 to 2021 (as determined by the Southern California Association of Governments).  As the 
City’s current housing element (for the RHNA period of 2021-2029) was adopted on October 5, 
2021, references to RHNA and analysis in the EIR should be related to the current housing 
element.  Additionally, the EIR should specify the City’s housing requirements for the current 
RHNA period and establish whether the requested units allow the City to meet the obligations 
of its RHNA requirement.   
 
Public Services (Government Code §§ 56668(b) and (k)) 
 
Fire Protection Services 
 
Section 4.12.2(a) of the DEIR indicates that Oxnard Fire Station No. 1 would be the primary 
response unit for fire emergencies within the project area, and that the Oxnard Fire 
Department (OFD) estimates response time of five minutes.  It goes on to state that the OFD 
has a response time goal of five minutes for 90% of all emergency responses, which is achieved 
17% of the time.  While the discussion shows that emergency response time within the project 
area is expected to remain within National Fire Protection Association Standard response time 
goal, the analysis should also address the inadequacy of current actual response times, the 
potential for the percentage to be further reduced upon development of 990 new residences 
and 92,000 square feet of new commercial development, and how response times outside the 
project area would be affected as a result of increased demand on Fire Station No. 1.  
 
Additionally, the City currently provides 0.17 firefighters for every 1,000 residents, which does 
not meet the International City Managers Association recommended standard (and City’s 
standard) of providing one firefighter for every 1,000 people.  The recirculated DEIR states that 
the additional development “would incrementally increase the population of the City, thus 
exacerbating the existing service ratio deficiency” and acknowledges that this is a potentially 
significant impact.  The proposed mitigation related to this impact would require that the 
developer provided sufficient proportional funding for development of an additional fire 
station, fire engine, and staff to provide fire/emergency services to the project area, by means 
of a community facilities district.  While this mitigation will in time support the addition of 
facilities, equipment, and staff, it provides no assurance as to timing of implementation.   
 
Furthermore, the discussion of minimum water for fire flow indicates that the City will not 
permit new development unless sufficient water and pressure exists for fire flow, and that the 
developer will be required to demonstrate that adequate fire flow can be met.  However, the 
evaluation of water supply for fire protection cannot be deferred and must be evaluated as part 
of the environmental review of the project.   
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Police Protection Services 
 
Section 4.12.1(b) of the DEIR states that the City’s police department currently employs 249 
sworn officers, equating to 1.2 officers per 1,000 residents, and that police response times 
range from 4.37 minutes for highest priority calls for service to 21.49 minutes for lowest 
priority calls.  Significant impacts related to increased demands on the police department are 
expected to occur with the development of the project and the associated increase of up to 
3,909 residents, including a reduction of the officer-to-population ratio and an expected 
increase of 2,200 service calls annually.  The DEIR concludes that two additional police officers 
would be needed to accommodate the increase in demands related to police protection.  These 
positions would be funded by the developer through the establishment of a Community 
Facilities (Mello Roos) District to offset proportional associated staffing costs.  Additionally, 
costs impacting the City’s budget related to police services would be partially offset by the 
developer’s payment of a City Growth Requirement Capital Fee, which funds improvements and 
expansions to police facilities.   
 
Schools 
 
The Oxnard School District (OSD) and Oxnard Union High School District (OUHSD) provide public 
education to the City’s population.  The recirculated DEIR states that the OSD and OUHSD are 
currently operating over capacity, and that without new facilities, the anticipated increase in 
the student population would adversely affect school facilities.  Development fees authorized 
by Senate Bill 50 are identified as being “full and complete mitigation of the impacts.”  The 
environmental analysis includes information regarding the exacerbation of the demand on 
school facilities that would occur as a result of the proposed development, and discusses the 
potential development of a new elementary school and middle school adjacent to the project 
area.  However, even if school fees qualify as financial mitigation for the deficiency in school 
facilities and the need for additional schools has been identified, the analysis should include a 
discussion of whether the new schools would alleviate overcrowding in existing schools, how 
overcrowding will be addressed if the school is not built, and whether expansion areas have 
been planned for potential increases in demand on the schools resulting from development of 
the project.   
 
Airport Hazards (Government Code § 56668(o)) 
 
The entire project area is located within the Traffic Pattern Zone (TPZ), as documented in the 
Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan Update for Ventura County (ACLUP) (July 7, 2000).  As a 
result, approval of the project will require the imposition of measures (e.g., the granting of an 
avigation easement to the Department of Airports, maximum building coverage of 25% for 
residential uses and 50% for commercial uses, and incorporation of noise attenuation 
soundproofing methods), as well as a determination of no adverse effect on navigable airspace 
from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and a determination of project consistency with 
the ACLUP to be made by the Ventura County Airport Land Use Commission.  Pursuant to 
Handbook Section 3.3.1.2(b), LAFCo does not favor approval of proposals that are inconsistent 
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with applicable plans adopted by any governmental agency.  Therefore, evidence of consistency 
determinations by the FAA and Airport Land Use Commission should be demonstrated as part 
of the City’s environmental evaluation of the project.  The DEIR should include among its 
alternatives at least one that is consistent with the ACLUP.    
 
Additional Comments 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIR.  Please contact me if you have any questions.   
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 

Andrea Ozdy 
Deputy Executive Officer 
 
c: Dave Ward, Ventura County Planning Division 
 Dan Drugan, Calleguas Municipal Water District 
 Jennifer Lancaster, Calleguas Municipal Water District 
 William Smith, Oxnard Drainage District No. 1 
 Kathleen Riedel, Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency 
 Keith Freitas, Ventura County Department of Airports 
 Chris Kurgan, Ventura County Transportation Department 
 Martin Erickson, Ventura County Transportation Commission 
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Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 8 
 
COMMENTER: Andrea Ozdy, Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) 
 
DATE:   February 22, 2022 
 
Response 8.1 
 
The commenter notes that the LAFCo is a responsible agency because LAFCo approval of a 
reorganization and related sphere of influence amendments are required in order for municipal 
services to be provided to the proposed development. The commenter summarizes the project 
description and notes that the project involves widening Patterson Road and Teal Club Road, 
which will require a modification to the City’s sphere of influence and require adjustments to 
the boundaries of the City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB) and Greenbelt and that these 
should be noted in the Project Description. The commenter states that the Recirculated Draft 
EIR should be updated to include the following components of the reorganization request: 
 

▪ Annexation to the City of Oxnard 
▪ Annexation to the Calleguas Municipal Water District (MWD) (and to the Metropolitan 

Water District of Southern California) 
▪ Detachment from the Ventura County Fire Protection District 
▪ Detachment from the Ventura County Resource Conservation District 
▪ Detachment from Oxnard Drainage District No. 1 
▪ Detachment from Ventura County Service Area No. 32 

 
As stated in Section 2.6, Required Discretionary Approvals, of the EIR, the project involves 
annexation to the City of Oxnard, Annexation to the Calleguas MWD and MWD, and 
detachment from the Ventura County Fire Protection District, Ventura County Resource 
Conservation District, Oxnard Drainage District No. 1, and Ventura County Service Area No. 
32. As noted in the Project Description, the project site is entirely within the Oxnard City Urban 
Restriction Boundary (CURB) and, therefore, does not require voter approval to adopt the 
proposed TCSP, Pre-Zoning, and Annexations. No changes to the EIR are required in response 
to this comment. See also Response 8.4.  
 
Response 8.2 
 
The commenter suggests that the project description should include amendments to spheres of 
influence, as follows:  

▪ Expansion of the sphere of influence for the City of Oxnard 
▪ Expansion of the sphere of influence for the Calleguas MWD 
▪ Reduction of the sphere of influence for Oxnard Drainage District No. 1 

This comment is noted. The precise boundaries of annexation and potential amendments to the 
spheres of influence for the City and Calleguas MWD would be determined as part of the 
annexation process. Environmental impacts associated with roadway widening would remain 
the same regardless of the exact location of the annexation boundaries, and these impacts are 
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analyzed throughout the EIR. This comment does not change the assumptions, analysis, or 
conclusions of the EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 8.3 
 
The commenter states that modifications to the CURB and Ventura-Oxnard Greenbelt appear to 
be necessary as the project would result in road widening adjacent to the project site, involving 
two road segments that serve as the jurisdictional boundary between the City and the County 
(i.e., Teal Club Road between Victoria Avenue and Patterson Road, and Patterson Road 
between Doris Avenue and Teal Club Road). The commenter states that the Ventura County 
LAFCo Commissioners’ Handbook requires that cities annex entire roadway sections adjacent 
to territory proposed to be annexed and complete intersections. The commenter requests that 
the entire right-of-way of Patterson Road and Teal Club Road be included as part of the 
reorganization. The commenter also notes that spheres of influence for the City and Calleguas 
MWS must be amended to accommodate the road widening.  
 
The total project area is located within the Oxnard City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB); 
therefore, an amendment to the CURB is not necessary. As stated in Section 4.2, Agricultural 
Resources, the areas where road widening would occur on Teal Club Road and Patterson Road 
are within the Ventura-Oxnard Greenbelt. According to the Camarillo/Oxnard/County of 
Ventura Greenbelt Agreement, the cities of Oxnard and Camarillo have agreed to “a policy of 
non-annexation, non-development and retention of open space uses.” The road widening 
would not involve a change of use on the parcels adjacent to the TCSP area where road 
widening would occur. Although the proposed project may involve annexation of road right-of 
way, the proposed project does not involve annexation of the whole adjacent parcels within the 
greenbelt. The proposed road widening would only involve approximately four acres (see Table 
4.2-3 in Section 4.2 of the EIR) and would not result in substantial development of the parcel. 
The remaining areas of the parcels would be retained as agricultural land. Therefore, impacts 
related to greenbelt agreements would be less than significant. 
 
The precise boundaries of annexation would be determined as part of the annexation process. 
Environmental impacts associated with roadway widening would remain the same regardless 
of the exact location of the annexation boundaries and these impacts are analyzed throughout 
the EIR. The precise boundaries of annexation and potential amendments to the spheres of 
influence for the City and Calleguas MWD would be determined as part of the annexation 
process. Environmental impacts associated with roadway widening would remain the same 
regardless of the exact location of the annexation boundaries, and these impacts are analyzed 
throughout the EIR. This comment does not change the assumptions, analysis, or conclusions of 
the EIR. See also Response 8.2. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 8.4 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the EIR should evaluate consistency with Ventura LAFCo 
Commissioner’s Handbook (Handbook) Sections 3.2.4.2 and 4.2.1 and Section 3.2.4.4, and that 
the project description should include an amendment to the Greenbelt Agreement to remove 
the widened roadways from the Greenbelt.  
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The total project area is located within the Oxnard City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB), 
therefore an amendment to the CURB is not necessary. As stated in Section 4.2, Agricultural 
Resources, the areas where road widening would occur on Teal Club Road and Patterson Road 
are within the Ventura-Oxnard Greenbelt. According to the Camarillo/Oxnard/County of 
Ventura Greenbelt Agreement, the cities of Oxnard and Camarillo have agreed to “a policy of 
non-annexation, non-development and retention of open space uses.” The road widening 
would not involve a change of use on the parcels adjacent to the TCSP area where road 
widening would occur. Although the proposed project may involve annexation of road right-of 
way, the proposed project does not involve annexation of the whole of the adjacent parcels 
within the greenbelt. The proposed road widening would only involve approximately four 
acres over long and narrow strips along the roadways (see Table 4.2-3 in Section 4.2 of the EIR) 
and would not result in substantial development of the parcels. The remaining areas of the 
parcels would be retained as agricultural land. Therefore, impacts related to greenbelt 
agreements would be less than significant. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are 
required. 
 
Response 8.5 
 
The commenter notes that Oxnard Drainage District No. 1 owns and operates surface and 
subsurface drainage systems and suggests that these could be impacted by road widening.  
 
The precise boundaries of annexation would be determined as part of the annexation process. 
Environmental impacts associated with roadway widening would remain the same regardless 
of the exact location of the annexation boundaries, and these impacts are analyzed throughout 
the EIR. The road widenings would be designed and completed in accordance with applicable 
requirements for the design of roadways and associated drainage systems. As stated in 
mitigation measures T-1(f) and T-1(g), the project developer must install safety measures as 
determined by the City’s Traffic Engineer to address open ditches on Doris Avenue and Teal 
Club Road. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 8.6 
 
The commenter summarizes LAFCo’s purposes and authority (pursuant to Government Code § 
56668 and § 56425) and that the policies in Divisions 3 and 4 of the Handbook apply to the 
project. The commenter states an opinion that the provision of farmworker housing is not an 
appropriate mitigation and suggests that conservation easements could partially compensate 
for the impact as they ensure long-term protection of agricultural land. The commenter further 
suggests that the ratio of converted ratios to protected acres is 1:1 and notes that if the project 
converts prime agricultural land an alternative site analysis must be prepared. Finally, the 
commenter suggests that if the EIR does not include an alternative site analysis, it will be 
required when submitted for the Commission to consider the requests.  

As noted in Impact AG-1 in Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, the project would result in the 
conversion of important farmland and this impact is significant and unavoidable. Mitigation 
Measure AG-1 is required, which provides options; Option 1 is for payment of an agricultural 
Conversion In-Lieu Fee for the provision of farmworker housing and Option 2 is for purchase of 
agricultural conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio. Option 2 for purchase of agricultural 
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mitigation such as conservation easements would not replace converted agricultural land or 
avoid a net decrease in available agricultural lands in the City. Furthermore, 149.5 acres of 
“important farmland” is not available in the City, thereby precluding acquisition of such land. 
Also, as clarified in the Final EIR, research indicates that obtaining agricultural conservation 
easements in the City or County of Ventura cannot be reasonably achieved for several reasons. 
Foremost, the owners of the remaining important farmland in the City have not expressed an 
active interest in conservation easements because all of the remaining important farmland in the 
City is within the CURB line and is either already slated for development for non-agricultural 
use or is planned for conversion in the long-term. In addition, the land trusts in Ventura County 
have not demonstrated that they are able to obtain significant agricultural conservation 
easements. 
 
Mitigation Measure AG-1 Option 1 would involve funding to be used towards the provision of 
farmworker housing. Farmworkers are needed to support and sustain agricultural production, 
but as local and regional housing prices increase, farmworkers face a shortage of affordable 
housing. Therefore, supporting local farmworker housing would also support the viability of 
agricultural operations in Ventura County, consistent with the city, county, and regional goals 
to preserve agricultural land and keep agricultural land in agricultural operations. The City 
recognizes that this impact would remain significant and unavoidable even with mitigation.  
 
Section 7.0, Alternatives, of the EIR includes an analysis of feasible alternatives that would 
reduce project impacts consistent with CEQA requirements, but does not include an alternative 
site, as an alternative site is not feasible. As stated in Section 2.0, Project Description, the TCSP 
area was designated for development in the Oxnard 2030 General Plan. The Oxnard 2030 
General Plan land use designations are residential low, low-medium, medium, and high; 
general commercial, park, public facility, business research park, and open space with an 
“Urban Village” overlay on the eastern portion of the site fronting Ventura Road. As defined in 
General Plan Goal CD-7, Urban Villages are intended to support “development of vibrant 
mixed-use urban villages characterized by a mix of land uses, transit accessibility, pedestrian 
orientation, and neighborhood identity.” The EIR analyzes environmental impacts associated 
with buildout of the TCSP area in accordance with the 2030 General Plan. There are no other 
sites within the City of Oxnard or the City’s Urban Restriction Boundary that could 
accommodate a project of comparable size to the TCSP. No changes to the Recirculated Draft 
EIR are required. 
 
Response 8.7 
 
The commenter states that the discussion of water supply and demand should rely on the most 
current data available (i.e., that contained in the City’s 2020 UWMP), and should clarify if the 
anticipated demand of 447 acre feet per year includes the land south of Teal Club Road to be 
annexed to the City in addition to the development project area. 

Please see the responses to Letter 2. The analysis in Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy, has been 
updated to reflect the 2020 UWMP and the findings and conclusions remain the same. Please 
see the revisions in the Final EIR.  
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No development or change in existing, developed land uses is currently proposed on the 11-
acre area of the project site located south of Teal Club Road. However, the proposed project 
does include rezoning of the area to M-1 (Light Manufacturing). The City’s General Plan 
designates the area as Airport Compatible, with allowable uses typically comprising limited 
industrial or specialized commercial land uses. As such, the M-1 zoning would be comparable 
to the current land use designation for the area in the 2030 General Plan and was considered in 
the City’s 2030 General Plan EIR and Urban Water Management Plan (2012), which considered 
build-out as projected in the 2030 General Plan.  
 
For the purpose of this EIR, this area was assumed in the future to be converted to 50% 
warehouse uses and 50% manufacturing uses. Warehouse uses and some light manufacturing 
uses typically have very low demands for water; in some cases much lower than the existing 
land uses in the area which include both agriculture and residential. Therefore, depending on 
the type and mix of development proposed in future at the site the water demand in this area 
could be higher or lower than the existing land uses. Given the limited information about when 
and what type of warehouse or manufacturing uses would be developed specifically in this 
area, quantification of the demand for this area would be speculative at this time. Conversion of 
the agricultural parcels in this area could provide some transfer of groundwater allocations to 
the City when they are converted to M-1 uses; however, the amount of this transfer would be 
based on the conversion rate in place at the time. Qualitatively this area would contribute to 
water impacts within the City as a whole if sufficient recycled water supply is not available at 
the time development of this area is proposed, as described in Impact UTL-3 in Section 4.14 of 
the EIR. As such, mitigation measures UTL-3(a) through UTL-3(e) would apply to future 
development in this location and overall impacts, as described in the EIR, would be reduced to 
less than significant levels. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 8.8 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the Recirculated EIR should also include an evaluation of 
the ability of the City to handle additional wastewater generated within additional land to be 
annexed to the City as part of the larger project (i.e., the territory located south of Teal Club 
Road). Additionally, the EIR should address the project’s contribution toward or demand on 
capital improvement projects to mitigate the City’s wastewater collection system deficiencies 
that are identified in the City’s Wastewater Collection System Master Plan.  

As noted in Response 8.7, no development or change in existing, developed land uses is 
currently proposed on the area of the project site located south of Teal Club Road. Instead the 
project includes a rezoning of the area to M-1 (Light Manufacturing), which for the purposes of 
the EIR assumed a 50% split between warehouse uses and manufacturing uses. Given the 
variability in the volumes of wastewater that could be produced by the various types of 
manufacturing, i.e., warehouses, would produce a negligible increase in wastewater 
production, it would be speculative to quantify the volumes at this time. However, the M-1 
zoning would be comparable with the current Airport Compatible designation included in the 
City’s 2030 General Plan, and which was considered in the City’s 2030 General Plan EIR. As 
such, potential increases in wastewater volumes produced in this area form part of the 
cumulative development scenario. As discussed in Section 4.14 of the EIR, the current capacity 
of the OWTP is sufficient to serve planned and pending development. City general fund monies 
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and wastewater treatment connection fees provide revenue for the necessary replacement and 
improvements to the wastewater treatment plant. In addition, individual projects, including 
any future development proposed on the M-1 zoned parcels would be required to mitigate 
wastewater collection system impacts on a case-by-case basis. Funding for increases in sewer 
capacity and other improvements come from a combination of connection fees paid by 
developers, service districts and general fund monies. The wastewater conveyance connection 
fee is required so that necessary expansions to the sewage collection system can accommodate 
new development in the City of Oxnard.  
 
As described in Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy, the proposed project would not be required to 
install new wastewater conveyance infrastructure beyond what is proposed as part of the TCSP. 
The existing Redwood Trunk Sewer has the capacity to absorb flows from the proposed TCSP 
and the adjustment of the site topography would allow 50% of the sewer flows to be directed to 
the Redwood Trunk Sewer via gravity flow. The Western Trunk Sewer would not experience 
any deficiencies as a result of the TCSP. Since the Redwood Trunk Sewer and the Western 
Trunk Sewer have the ability to absorb the additional wastewater generated by the TCSP, no 
mitigation is required to contribute to capital improvement projects for the wastewater 
collection system beyond other applicable City fees, which are outside of the scope of the EIR 
analysis. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 8.9 
 
The commenter states an opinion that since the City’s current housing element (for the RHNA 
period of 2021-2029) was adopted on October 5, 2021, references to RHNA and analysis in the 
EIR should be related to the current housing element, and that the EIR should specify the City’s 
housing requirements for the current RHNA period and establish whether the requested units 
allow the City to meet the obligations of its RHNA requirement. 

There is one reference to the previous 2013-2021 Housing Element in Section 4.10, Land Use and 
Planning, in the Final EIR and this has been updated to reflect the current adopted Housing 
Element. CEQA does not require an analysis of each project’s relationship to the City’s RHNA 
allocation. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 8.10 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the analysis for fire protection should also address the 
adequacy of current actual Fire Department response times, the potential for the percentage to 
be further reduced upon development of 990 new residences and 92,000 square feet of new 
commercial development, and how response times outside the project area would be affected as 
a result of increased demand on Fire Station No. 1. The commenter also notes that the City 
currently provides 0.17 firefighters for every 1,000 residents, which does not meet the 
International City Managers Association recommended standard (and City’s standard) of 
providing one firefighter for every 1,000 people. Finally, the commenter suggests that the 
evaluation of water supply for fire protection cannot be deferred and must be evaluated as part 
of the environmental review of the project. 
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As discussed in Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, the EIR acknowledges that the 
proposed project would increase demand on the Oxnard Fire Department and that the City is 
currently not meeting staffing standards. This could potentially effect response times of Fire 
Station No. 1; however, Mitigation Measure PS-1 would ensure that no significant impact to fire 
services would occur due to the project. Additional analysis related to a proposed future fire 
station would be performed if and when such a facility is proposed. Mitigation Measure PS-1, 
detailing the project’s share of the funding for additional Fire Department staffing, would also 
mitigate staffing impacts related to the proposed project’s contribution to the overall staff 
deficiency in the city. Please see Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, for the full text of 
Mitigation Measure PS-1 and the EIR discussion of Fire Department staffing. 

Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy, of the EIR includes an analysis of water service pressure to 
meet fire department fire flow requirements. As stated under Impact UTL-3, “…there is existing 
fire flow availability on the site of 4,500 gpm and an ultimate fire flow availability of 4,000 gpm. 
This exceeds the requirements set by the Oxnard Fire Department. Impacts would be less than 
significant.” Water would be used rarely for fire protection in the project area and these 
occasional uses would be very small compared to the overall estimate of water demand for the 
proposed project. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 8.11 
 
The commenter summarizes the conclusions of the EIR related to police services, which is that 
significant impacts related to increased demands on the police department would occur with 
the development of the project and an additional two police officers would be needed to 
accommodate the increase in demands related to police protection and would be funded 
through required mitigation.  

This comment does not express specific disagreement with the findings of the Recirculated 
Draft EIR and does not raise concerns pertaining to the adequacy of the EIR or the CEQA 
process. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 

Response 8.12 
 
The commenter states an opinion that even if school fees qualify as financial mitigation for the 
deficiency in school facilities and the need for additional schools has been identified, the 
analysis in public services should include a discussion of whether the new schools would 
alleviate overcrowding in existing schools, how overcrowding will be addressed if the school is 
not built, and whether expansion areas have been planned for potential increases in demand on 
the schools resulting from development of the project. 

As discussed in Section 4.11, Population, Education, and Housing, the proposed project would 
generate approximately 491 students for the Oxnard School District and 65 students for Oxnard 
Union High School District, a total of 556 students. Based on the current enrollment and 
projected number of students generated by the proposed project, implementation of the project 
would put the Oxnard School District approximately 11% over capacity with a total of about 
16,625 students. In addition, the projected number of students generated by the proposed 
project would add to existing overcrowded conditions at Oxnard Union High School District. 
The proposed project would put OUHSD 13% over capacity with a total of 17,156 students. See 
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Tables 4.11-7 and 4.11-8 in the EIR. However, a 25-acre site adjacent to the TCSP area has been 
approved by the Oxnard School District for development of an elementary school and middle 
school. Future students in the TCSP area would be served by these planned schools. In addition, 
the OUHSD is proposing a new high school (Del Sol High School) at Rose Avenue and Camino 
Del Sol approximately three miles from the project area. No school is proposed as part of the 
proposed project, as discussed in Response 3.2. The development of a school is not needed to 
fully mitigate for the impacts of the proposed project, as the developer would pay State-
mandated school impact fees under the provisions of SB 50. The school district may use these 
fees as they see fit, whether for the development of additional school facilities and/or buses. 
The development of new school facilities would be at the discretion of the Oxnard School 
District and Oxnard Union High School District. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are 
required. 
 
Response 8.13 
 
The commenter notes that LAFCo does not favor approval of proposals that are inconsistent 
with applicable plans adopted by any governmental agency. Therefore, evidence of consistency 
determinations by the FAA and Airport Land Use Commission should be demonstrated as part 
of the City’s environmental evaluation of the project. The Draft EIR should include among its 
alternatives at least one that is consistent with the ACLUP. 

As acknowledged in a letter dated July 11, 2022, the Ventura County Airport Land Use 
Commission (ALUC) made the determination that the proposed TCSP is consistent with the 
ACLUP. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

EIR COMMENTS: TEAL CLUB SPECIFIC PLAN 

Paul Giacobbe <pgiacobbe@roadrunner.com> Fri, Dec 24, 2021 at 11:19 AM
Reply-To: Paul Giacobbe <pgiacobbe@roadrunner.com>
To: jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org

 
Encl:  LA Tmes Article of 23 August 1997 – Plane Crash At Field Near Oxnard Airport
 
A Rcirculated Environmental Impact Report, for the Teal Club Pacific Plan, removes 25 acres from the
proposal.  The plan will not include a new school, fire station and park.  If accepted, there will be 990
single-family and multi-family residential units.
 
The farmland selected for this project is between Doris Avenue and Teal Club Road and between Patterson
Road and Ventura Road.  It is in the buffer zone of the Oxnard Airport and is potentially a dangerous place
for a housing development.  Most aircraft accidents occur on landings and takeoffs.  The proposed location
is too close to farmland where pesticides are used.  In addition, the development will cause a major traffic
problem.
 
AIRCRAFT ACCIDENTS:
 
In August of 1997 there was a plane crash in this area (see enclosure).  A plane sheared off the chimney of
a house on Ivanhoe Ave.  It then slammed into a cement light pole on Doris Avenue ripping off a wing. 
The wing landed on the street bursting into flames.  The plane crashed into the field across the street; the
proposed site of the residential project.  It is noted that the plane was in trouble and was making a beeline
to the Oxnard Airport.  It was not in the airport flight path.  Because the project is not in the flight path
does not mean there is no danger. Three people were injured in this accident.
 
An article appeared in the Ventura County Star on 2 September 2015.  Edwards Air Force Base conducted
navigation approach testing, with F-35 fighter jets, between Oxnard Airport and Point Mugu.  Because of
their proximity to each other, this is the only place on the West Coast that this testing can be accomplished. 
Military jets have crashed and destroyed homes in the San Diego area in the resent past. On  8 January
2009 an F-18 fighter jet crashed in flames in a San Diego neighborhood.  Two people were killed on the
ground and three homes were destroyed.
 
The Ventura County Star, on 5 May 2019, reported an aircraft accident. One person was injured when a
helicopter crashed near the Oxnard Airport.  The crash was close to the Duda Nursery at Victoria Avenue
and Teal Club Road.  The aircraft burst into flames when it hit the ground and set off a grass fire.
 
There was an account of an aircraft mishap, on 11 January 2021, in the Ventura County Star.  A plane had
taken off from the Oxnard Airport.  The pilot turned back when the engine started to fail.  Before he could
reach the runway, the pilot was forced to make an emergency landing at Fifth Street west of Victoria
Avenue.  There were no injuries.
 
AGRICULTURAL CONTAMINATION:
 
Pesticides, such as herbicides, insecticides and fumigants, are applied to the crops at the agricultural field
near the proposed housing project.  These pesticides are used to control weeds, harmful insects and plant
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diseases.  Sprayed pesticide can drift and have a negative impact on the folks living in the new
development.  Possible long-term effects can be cancer, neurological disorders, reproductive problems,
birth defects and infertility.  Even low level pesticide exposure, over time, can lead to these chronic health
problem.  The proposed residential units are to close to the farmland to prevent agricultural contamination. 
 
TRAFFIC PROBLEMS:
 
I believe a city needs slow, sustained growth to prosper.  As stated above, the Teal Club project will include
990 single-family and multi-family residential units.  The plan will have a negative impact on our
community because of excessive traffic.  The proposal does not widen Doris Avenue and Teal Club Road. 
This will be a nightmare for everyone living here.
 
Yours truly,
 
Paul Giacobbe

LA Times-Oxnard Airport Plane Crash.docx 
20K
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2 Men Seriously Hurt When Plane Crashes 
Into Field 

Aviation: A third man receives minor injuries after the 
single-prop Cessna, on an instructional flight, fails to make 
an emergency landing at Oxnard Airport. 

August 23, 1997|DAWN HOBBS and SCOTT HADLY | SPECIAL TO THE TIMES 

OXNARD — Two men suffered lacerations and broken bones when their single-propeller 
Cessna clipped a house and crashed into a lima bean field Friday afternoon as they attempted an 
emergency landing at the Oxnard Airport. 

A third man suffered minor injuries. 

"We were talking in the living room and playing Nintendo, then we heard this big boom and the 
house shook like a big earthquake," said Julie Plascencia, 14, who was in the two-story beige 
home. "I was too scared to think about what it was." 

The plane, on an instructional flight out of Camarillo Airport, apparently suffered engine failure 
before it sheared off the top of a chimney and some red roof tiles on the house on Ivanhoe 
Avenue about 2:30 p.m. 

The Cessna 210 then slammed into a cement light pole across the street on Doris Avenue, 
ripping off a wing and crashing into the bean field just steps away from farm workers. The wing 
left behind in the street burst into flames and unleashed a black column of smoke. 

Shirley Clark was watering plants in her backyard on Nottingham Drive when she spotted the 
plane gliding suspiciously quiet--just above rooftop level. 

"I did not hear a motor but the prop was turning," Clark said. 

Then she saw fear on the pilot's face. 

"The expression on the man was frightening," she said. "Obviously he had lost power. I give the 
man credit for trying to get the plane into an open field." 

By the time Oxnard firefighters arrived, one of the men was standing next to the wreckage, said 
Fire Department Battalion Chief Terry McAnally. The man seemed to have escaped serious 
injury. 
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Two other men were trapped beneath the plane. One was lying under the wing, and firefighters 
were able to pull him out. The other was pinned under the left side, paramedics and firefighters 
said. Both suffered broken ankles and serious lacerations. 

All three were taken to St. John's Regional Medical Center. 

"Everybody is conscious. Everybody is talking," said Lynn Borman, a paramedic supervisor with 
Gold Coast Ambulance Company. 

Hospital officials identified the men as 34-year-old Michael Macias, a certified flight instructor 
with Sun-Air Aviation Inc. in Camarillo, and Beat Leu, 33, and Markus Vogel, 41, both of 
Switzerland. All three were listed in fair condition, a hospital spokeswoman said. 

"It was a clear day. It's hard to say what happened," McAnally said. "There was no report of any 
landing gear down. They hit the roof, the pole and then tore off the wing. They're lucky they got 
away from it . . . if lucky is the word." 

Tad Dougherty, manager of the Oxnard Airport, said the pilot tried at the last minute to avoid the 
homes. 

"He probably saved somebody," Dougherty said. "An experienced pilot will do everything he 
can to land the plane in a vacant field. He doesn't want to hit the house because he will injure 
himself as well as anybody in the house." 

Residents in the nearby housing tract said that although they live near the Oxnard Airport they 
had never feared crashes before. 

"When we first came to look at the house we questioned the developer here about the planes," 
said Gail Johnson, who lives across the street from the home clipped by the plane. "We were told 
we were not in a flight path." 

Crash investigators with the Federal Aviation Administration and the National Transportation 
Safety Board arrived about two hours after the accident to scrutinize the wreckage. 

Investigators said it would be at least a day before they could determine a cause for the accident, 
said Brian Ashton, an FAA official at the scene. 

Air traffic controllers at Point Mugu Naval Air Station reported receiving a distress call from the 
pilot about 2:30. The Cessna had lost power and was at an altitude of about 1,300 feet and 
falling, said Phyllis Thrower, a Navy spokeswoman. 

The plane was bound for Burbank but developed trouble about two miles from the Oxnard 
Airport, Thrower said. 

A representative at Sun-Air declined comment. 
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An instructor at another flight school at the Camarillo Airport said Sun-Air operates a Cessna 
210 with the matching tail number. 

Hadly is a staff writer and Hobbs is a correspondent. Times staff writer Hilary MacGregor and 
correspondents Nick Green and David Greenberg contributed to this story. 
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Letter 9 
 
COMMENTER: Paul Giacobbe 
 
DATE:   December 24, 2021 
 
Response 9.1 
 
The commenter summarizes the project and states an opinion that the project location is in the 
buffer zone of the Oxnard Airport and is a dangerous place for a housing development. The 
commenter provides information about aircraft accidents that have happened near the Oxnard 
airport and states that most accidents occur during landings and takeoffs. The commenter also 
suggests that the location of the project is too close to farmland where pesticides are used and 
that the development would cause major traffic problems.  
 
As stated in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, 
the aircraft hazard and land use risk assessment conducted by Heliplanners Inc. in 2012 
determined that due to the low probability of an accident occurring in the TCSP area, and the 
availability of emergency landing areas, impacts related to airport safety hazards would be less 
than significant. In addition, as discussed in the responses to Letter 8, the Oxnard Airport 
Authority and Ventura County Airport Land Use Commission reviewed the project and found 
that with implementation of mitigation measures and conditions of approval, the proposed 
project would be consistent with the Ventura County Airport Land Use Plan.  
 
Please see Response 9.2 for a response regarding pesticide usage and Response 9.3 for a 
response regarding traffic. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 9.2 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the project location is too close to existing farmland 
where pesticides are used and that there is potential for pesticide contamination.  
 
As stated in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, implementation of Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-3 would reduce human health risks associated with possible on-site contamination from 
herbicides and pesticides to a less than significant level by ensuring that agricultural disturbed 
soil would be removed and underlying soils would be monitored for the presence of residual 
levels of pesticides. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, the project 
would include appropriate 300-foot or 150-foot with vegetative screening buffers between 
future residences and active agricultural operations in accordance with applicable buffer 
policies. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 9.3 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the project will create excessive traffic in the area.  
 
In December 2019 California’s Third District Court of Appeal ruled that under SB 743, 
automobile delay may no longer be treated as a significant impact in CEQA analysis (Citizens for 
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Positive Growth & Preservation v. City of Sacramento). Although no longer a consideration under 
CEQA in accordance with SB 743, the City has included a traffic capacity analysis in the EIR; see 
Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic of the Recirculated Draft EIR. The analysis is based on the 
Traffic Impact Study prepared by Stantec and included in Appendix I of the Recirculated Draft 
EIR. The Recirculated Draft EIR included an evaluation of 25 study area intersections. See 
Tables 4.13-7, 4.13-8, 4.13-13, 4.13-14, 4.13-16, and 4.13-17 in Section 4.13, Transportation and 
Traffic of the Draft EIR for an analysis of traffic effects at these intersections in existing, 
cumulative, and full buildout scenarios. The City of Oxnard’s criteria require projects with 
significant impacts to mitigate to an acceptable level of service (LOS) C. Because automobile 
delay may no longer be treated as a significant impact under CEQA, impacts would be less than 
significant without mitigation. Nonetheless, mitigation is recommended to mitigate intersection 
LOS to an acceptable LOS C. With recommended mitigation, all intersections would operate at 
acceptable LOS levels. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this 
comment. 

9-70



Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Teal Club Road 

Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com> Sat, Dec 25, 2021 at 6:34 PM
Reply-To: Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com>
To: "Jay.Dobrowalski@Oxnard.org" <Jay.Dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Mr. Dobrowalski:
I left you phone messages last week and did not hear back from you or staff. I work 10 hour days Monday thru Thursday. Please
address my concerns on the city's schedule to perform the mitigations for this project, the expected costs for the mitigations and the
funding sources for the mitigations.

I have some concerns regarding the EIR for Teal Club Road

                In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than significant with the
incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing mitigation measures, there is no assurance the
mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not
completed. It is my opinion that the mitigations should be 100% completed before a single house is built. Staff does not want
members of the public to recall the past, but current staff still has not completed major infrastructure improvements after 10+ years
including the completion of 3 regional parks, improved traffic via the ITS (Intelligent Traffic System (the city has not had a traffic
engineer stay with the city for more the 3 years for over 10 years)), or recycled water blended into the general water supply. Both
the expected flow of traffic and lack of recycled water impact this project. There is no assurance that the park will be built. The city
has no control when schools are built. The citizens are impacted when new housing projects come online, but the impacts are not
mitigated.
                There are numerous intersections (other that the 5 intersections that are exceptions) that still operate at less than a level
“C” during peak traffic hours. There is no assurance that the egress points for this project won’t effect negatively traffic ½ mile away
on Ventura and 5th or Ventura and Gonzales.
                The park for West Village was included in the Northeast Community Specific plan in the early 1990s, it hasn’t been built,
but the homes, schools and shopping centers have. The land for Sports Park for was purchased in 1998. Sports Part is not
completed. College Park is not completed after 20+ years. There is no assurance that this park will be built

The Northeast Community Specific Plan (1992) called for a fire station after 50% build out, (100% build out was completed
over 15 years ago). Note that 2,500+ homes, 2 high schools, 4 schools for elementary school systems, and over 4 shopping
centers have been built in the Northeast Community Specific Plan, (a small town in mid America) The plans for the fire station was
pulled 3 years ago. Did Amazon have anything to do with this? The fire station for this specific plan was discussed in 2005, now it is
being pulled.

The Oxnard Elementary School System, one of the largest non unified school systems in the state will not build a school,
that was promised, just as the school that was promised for the harbor area was not built. It is my understanding that the Oxnard
Elementary School Systems’ test scores have historically placed the school system in the bottom 20% of the state. People with
children will buy homes in Ventura or Camarillo for $100,000 or more, than in Oxnard because the test scores for those school
systems place those schools in the upper 20% of the state.  
                The recycled water program was presented to the city council in 2010, to be the backbone of the city water supply. The
city council approved over $120,000,000 in bonds to build the project. The advance water treatment facility was completed and
became operational in 2012. Not a single drop of water has been blended into the city water system even though the rate payers
are paying over $7,500,000 in debt service every year (about $15.00 of each of the 40,000+ ratepayers monthly water bill is for
debt service on the recycled water program for water they are not getting). The Capital Improvement Project budgets for the next 3
years do not include expanding the recycled water program. The ground water management agency for the county is cutting back
by 40% over the next 10+ years the amount of water the city can draw the ground. The county has also disallowed the water draw
back credits that was promised to the city from the recycled water. The city did not build a pipeline to the largest user industrial
water (it is my understanding the industrial user uses between 3,000, to 4,000 acre feet of potable water each year when, if the
pipeline were built, they could be using recycled water). Where will the recycled water come from that is referred to in this plan?
How much are developers paying for the source of the recycled water for this plan? Water pump back credits for taking this farm
land out of production will not be granted. Where will the recycled water come from that is referred to in this plan? How much are
developers paying for the source of the recycled water for this plan?
 
Respectfully submitted,
 
Lawrence Paul Stein
1954 Falkner Place
Oxnard, CA 93033-1901
OxnardActivist@AOL.com
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 10 
 
COMMENTER: Lawrence Paul Stein 
 
DATE:   December 25, 2021 
 
Response 10.1 
 
The commenter states an opinion that mitigation measures should be 100% completed before a 
single house is built. The commenter expresses concern that mitigation fees are not sufficient 
and that mitigation measures will not be completed. The commenter provides examples of 
infrastructure projects that have not yet been completed and states that the flow of traffic and 
lack of recycled water in the city affect the proposed project. The commenter states that people 
are affected if impacts are not mitigated.  
 
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, “Mitigation measures must be fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments.” Further, in the 
case of adopting a plan, such as a Specific Plan, mitigation measures can be incorporated into 
the plan. In the case of this project, mitigation measures would become conditions of approval 
for future development under the Specific Plan. As stated in Subsection 2.6 of Section 2.0, Project 
Description, the City would have to approve tentative and final tract maps for buildout of the 
Specific Plan as proposed. Mitigation measures would become conditions of approval and 
would be incorporated into future tract map conditions.  
 
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, to ensure that the mitigation measures identified 
in the EIR are implemented, “the public agency shall adopt a program for monitoring or 
reporting on the revisions which it has required in the project and the measures it has imposed 
to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects.” In accordance with CEQA, the City has 
prepared and must adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) that details 
the timing and responsible parties for implementing mitigation measures. Under CEQA, the 
lead agency (in this case the City of Oxnard) is responsible for ensuring that implementation of 
the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the MMRP. It is speculative to assume that 
mitigation measures would not be implemented in accordance with the MMRP. No changes to 
the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
 
Response 10.2 
 
The commenter states an opinion that there are numerous intersections (other than the five 
intersections that are exceptions) that still operate at less than a level “C” during peak traffic 
hours, and that there is no assurance that the egress points for this project won’t negatively 
affect traffic at Ventura and 5th or Ventura and Gonzales.  

Please see Response 9.3.  
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Response 10.3 
 
The commenter provides information regarding some projects in the area that have not yet been 
completed including parks, fire stations and schools. 

These comments do not specially challenge the findings or conclusions of the Recirculated Draft 
EIR. Nonetheless, as discussed in Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, the proposed 
project includes 17.8 acres of parks and open space that would more than satisfy the additional 
park demand generated by future TCSP residents. Therefore, the proposed project does not 
assume construction of parks other than those proposed under the TCSP to reduce impacts.  

As also discussed in Section 4.12, Mitigation Measure PS-1 has been included to ensure that the 
City has the appropriate funding and staff to provide fire protection services. See also Response 
8.10. 

As discussed in Section 4.11, Population, Education, and Housing, the proposed project would be 
subject to normally required development impact fees, including those for schools. Payment of 
such fees to schools is considered complete mitigation of impacts to schools under CEQA. The 
project does not assume construction of new schools to serve the project or to mitigate an 
impact. See also Response 8.13. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required.  

Response 10.4 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the Capital Improvement Project budgets for the next 
three years do not include expanding the recycled water program. The commenter asks where 
the recycled water is coming from that is referred to in the plan and asks how much developers 
are paying for the source of the recycled water.  
 
These comments do not specifically challenge the information, analysis, or conclusions of the 
EIR. The economics of the project are outside of the purview of CEQA which is focused on the 
physical environmental impacts of the proposed project. As discussed in Section 4.14, Utilities 
and Energy, the City constructed an Advanced Water Purification Facility (AWPF) at the existing 
OWTP, to produce a high quality recycled water product. The first phases of the AWPF and the 
Recycled Water Backbone System (RWBS) have been completed. Section 4.14 also details other 
recycled water infrastructure in operation or planned in the city and explains that the proposed 
project would not require or result in the construction of significant additional City water 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities. Thus, the project would potentially be water neutral 
with respect to use of potable water and recycled water. Mitigation Measures UTL-2(a) through 
UTL-2(e) are required to address the provision of recycled water and sufficient supplies for the 
project. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Revised comments: Teal Club Recirculated EIR 

Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com> Sat, Dec 25, 2021 at 8:54 PM
Reply-To: Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com>
To: "bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us" <bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us"
<bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "gabe.teran@oxnard.org" <gabe.teran@oxnard.org>, "gabriela.basua@oxnard.org"
<gabriela.basua@oxnard.org>, "john.zaragoza@oxnard.org" <john.zaragoza@oxnard.org>, "oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org"
<oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org>, "vianey.lopez@oxnard.org" <vianey.lopez@oxnard.org>, "betsy.george@oxnard.org"
<betsy.george@oxnard.org>, "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Please note my concerns.

Mr. Debrowalski, Ms. George, please provide the estimated costs, funding sources and mitigation scheduled for the proposed
project.

           In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than significant with the
incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing mitigation measures, there is no assurance the
mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not
completed. It is my opinion based upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a development project in Oxnard
should be 100% completed before a single house is built for that project.

Staff does not want members of the public to recall the past, but current staff still has not completed major infrastructure
improvements after 10+ years. These improvements include the completion of 3 regional parks, improving traffic via the ITS
(Intelligent Traffic System (the city has not had a traffic engineer stay with the city for more than 18 months for over 10 years)), and
having recycled water blended into the general water supply. Both the expected flow of traffic and lack of recycled water impact this
project. There is no assurance that the park will be built. The city has no control when schools are built. The citizens are impacted
when new housing projects come online, but the impacts are not mitigated.

                There are numerous intersections (other than the 5 intersections that are exceptions) that still operate at less than a level
“C” during peak traffic hours. There is no assurance that the egress points for this project won’t affect negatively traffic ½ mile away
on Ventura and 5th or Ventura and Gonzales.

                The park for West Village was included in the Northeast Community Specific plan in the early 1990s, it hasn’t been built,
but the homes, schools and shopping centers have. The land for Sports Park was purchased in 1998. Sports Part is not completed.
College Park is not completed after 20+ years. There is no assurance that this park will be built.

The Northeast Community Specific Plan (1992) called for a fire station after 50% build out, (100% build out was completed
over 15 years ago). Note that 2,500+ homes, 2 high schools, 4 schools for elementary school systems, and over 4 shopping
centers have been built in the Northeast Community Specific Plan, (a small town in mid America). The plans for the fire station was
pulled 3 years ago. Did Amazon have anything to do with this? The fire station for this specific plan was discussed in 2005, now it is
being pulled.

The Oxnard Elementary School System, one of the largest non unified school systems in the state will not build a school,
for the 1,000+ families, that was earlier proposed, just as the school that was promised for the harbor area was not built. It is my
understanding that the Oxnard Elementary School Systems’ test scores have historically placed the school system in the bottom
20% of the state. People with children will buy homes in Ventura or Camarillo for $100,000 or more, than in Oxnard because the
test scores for those school systems place those schools in the upper 20% of the state.

                The recycled water program was presented to the city council in 2010, to be the backbone of the city water supply. The
city council approved over $120,000,000 in bonds to build the project. The advance water treatment facility was completed and
became operational in 2012. Not a single drop of water has been blended into the city water system even though the rate payers
are paying over $7,500,000 in debt service every year (about $15.00 of each of the 40,000+ ratepayers monthly water bill is for
debt service on the recycled water program for water they are not getting). The Capital Improvement Project budgets for the next 3
years do not include expanding the recycled water program. The ground water management agency for the county is cutting back
by 40% over the next 10+ years the amount of water the city can draw from the ground. The county has also disallowed the water
draw back credits that was promised to the city from the recycled water program. The city did not build a pipeline to the largest user
industrial water (it is my understanding the industrial user uses between 3,000, to 4,000 acre feet of potable water each year when,
if the pipeline were built, they could be using recycled water). Water pump back credits for taking this farmland out of production will
not be granted. Where will the recycled water come from that is referred to in this plan? How much are developers paying for the
source of the recycled water for this plan? It is my understanding this project is grandfathered from the city’s Water Neutrality Policy.

Respectfully submitted,
 
Lawrence Paul Stein
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  In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than 
significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing 
mitigation measures, there is no assurance the mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact 
fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not completed. It is my opinion based 
upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a development project in Oxnard should be 
100% completed before a single house is built for that project.  

Staff does not want members of the public to recall the past, but current staff still has not 
completed major infrastructure improvements after 10+ years. These improvements include the 
completion of 3 regional parks, improving traffic via the ITS (Intelligent Traffic System (the city has not 
had a traffic engineer stay with the city for more than 18 months for over 10 years)), and having 
recycled water blended into the general water supply. Both the expected flow of traffic and lack of 
recycled water impact this project. There is no assurance that the park will be built. The city has no 
control when schools are built. The citizens are impacted when new housing projects come online, but 
the impacts are not mitigated.  

 There are numerous intersections (other than the 5 intersections that are exceptions) that still 
operate at less than a level “C” during peak traffic hours. There is no assurance that the egress points for 
this project won’t affect negatively traffic ½ mile away on Ventura and 5th or Ventura and Gonzales.  

 The park for West Village was included in the Northeast Community Specific plan in the early 
1990s, it hasn’t been built, but the homes, schools and shopping centers have. The land for Sports Park 
was purchased in 1998. Sports Part is not completed. College Park is not completed after 20+ years. 
There is no assurance that this park will be built. 

The Northeast Community Specific Plan (1992) called for a fire station after 50% build out, 
(100% build out was completed over 15 years ago). Note that 2,500+ homes, 2 high schools, 4 schools 
for elementary school systems, and over 4 shopping centers have been built in the Northeast 
Community Specific Plan, (a small town in mid America). The plans for the fire station was pulled 3 years 
ago. Did Amazon have anything to do with this? The fire station for this specific plan was discussed in 
2005, now it is being pulled.  

The Oxnard Elementary School System, one of the largest non unified school systems in the 
state will not build a school, for the 1,000+ families, that was earlier proposed, just as the school that 
was promised for the harbor area was not built. It is my understanding that the Oxnard Elementary 
School Systems’ test scores have historically placed the school system in the bottom 20% of the state. 
People with children will buy homes in Ventura or Camarillo for $100,000 or more, than in Oxnard 
because the test scores for those school systems place those schools in the upper 20% of the state. 

 The recycled water program was presented to the city council in 2010, to be the backbone of 
the city water supply. The city council approved over $120,000,000 in bonds to build the project. The 
advance water treatment facility was completed and became operational in 2012. Not a single drop of 
water has been blended into the city water system even though the rate payers are paying over 
$7,500,000 in debt service every year (about $15.00 of each of the 40,000+ ratepayers monthly water 
bill is for debt service on the recycled water program for water they are not getting). The Capital 
Improvement Project budgets for the next 3 years do not include expanding the recycled water 
program. The ground water management agency for the county is cutting back by 40% over the next 10+ 
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years the amount of water the city can draw from the ground. The county has also disallowed the water 
draw back credits that was promised to the city from the recycled water program. The city did not build 
a pipeline to the largest user industrial water (it is my understanding the industrial user uses between 
3,000, to 4,000 acre feet of potable water each year when, if the pipeline were built, they could be using 
recycled water). Water pump back credits for taking this farm land out of production will not be granted. 
Where will the recycled water come from that is referred to in this plan? How much are developers 
paying for the source of the recycled water for this plan? It is my understanding this project is 
grandfathered from the city’s Water Neutrality Policy.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Lawrence Paul Stein 
1954 Falkner Place 
Oxnard, CA 93033-1901 
OxnardActivist@AOL.com 
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Letter 11 
 
COMMENTER: Lawrence Paul Stein 
 
DATE:   December 25,2021 
 
The commenter provides a comment letter that is generally the same as Letter 10 and raises the 
same issues and concerns. Please see responses 10.1 through 10.4. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Teal Club Specific Plan - Part 2
Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com> Sun, Dec 26, 2021 at 6:44 AM
Reply-To: Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com>
To: "bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us" <bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us"
<bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "gabe.teran@oxnard.org" <gabe.teran@oxnard.org>, "gabriela.basua@oxnard.org"
<gabriela.basua@oxnard.org>, "john.zaragoza@oxnard.org" <john.zaragoza@oxnard.org>, "oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org"
<oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org>, "vianey.lopez@oxnard.org" <vianey.lopez@oxnard.org>, "betsy.george@oxnard.org"
<betsy.george@oxnard.org>, "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Jay, Betsy please address my concerns in the next two weeks.

Please note additional concerns I have regarding the Teal Club Specific Plan

       In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than significant with the
incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing mitigation measures, there is no assurance the
mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not
completed. It is my opinion based upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a development project in Oxnard
should be 100% completed before a single house is built for that project.

       The city cannot control the approvals by school systems, but they can control the mitigation to maintain the necessary
flow of traffic (level of “C: or better at peak traffic times) adjacent to the schools. The Oxnard Elementary School District removed
the desire to build a school in this specific plan. The school district did not removed the requirement to build a school in the
Seabrige area. Developers paid a fee, the fee was passed on to the home buyers, but the school was not built. From the internet:
What are the schools in Seabridge CA nearby?
When it comes to the education of the people living in Seabridge, there are various options available nearby.
Elementary schools in the area include Hollywood Beach Elementary School, Christa McAuliffe Elementary
School. High Schools in nearby area include Oxnard High School.

From the concerns / research I performed of the Southeast Community Specific Plan in the 1990s and
the Juan Soria School, it was discovered that up to 1/3 of the students may be driven to school by the parents
and are not bussed on a given day. What schools (elementary, junior high school and high school) will the
students be going to? What was the current enrollment (pre virus) for those schools? What is the planned
capacity for those schools?  What is the increased enrollment for these schools? How much will traffic trips
increase by at the lighted intersections adjacent to the schools if 1/3 of the students are driven to the schools
by their parents? How will it affect the levels of service? How will traffic be mitigated? From my observations,
the traffic at Oxnard High School (on Gonzales) operated at a level less than “C” (pre virus) at key
intersections in the morning before school starts and in the afternoon when school lets out. What is the
current level of service at the key intersections of the schools in question and what were the level of services
pre virus at the key intersections of the schools in question?

Is it planned for the neighborhood be a gated community? What is the planned street width? How does
a street width vary for a gated community vs a non gated community. I noticed that a gated community will
have a smaller street width than a non gated community making parking more of an issue in a gated
community than a non gated community.

Will be the park be similar to the park at Caberillo neighborhood, open space only, (no rest rooms, no
play area, no picnic area or similar to Lemonwood  neighborhood (picnic areas, playground, rest rooms)?
What is the time line for completing the park in relation to the percentage of homes built?
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Is the specific plan to be a CFD where the residents will be paying for enhanced services tacked onto
the property tax bill? At what point of occupancy will residence be able to vote to have a CFD or op out of a
CFD?

 
Respectfully submitted,
 
Lawrence Paul Stein
1954 Falkner Place
Oxnard, CA 93033-1901
OxnardActivist@AOL.com

12 23 2021 Teal Club Road EIR Part 2.docx 
19K
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Comments Recirculated Draft EIR Teal Club Road    12 27 2021 – Lawrence Stein 

  In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than 
significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing 
mitigation measures, there is no assurance the mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact 
fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not completed. It is my opinion based 
upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a development project in Oxnard should be 
100% completed before a single house is built for that project.  

 The city cannot control the approvals by school systems, but they can control the mitigation to 
maintain the necessary flow of traffic (level of “C: or better at peak traffic times) adjacent to the schools. 
The Oxnard Elementary School District removed the desire to build a school in this specific plan. The 
school district did not removed the requirement to build a school in the Seabrige area. Developers paid 
a fee, the fee was passed on to the home buyers, but the school was not built. From the internet: What 
are the schools in Seabridge CA nearby? 

When it comes to the education of the people living in Seabridge, there are various 
options available nearby. Elementary schools in the area include Hollywood Beach 
Elementary School, Christa McAuliffe Elementary School. High Schools in nearby area 
include Oxnard High School. 
 

From the concerns / research I performed of the Southeast Community Specific 
Plan in the 1990s and the Juan Soria School, it was discovered that up to 1/3 of the 
students may be driven to school by the parents and are not bussed on a given day. 
What schools (elementary, junior high school and high school) will the students be 
going to? What was the current enrollment (pre virus) for those schools? What is the 
planned capacity for those schools?  What is the increased enrollment for these 
schools? How much will traffic trips increase by at the lighted intersections adjacent to 
the schools if 1/3 of the students are driven to the schools by their parents? How will it 
affect the levels of service? How will traffic be mitigated? From my observations, the 
traffic at Oxnard High School (on Gonzales) operated at a level less than “C” (pre virus) 
at key intersections in the morning before school starts and in the afternoon when 
school lets out. What is the current level of service at the key intersections of the 
schools in question and what were the level of services pre virus at the key intersections 
of the schools in question?  

 
Is it planned for the neighborhood be a gated community? What is the planned 

street width? How does a street width vary for a gated community vs a non gated 
community. I noticed that a gated community will have a smaller street width than a non 
gated community making parking more of an issue in a gated community than a non 
gated community.  

Will be the park be similar to the park at Caberillo neighborhood, open space 
only, (no rest rooms, no play area, no picnic area or similar to Lemonwood 
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Comments Recirculated Draft EIR Teal Club Road    12 27 2021 – Lawrence Stein 

neighborhood (picnic areas, playground, rest rooms)? What is the time line for 
completing the park in relation to the percentage of homes built? 

Is the specific plan to be a CFD where the residents will be paying for enhanced 
services tacked onto the property tax bill? At what point of occupancy will residence be 
able to vote to have a CFD or op out of a CFD? 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

Lawrence Paul Stein 
1954 Falkner Place 
Oxnard, CA 93033-1901 
OxnardActivist@AOL.com 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 12 
 
COMMENTER: Lawrence Paul Stein 
 
DATE:   December 26, 2021 
 
Response 12.1 
 
The commenter provides similar comments to Comment 10.1, raising concerns that mitigation 
measures would not be implemented and that impact fees are too low.  
 
Please see Response 10.1. 
 
Response 12.2  

The commenter states an opinion that the City doesn’t control the school approvals but does 
control the mitigation to maintain the necessary flow of traffic adjacent to schools. The 
commenter provides information about a different Specific Plan and asks questions regarding 
what schools and parks will be serving the project and how traffic congestion will be mitigated.  

Please see Response 9.3 for a response to questions raised about traffic congestion. In addition, 
Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, of the Recirculated Draft EIR provides information 
about schools and parks that would serve the proposed project. This comment does not affect 
the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide 
new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, 
and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 12.3 

The commenter asks if the project would be a gated community and asks about street widths 
and if the street width would vary if it is gated or not. 

The proposed project is not planned to involve a gated community. Further, as described in 
Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, roadways within the TCSP area would be designed and 
constructed according to City residential and collector roadway standards to provide adequate 
local, emergency vehicle and service vehicle access. The TCSP would include an internal 
circulation system that would provide pedestrian connectivity between the residential, office, 
retail uses and parks, as well as to the adjacent future school complex and the external sidewalk 
system. This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the 
Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis 
completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the 
Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Response 12.4 
 
The commenter asks about the design of the future parks in the Specific Plan and if they would 
have amenities. The commenter also asks about the timeline for completing the parks in relation 
to the percentage of residences built.  
 
Section 2.0, Project Description, includes a map (Figure 2-3) and a table (Table 2-3) summarizing 
the size and location of proposed park uses associated with the Specific Plan. As stated in 
Section 2.0, the TCSP includes a 10-acre public (City) Community Park (PA 8 and PA 9) with 
playground equipment, picnic tables, restrooms, and backstops and fencing for 
softball/baseball play and soccer use. An additional 7.38-acre park is proposed in PA 10. Within 
the residential and commercial PA’s there is a 0.38-acre greenbelt. The greenbelt and 
neighborhood parks combine for a total of 17.76 park and open space acres. Table 2-4 shows the 
timing of park development. The community park in PA 8 would be developed in Phase 1 and 
the community parks in PA 9 and PA 10 would be completed in Phase 2. This comment does 
not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated 
Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No 
changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 12.5 
 
The commenter asks if the specific plan would be a community facilities district (CFD), wherein 
the residents would be paying for enhanced services tacked onto the property tax bill. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, a CFD would be required to offset 
associated staffing costs for fire and police protection services. These requirements have been 
incorporated into mitigation measures PS-1 and PS-2(b). No changes to the Recirculated Draft 
EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
 
Response 12.6 
 
The commenter attaches a letter with the same comments as provided in Letter 10. 
 
Please see Responses 10.1 through 10.4.   

9-84



Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Doris
Kathryn <klyons724@roadrunner.com> Mon, Dec 27, 2021 at 8:13 PM
To: jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org

The city never seems to learn. 900 homes along the airport property. More parking issues.   

Sent from my iPhone 

9-85

ssorensen
Typewritten Text
1

kkaufman
Line

kkaufman
Text Box
Letter 13

kkaufman
Oval



Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 13 
 
COMMENTER: Kathryn Lyons 
 
DATE:   December 27, 2021 
 
Response 13.1 
 
The commenter states that the project involves 900 residences near the airport and expresses 
concern about parking issues. 
 
Parking is not a consideration under CEQA, as it does not directly relate to physical impacts on 
the environment. This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided 
in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the 
analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or 
content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Teal Club Project 

TVASQUEZ24@roadrunner.com <TVASQUEZ24@roadrunner.com> Tue, Dec 28, 2021 at 7:28 AM
Reply-To: TVASQUEZ24@roadrunner.com
To: "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Good morning Mr. Dobrowalski, 

Is this a new housing development about to be built on Teal Club Road? If so, how could I get information on how to purchase one of
these homes? Due to the shortage and outrageous cost of homes, it's been difficult trying to buy a home. I'm interested for myself as
well as my son who is also a city worker. 

Thank you and Happy Holidays, 
Elena Aguayo-Vasquez
805-336-1471
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 14 
 
COMMENTER: Elena Aguayo-Vasquez 
 
DATE:   December 28, 2021 
 
Response 14.1 
 
The commenter questions the location of the project and requests if more information can be 
provided regarding how one of the proposed residences can be purchased. 
 
As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, and shown on Figure 2-2 of the Recirculated 
Draft EIR, the project area refers to the 161.12-acre project area that includes both the 149.72-
acre TCSP area and the 11.4-acre area south of Teal Club Road to be annexed into the City of 
Oxnard. Information about potential purchase of proposed residences is not available at this 
time and is not pertinent to the environmental review of the project as contained in the EIR. No 
changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
 
 
  

9-88



Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Teal Club Specific Plan Inquiry 

Kristina Archibeque <kma3077@yahoo.com> Wed, Dec 29, 2021 at 11:22 PM
To: "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Hello,

I am a resident in the proposed neighborhood for above mentioned project. I am writing in regards if you
could please reconsider this new development and halt movement forward.

Our city is in great need of repairs to existing facilities and infrastructure that are already quite strained. 

Our crime is terribly high and more people coming to live in a city already stretched will not improve
conditions for anyone.

I do hope that redirection of new developments could be brought towards the area of Ventura and Gonzalez,
La Colonia and numerous neighborhoods for improvement for current residents.

Thank you,

Kristina 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 15 
 
COMMENTER: Kristina Archibeque 
 
DATE:   December 29, 2021 
 
Response 15.1 
 
The commenter expresses concerns regarding the proposed development in the area. The 
commenter suggests that the development should be reconsidered as the City is in need of 
repairs to existing facilities and infrastructure.  
  
The Recirculated Draft EIR evaluates the project as proposed as well as the project’s impacts on 
existing infrastructure facilities and public services. Impacts with respect to utilities (water, 
wastewater, stormwater, solid waste) and public services (parks, police, fire department, 
schools) were found to be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation. This 
comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated 
Draft EIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated 
Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 15.2 
 
The commenter expresses concern regarding the crime level in the area and states that the new 
development could occur in a different location.  
 
As stated in Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, the proposed project would 
incrementally increase demands on the Oxnard Police Department, which could adversely 
affect the Police Department. However, with the implementation of mitigation measures which 
include consultation with the police department and new police staffing, impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant. Section 7.0, Alternatives, of the EIR includes an analysis of 
feasible alternatives that would reduce project impacts consistent with CEQA requirements, but 
does not include an alternative site as that alternative is not feasible. This commenter does not 
affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not 
provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes 
to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

EIR Comments: Teal Club Specific Plan 

Miguel <migueluc2004@yahoo.com> Tue, Jan 4, 2022 at 10:08 PM
To: "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Hi Jay,

I love this project! The EIR addressed all of the community concerns and this project should move forward to
advance Oxnard's commericial business development and future housing needs! 100% in support of it. 

Thanks,

Miguel Uc
805-816-7479
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 16 
 
COMMENTER: Miguel Uc 
 
DATE:   January 4, 2022 
 
Response 16.1 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the EIR addressed all the community concerns and 
expresses support for the proposed project.  
 
The commenter’s opinions will be considered by City decision-makers. This comment does not 
affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not 
provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes 
to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Teal Club Specific Plan 

sureyoucan@roadrunner.com <sureyoucan@roadrunner.com> Fri, Jan 14, 2022 at 2:48 PM
To: "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Jay, my name is Alfred Johnson and I live on Devonshire.  I find it hard to believe that a project is being planned for more houses and
commercial buildings off of Doris Road.  There are many factors why this project should not be approved such as impact of the water,
sewer, power for this area.  Additioally, the impact of traffic and with so many new homes and commercial buildings, the potential for
increased crime.  Thousands of homes and condos have been built in the Oxnard area which should be more than sufficient to handle
the influx of people.  I hope this project is cancelled and farming can continue to add to the economy of Oxnard and the California.

Alfred Johnson
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 17 
 
COMMENTER: Alfred Johnson 
 
DATE:   January 14, 2022 
 
Response 17.1 
 
The commenter expresses concern regarding the project’s potential impacts on water, sewer, 
and power in the area. 
 
As indicated in Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the City’s 
projected water supply is expected to be adequate to serve the TCSP demands through the Year 
2040. In addition, the Oxnard Wastewater Treatment Plant would have sufficient capacity to 
treat this increase in wastewater and local conveyance infrastructure would have sufficient 
capacity to convey flows from the site. Compliance with General Plan policies and mitigation 
measures would avoid wasteful or inefficient use of energy, ensure consistency with existing 
energy standards, and would not preempt future energy development or conservation. This 
comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated 
Draft EIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated 
Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 17.2 
 
The commenter expresses concern regarding the project’s potential impacts on traffic and crime 
rates in the area. The commenter also states an opinion that farming should continue on the site.  
 
The commenter’s opinions will be considered by City decision-makers. As stated in Section 4.12, 
Public Services and Recreation, the proposed project would incrementally increase demands on 
the Oxnard Police Department, which could adversely affect the Police Department. However, 
with the implementation of mitigation measures which include consultation with the police 
department and new police staffing, impacts would be reduced to less than significant. 
Furthermore, although no longer a consideration under CEQA, the City has included a traffic 
capacity analysis in the EIR; see Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic of the Recirculated Draft 
EIR. The analysis found that with mitigation, impacts related to congestion at intersections 
would be reduced to a less than significant level. This comment does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and 
does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Objections to Teal Club Specific Plan 

Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com> Sun, Jan 16, 2022 at 9:19 PM
Reply-To: Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com>
To: "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>
Cc: "bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us" <bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us"
<bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "gabe.teran@oxnard.org" <gabe.teran@oxnard.org>, "gabriela.basua@oxnard.org"
<gabriela.basua@oxnard.org>, "john.zaragoza@oxnard.org" <john.zaragoza@oxnard.org>, "oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org"
<oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org>, "vianey.lopez@oxnard.org" <vianey.lopez@oxnard.org>

Please note my concerns as it pertains to the education capacity of the local elementary school system for this specific plan. 

Respectfully submitted,

Lawrence Paul Stein

2021 01 Public Record Request Oxnard Elementary School Answers.docx 
21K
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Public Record Request: Fremont, Juan Soria, & Thurgood Marshall Schools 

 

01/03/2022 
 
Dr. Karling Aguilera-Fort 
Oxnard Elementary School District 

1051 South A Street 
Oxnard, CA 93030 
 
Lawrence Stein 
1965 Falkner Place 
Oxnard, CA 93033 
 
RE: Public Record Request: for Information of Fremont Junior High School, Juan Soria School 
and Thurgood Marshall School. 
 

I request to inspect public documents regarding Fremont Junior High School, Juan Soria 
School and Thurgood Marshall School. I wish to see the documents that reflect the planned 
capacity size for each school, the pre virus enrollment for the last five years for each school, the 
composite state test scores for each school for the last 5 years and the state ranking for each 
school for the past 5 years. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Lawrence Paul Stein 
OxnardActivist@AOL.com 
805 824-4978 
 
 
These are the results from my pubic record request.  The planned capacity numbers were provided by 
Dr. Karling Aguilera-Fort’s office 01/15/2022.  The remaining data was obtained from the website  
caschooldashboard.org accessed via the school district dashboard web site.  State ranking s for each 
school were not available.  

2022 01 School Analysis 

 Fremont Marshall Juan Soria 

    

 Planned Capacity 
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1,392  804  1,106  

    

Enrollment 
2017 1,110  550  1,027  

2018 1,113  532  1,040  

2019 1,065  593  1,032  

2020 958  719  983  

2021 841  798  953  

Composite Test Scores 

English Language 

2017 
67.2  Points 

Below Standard 
48.2 Points 

Below Standard 
21 Points Below 

Standard 

2018 
68.5 Points 

Below Standard 
22.6  Points 

Below Standard 
13.8 Points 

Below Standard 

2019 
58.8  Points 

Below Standard 
21.8  Points 

Below Standard 
12  Points 

Below Standard 

2020 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 

2021 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 

    

Mathematics 

2017 
108.8 Points 

Below Standard 
47.4 Points 

Below Standard 
71.1  Points 

Below Standard 
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2018 
114.6 Points 

Below Standard 
49.8  Points 

Below Standard 
67.4 Points 

Below Standard 

2019 
113.6 Points 

Below Standard 
43.2  Points 

Below Standard 
66.1  Points 

Below Standard 

2020 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 

2021 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 

    
 
 
The results indicated the elementary schools, in particular Fremont, have the capacity to have more 
students, but the quality of the education is consistently below standard. I would not recommend 
approving any new housing developments until the quality of education is at least average for three 
straight years  Anything less is a disservice to the home buyers. 
 
Education is generally not considered a quality of life issue and generally is not considered when 
evaluating a specific plan. I feel an exception should be made considering the historically poor 
performance of the Oxnard Elementary School and the expected market price (at least $500,000 per 
housing unit). 
 
Respectfully submitted 
 Lawrence Paul Stein 
 
 
 
Address 
1051 South A Street, Oxnard, CA 93030 
  
Phone 
805-385-1501 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 18 
 
COMMENTER: Lawrence Paul Stein 
 
DATE:   January 16, 2022 
 
Response 18.1 
 
The commenter expresses concern related to the education capacity of the local elementary 
school system and attaches a letter that provides information related to test scores and 
enrollment. The commenter states an opinion that the quality of the education system is below 
standards and that new housing should not be approved until the quality of education 
improves. The commenter also states an opinion about the expected market price of future 
housing.  
 
CEQA is primarily concerned with physical environmental impacts. Issues related to school 
performance are outside of the scope of CEQA. The project’s impact on school facilities is 
discussed in Section 4.11, Population, Education, and Housing, of the EIR. As discussed, the 
proposed project would generate an estimated 491 K-8th Grade school-age students and 166 9-
12th Grade school-age students. Given that the project would put the OSD over capacity and 
OUHSD is currently operating over capacity, the increase in the student population associated 
with the proposed project would adversely affect school facilities at both districts if new 
facilities were not developed. However, as a condition of development, the developer would be 
required to pay the applicable required State-mandated school impact fees under the provisions 
of SB 50. Pursuant to Section 65995 (3)(h) of the California Government Code (Senate Bill 50, 
chaptered August 27, 1998), the payment of statutory fees “...is deemed to be full and complete 
mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not 
limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property, or any change in governmental 
organization or reorganization.” Therefore, with payment of school impact fees, potential 
impacts to schools resulting from the proposed project would be less than significant. 
 
Furthermore, Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not require an analysis of the 
adequacy of existing school facilities to serve the project. Instead, it requires an analysis of the 
potential for adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered facilities. Section 4.11 found that physical deterioration would not occur such that 
significant physical environmental impacts from the provision of new or expanded facilities 
would occur. Impacts were found to be less than significant.  
 
This comment does not affect the analysis or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the 
Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated 
Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

EIR Comments: Teal Club Specific Plan 

Jackson Piper <jacksonepiper@gmail.com> Mon, Jan 24, 2022 at 10:10 PM
To: jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org

While I am happy to see that this project includes far more mul�family housing than single-family housing, and that it will include
fi�een percent of units designated as affordable housing, I am concerned that this project s�ll equates to an extremely low overall
density of less than 7 units per acre on one of the last remaining large greenfield development sites in Oxnard. The project is
stated to be a walkable mixed-use urban village, but most of the project is not mixed use and the street design and use of the
hierarchical street classifica�on system (local-collector-arterial) conflicts with the idea of being a walkable mixed-use village. For
reference, I would much rather see something like the following a�empted on the 149.7 acre site:
https://www.fastcompany.com/90713241/theyre-building-a-15-minute-city-from-scratch-in-the-utah-desert. This example
equates to about twice the density proposed at Teal Club – a s�ll very low 12 units per acre – and priori�zes crea�ng a network of
walkable paths above crea�ng roads for vehicles, which lets it minimize the amount of the site wasted on pavement for streets
and parking.  If Teal Club truly wants to be a walkable mixed-use urban village, then it should priori�ze infrastructure and
connec�vity for walking and biking over infrastructure for cars. 

This site could also accommodate far more housing development than even following the above example would provide – I do not
think a density of 30 to 35 units per acre on average is unreasonable for a walkable mixed-use urban village – and could
subsequently produce a much greater volume of affordable housing than outlined in the current Specific Plan. Under the AB 2345
Density Bonus Law, if the developers opt to provide 15% of the housing for very low-income households, or 24% for low-income
households, then they can increase their total units produced in the project by 50%. At an average of 25 units per acre, 149.7 acres
would yield 3,473 units as a baseline, of which 561 would be affordable to very low-income households or 898 would be
affordable to low-income households. The current plan will produce 149 units of affordable housing within the three categories
(very low, low, and moderate income). The produc�on of 149 affordable units is a good start but there could be so much more
than what is proposed. Considering that this is one of the last large developable sites in Oxnard, that we are s�ll in a housing crisis
affec�ng the city, Ventura County, and the en�re state, and that protec�ons for open space and agricultural land combined with
community opposi�on to housing development throughout the rest of Ventura County severely restrict where housing
development can take place, I think that any lost poten�al for housing people if the Specific Plan moves forward with its current
very low density must be factored into the decision to approve or deny the project as proposed, or to amend it.  

While I understand that this project is quite far along in its planning process, and that the developer and City staff have worked hard to
bring it to this point, I also feel that it would be a great tragedy for the housing movement in Ventura County, and in particular the
affordable housing movement, if this site produces only the planned 990 units under which 149 would be affordable instead of the far
higher amount of housing that it has the potential to produce. This project being built at essentially the same density as past sprawling
developments throughout the region doesn't seem like it will be much of a win for our communities or our environment. I hope that it
can be improved upon. 

Thank you, 

Jackson Piper 
Newbury Park 
Member of Ventura County YIMBY 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 19 
 
COMMENTER: Jackson Piper 
 
DATE:   January 24, 2022 
 
Response 19.1 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the project would result in an extremely low overall 
density and suggests that the density should be increased. 
 
The commenter provides comments on the project and the comments do not address the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, “The lead 
agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed 
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments 
raising significant environmental issues received during the noticed comment period…” As 
stated in the Guidelines, the lead agency is required to evaluate comments on environmental 
issues. Nonetheless, the commenter’s opinions will be considered by City decision-makers. No 
changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Additional Comments / Objections Teal Club Specific Plan 

Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com> Sat, Jan 29, 2022 at 8:00 PM
Reply-To: Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com>
To: "jay@aol.com" <jay@aol.com>, "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>, "simone.seydoux@oxnard.org"
<simone.seydoux@oxnard.org>, "betsy.george@oxnard.org" <betsy.george@oxnard.org>
Cc: "bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us" <bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us"
<bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "gabe.teran@oxnard.org" <gabe.teran@oxnard.org>, "gabriela.basua@oxnard.org"
<gabriela.basua@oxnard.org>, "john.zaragoza@oxnard.org" <john.zaragoza@oxnard.org>, "oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org"
<oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org>, "vianey.lopez@oxnard.org" <vianey.lopez@oxnard.org>

Comments Recirculated Draft EIR Teal Club Road    01 31 2022 – Lawrence Stein

       In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than significant with the
incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing mitigation measures, there is no assurance the
mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not
completed. It is my opinion based upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a development project in Oxnard
should be 100% completed before a single house is built for that project.

                Water is an issue.  As stated earlier, the city was to have built wells for water treated by the AWTF (Advance Water
Treatment Facility) when it first became operational in September 2012.  The rate payers of potable water have been paying over
$14,000,000 a year to subsidize the users of non potable water. The city has not built the wells and passed the state water review
after 10+ years. The wells being built are located at the site known as Campus Park.  Will this be the source of the non potable
water referred to in the specific plan? How much will the developers be paying towards the 3rd skid of water production? There
should be a condition in this specific plan stating that housing units cannot be built until after the AWTR has the capacity of treating
3 skids (21,000 acre feet) of water per year. Other specific plans have not been approved such as the Southeast Community
Specific Plan and South Shore Specific Plan.  If the specific plan is not approved, what prevents the current entities of the farmland
to build wells or take advantage of the rising water tables when the water is pumped into the ground less than 2,000 feet away?

The city’s population is declining according to the recent federal census.  What is the median wage of the city’s population?
Given that the typical 3 bedroom / 2 bath used home is selling above $400,000, a first time home buyer of a conventional loan will
need $80,000+ (20%) for a down payment. Interest rates are at a historic low now, they are not likely be this low 5 years from now.
 How much income will the homeowners need to purchase these homes?  It is not known when the first housing units will be built,
should the specific plan be approved, but the housing units will not likely be built for at least 5 years after the specific plan is
approved.  What are the interest rates expected to be when the first housing are offered to home buyers? It is not a number that
can be projected.  Reports from the Oxnard Elementary School District seem to indicate a vast number of the students (if not more
than 50%) are economically disadvantaged. The affordability to the local community of the housing units should be considered and
not just the affordability to members outside of the community. What economic resources will be made available to the economically
disadvantages members of this community so they can become homeowners in this specific plan? CDBG (Community
Development Block Grant) funding has been declining for over 10 years.

Interest rates are rising and there are general concerns that is there is another significant drop in the housing market is
forth coming in the near future (there have been two such drops in the last 30 years (1989 – 1991 & 2005 – 2007)). The economic
impact needs to be considered. It is my understanding that the city had a policy adopted in the 1990’s that Specific Plans are to be
economically neutral.  Will this specific plan be economically neutral if there is a drop in the market value of homes (decrease in
property taxes)?

The housing units should not be built until after the project has been fully mitigated. Low income housing should be
provided in the form of completed housing units and not in the form of cash subsidies.

Respectfully submitted 01/31/2022
Lawrence Paul Stein
1954 Falkner Place
Oxnard, CA 93033-1901
OxnardActivist@AOL.com

2021 12 23 Teal Club Road EIR Part 3.docx 
19K
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Comments Recirculated Draft EIR Teal Club Road    12 27 2021 – Lawrence Stein 

  In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than significant with 
the incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing mitigation measures, there is no 
assurance the mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the 
mitigations are not completed. It is my opinion based upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a 
development project in Oxnard should be 100% completed before a single house is built for that project.  

 Water is an issue.  As stated earlier, the city was to have built wells for water treated by the AWTF (Advance 
Water Treatment Facility) when it first became operational in September 2012.  The rate payers of potable water have 
been paying over $14,000,000 a year to subsidize the users of non potable water. The city has not built the wells and 
passed the state water review after 10+ years. The wells being built are located at the site known as Campus Park.  Will 
this be the source of the non potable water referred to in the specific plan? How much will the developers be paying 
towards the 3rd skid of water production.? There should be a condition in this specific plan stating that housing units 
cannot be built until after the AWTR has the capacity of treating 3 skids (21,000 acre feet) of water per year. Other 
specific plans have not been approved such as the Southeast Community Specific Plan and South Shore Specific Plan.  If 
the specific plan is not approved, what prevents the current entities of the farmland to build wells or take advantage of 
the rising water tables when the water is pumped into the ground less than 2,000 feet away?  

The city’s population is declining according to the recent federal census.  What is the median wage of the city’s 
population? Given that the typical 3 bedroom / 2 bath used home is selling above $400,000, a first time home buyer of a 
conventional loan will need $80,000+ (20%) for a down payment. Interest rates are at a historic low now, they are not 
likely be this low 5 years from now.  How much income will the homeowners need to purchase these homes?  It is not 
known when the first housing units will be built, should the specific plan be approved, but the housing units will not 
likely be built for at least 5 years after the specific plan is approved.  What are the interest rates expected to be when 
the first housing are offered to home buyers? It is not a number that can be projected.  Reports from the Oxnard 
Elementary School District seem to indicate a vast number of the students (if not more than 50%) are economically 
disadvantaged. The affordability to the local community of the housing units should be considered and not just the 
affordability to members outside of the community. What economic resources will be made available to the 
economically disadvantages members of this community so they can become homeowners in this specific plan? CDBG 
(Community Development Block Grant) funding has been declining for over 10 years. 

Interest rates are rising and there are general concerns that is there is another significant drop in the housing 
market is forth coming in the near future (there have been two such drops in the last 30 years (1989 – 1991 & 2005 – 
2007)). The economic impact needs to be considered. It is my understanding that the city had a policy adopted in the 
1990’s that Specific Plans are to be economically neutral.  Will this specific plan be economically neutral if there is a drop 
in the market value of homes (decrease in property taxes)? 

The housing units should not be built until after the project has been fully mitigated. Low income housing should 
be provided in the form of completed housing units and not in the form of cash subsidies.  

Respectfully submitted 01/31/2022 

Lawrence Paul Stein 
1954 Falkner Place 
Oxnard, CA 93033-1901 
OxnardActivist@AOL.com 

9-103

kkaufman
Line

ssorensen
Typewritten Text
5



Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 20 
 
COMMENTER: Lawrence Paul Stein 
 
DATE:   January 29, 2022 
 
Response 20.1 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Response 10.1. Please see Response 10.1. 
 
Response 20.2 
 
The commenter raises concerns regarding water supply. The commenter explains that the city 
has not built wells that the city has previously proposed to construct. The commenter asks what 
the source of non-potable water for the specific plan will be and states an opinion that the 
housing should not be built until the Advanced Water Treatment Facility has the capacity to 
treating 21,000 acre feet per year.  
 
As indicated in Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the 
project involves converting agricultural land to residential and commercial uses. The applicant 
anticipates compliance with the City's Water Neutrality Policy such that the project would not 
require new water sources. The applicant would transfer groundwater allocations to the City 
upon final approval of the TCSP. The analysis concludes that water demand from the project 
could be met by existing water supplies and transfer of groundwater sources from agricultural 
activities to the City. Nonetheless, since the timing of development of the City’s planned 
sources and approval of transfer of water credits is not certain at this time, mitigation is 
required to address potentially significant impacts to water supply in the event the water 
transfer credits are not approved. This involves the use of recycled water and other water 
sources to ensure that the project is water neutral. Overall, water supply impacts would be less 
than significant with mitigation. This comment does not affect the analysis completed or 
conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide new information or 
evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on 
the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR 
are required. 
 
Response 20.3 
 
The commenter states that the federal census indicates that the City’s population is declining 
and makes a number of statements about the economics and affordability of the project. 
 
The commenter’s opinions on the project are noted. Economic considerations are not in the 
purview of CEQA, which is primarily concerned with physical environmental impacts. As 
discussed in Section 4.11, Population and Housing, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, projected 
increases in units and residents from the project are within Oxnard 2030 General Plan and 
SCAG projections for the City. As stated in Section 2.0, Project Description, at least 15 percent of 
the units provided in the Specific Plan would be affordable. This comment does not affect the 
analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, 
and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 20.4 
 
The commenter states an opinion that housing units should not be built until after the project’s 
impacts have been fully mitigated and suggests that low-income housing should be provided in 
the form of completed housing units and not in the form of cash subsidies. 
 
Please see Response 10.1 for additional discussion on this subject. As stated in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, at least 15 percent of the units provided in the Specific Plan would be 
affordable. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
 
Response 20.5 
 
The commenter attaches a letter with the same comments as listed in Responses 20.1 through 
20.4. Please see responses 20.1 through 20.4.  
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Collective comments regarding the Recirculated Teal Club Specific Plan 01 31 2022 

Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com> Sat, Jan 29, 2022 at 8:55 PM
Reply-To: Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com>
To: "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>, "betsy.george@oxnard.org" <betsy.george@oxnard.org>,
"simone.seydoux@oxnard.org" <simone.seydoux@oxnard.org>, "lps00713@yahoo.com" <lps00713@yahoo.com>
Cc: "bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us" <bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us"
<bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "gabe.teran@oxnard.org" <gabe.teran@oxnard.org>, "gabriela.basua@oxnard.org"
<gabriela.basua@oxnard.org>, "john.zaragoza@oxnard.org" <john.zaragoza@oxnard.org>, "oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org"
<oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org>, "vianey.lopez@oxnard.org" <vianey.lopez@oxnard.org>

I have attached the series of comments that I have submitted for the Teal Club Specific Plan

I have corrected my mailing address that were wrong in the original documents.

In as much the city is treating these documents as Public Record Requests, I would like to note that the city has not answered my
questions I submitted in December, while the Oxnard School Elementary School District back within 10 days of the school district
returning back from their break 01/09/2022. It will be February next week.

Respectfully submitted,

Lawrence Paul Stein
1965 Falkner Place
Oxnard, CA 93033

OxnardActivist@AOL.com

4 attachments

2021 12 23  Teal Club Road EIR.docx 
18K

2021 12 23 Teal Club Road EIR Part 2.docx 
19K

2021 12 23 Teal Club Road EIR Part 3.docx 
19K

2021 01 Public Record Request Oxnard Elementary School Answers.docx 
21K
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Comments Recirculated Draft EIR Teal Club Road    12 27 2021 – Lawrence Stein 

 In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than 
significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing 
mitigation measures, there is no assurance the mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact 
fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not completed. It is my opinion that 
the mitigations should be 100% completed before a single house is built. Staff does not want members 
of the public to recall the past, but current staff still has not completed major infrastructure 
improvements after 10+ years including the completion of 3 regional parks, improved traffic via the ITS 
(Intelligent Traffic System (the city has not had a traffic engineer stay with the city for more the 3 years 
for over 10 years)), or recycled water blended into the general water supply. Both the expected flow of 
traffic and lack of recycled water impact this project. There is no assurance that the park will be built. 
The city has no control when schools are built. The citizens are impacted when new housing projects 
come online, but the impacts are not mitigated.  

 There are numerous intersections (other that the 5 intersections that are exceptions) that still 
operate at less than a level “C” during peak traffic hours. There is no assurance that the egress points for 
this project won’t effect negatively traffic ½ mile away on Ventura and 5th or Ventura and Gonzales.  

 The park for West Village was included in the Northeast Community Specific plan in the early 
1990s, it hasn’t been built, but the homes, schools and shopping centers have. The land for Sports Park 
for was purchased in 1998. Sports Part is not completed. College Park is not completed after 20+ years. 
There is no assurance that this park will be built 

The Northeast Community Specific Plan (1992) called for a fire station after 50% build out, 
(100% build out was completed over 15 years ago). Note that 2,500+ homes, 2 high schools, 4 schools 
for elementary school systems, and over 4 shopping centers have been built in the Northeast 
Community Specific Plan, (a small town in mid America) The plans for the fire station was pulled 3 years 
ago. Did Amazon have anything to do with this? The fire station for this specific plan was discussed in 
2005, now it is being pulled.  

The Oxnard Elementary School System, one of the largest non unified school systems in the 
state will not build a school, that was promised, just as the school that was promised for the harbor area 
was not built. It is my understanding that the Oxnard Elementary School Systems’ test scores have 
historically placed the school system in the bottom 20% of the state. People with children will buy 
homes in Ventura or Camarillo for $100,000 or more, than in Oxnard because the test scores for those 
school systems place those schools in the upper 20% of the state.   

 The recycled water program was presented to the city council in 2010, to be the backbone of 
the city water supply. The city council approved over $120,000,000 in bonds to build the project. The 
advance water treatment facility was completed and became operational in 2012. Not a single drop of 
water has been blended into the city water system even though the rate payers are paying over 
$7,500,000 in debt service every year (about $15.00 of each of the 40,000+ ratepayers monthly water 
bill is for debt service on the recycled water program for water they are not getting). The Capital 
Improvement Project budgets for the next 3 years do not include expanding the recycled water 
program. The ground water management agency for the county is cutting back by 40% over the next 10+ 
years the amount of water the city can draw the ground. The county has also disallowed the water draw 
back credits that was promised to the city from the recycled water. The city did not build a pipeline to 
the largest user industrial water (it is my understanding the industrial user uses between 3,000, to 4,000 
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Comments Recirculated Draft EIR Teal Club Road    12 27 2021 – Lawrence Stein 

acre feet of potable water each year when, if the pipeline were built, they could be using recycled 
water). Water pump back credits for taking this farm land out of production will not be granted. Where 
will the recycled water come from that is referred to in this plan? How much are developers paying for 
the source of the recycled water for this plan? 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Lawrence Paul Stein 
1965 Falkner Place 
Oxnard, CA 93033-1901 
OxnardActivist@AOL.com 
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Comments Recirculated Draft EIR Teal Club Road    12 27 2021 – Lawrence Stein 

  In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than 
significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing 
mitigation measures, there is no assurance the mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact 
fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not completed. It is my opinion based 
upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a development project in Oxnard should be 
100% completed before a single house is built for that project.  

 The city cannot control the approvals by school systems, but they can control the mitigation to 
maintain the necessary flow of traffic (level of “C: or better at peak traffic times) adjacent to the schools. 
The Oxnard Elementary School District removed the desire to build a school in this specific plan. The 
school district did not removed the requirement to build a school in the Seabrige area. Developers paid 
a fee, the fee was passed on to the home buyers, but the school was not built. From the internet: What 
are the schools in Seabridge CA nearby? 

When it comes to the education of the people living in Seabridge, there are various 
options available nearby. Elementary schools in the area include Hollywood Beach 
Elementary School, Christa McAuliffe Elementary School. High Schools in nearby area 
include Oxnard High School. 
 

From the concerns / research I performed of the Southeast Community Specific 
Plan in the 1990s and the Juan Soria School, it was discovered that up to 1/3 of the 
students may be driven to school by the parents and are not bussed on a given day. 
What schools (elementary, junior high school and high school) will the students be 
going to? What was the current enrollment (pre virus) for those schools? What is the 
planned capacity for those schools?  What is the increased enrollment for these 
schools? How much will traffic trips increase by at the lighted intersections adjacent to 
the schools if 1/3 of the students are driven to the schools by their parents? How will it 
affect the levels of service? How will traffic be mitigated? From my observations, the 
traffic at Oxnard High School (on Gonzales) operated at a level less than “C” (pre virus) 
at key intersections in the morning before school starts and in the afternoon when 
school lets out. What is the current level of service at the key intersections of the 
schools in question and what were the level of services pre virus at the key intersections 
of the schools in question?  

 
Is it planned for the neighborhood be a gated community? What is the planned 

street width? How does a street width vary for a gated community vs a non gated 
community. I noticed that a gated community will have a smaller street width than a non 
gated community making parking more of an issue in a gated community than a non 
gated community.  

Will be the park be similar to the park at Caberillo neighborhood, open space 
only, (no rest rooms, no play area, no picnic area or similar to Lemonwood 
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Comments Recirculated Draft EIR Teal Club Road    12 27 2021 – Lawrence Stein 

neighborhood (picnic areas, playground, rest rooms)? What is the time line for 
completing the park in relation to the percentage of homes built? 

Is the specific plan to be a CFD where the residents will be paying for enhanced 
services tacked onto the property tax bill? At what point of occupancy will residence be 
able to vote to have a CFD or op out of a CFD? 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

Lawrence Paul Stein 
1965 Falkner Place 
Oxnard, CA 93033-1901 
OxnardActivist@AOL.com 
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Comments Recirculated Draft EIR Teal Club Road    01 31 2022 – Lawrence Stein 

  In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than significant with 
the incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing mitigation measures, there is no 
assurance the mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the 
mitigations are not completed. It is my opinion based upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a 
development project in Oxnard should be 100% completed before a single house is built for that project.  

 Water is an issue.  As stated earlier, the city was to have built wells for water treated by the AWTF (Advance 
Water Treatment Facility) when it first became operational in September 2012.  The rate payers of potable water have 
been paying over $14,000,000 a year to subsidize the users of non potable water. The city has not built the wells and 
passed the state water review after 10+ years. The wells being built are located at the site known as Campus Park.  Will 
this be the source of the non potable water referred to in the specific plan? How much will the developers be paying 
towards the 3rd skid of water production? There should be a condition in this specific plan stating that housing units 
cannot be built until after the AWTF has the capacity of treating 3 skids (21,000 acre feet) of water per year. Other 
specific plans have not been approved such as the Southeast Community Specific Plan and South Shore Specific Plan.  If 
this specific plan is not approved, what prevents the current entities of the farmland to build wells or take advantage of 
the rising water tables when the water is pumped into the ground less than 2,000 feet away?  

The city’s population is declining according to the recent federal census.  What is the median wage of the city’s 
population? Given that the typical 3 bedroom / 2 bath used home is selling above $400,000, a first time home buyer of a 
conventional loan will need $80,000+ (20%) for a down payment. Interest rates are at a historic low now, they are not 
likely be this low 5 years from now.  How much income will the homeowners need to purchase these homes?  It is not 
known when the first housing units will be built, should the specific plan be approved, but the housing units will not 
likely be built for at least 5 years after the specific plan is approved.  What are the interest rates expected to be when 
the first housing are offered to home buyers? It is not a number that can be projected.  Reports from the Oxnard 
Elementary School District seem to indicate a vast number of the students (if not more than 50%) are economically 
disadvantaged. The affordability to the local community of the housing units should be considered and not just the 
affordability to members outside of the community. What economic resources will be made available to the 
economically disadvantages members of this community so they can become homeowners in this specific plan? CDBG 
(Community Development Block Grant) funding has been declining for over 10 years. 

Interest rates are rising and there are general concerns that is there is another significant drop in the housing 
market forth coming in the near future (there have been two such drops in the last 30 years (1989 – 1991 & 2005 – 
2007)). The economic impact needs to be considered. It is my understanding that the city had a policy adopted in the 
1990’s that Specific Plans are to be economically neutral.  Will this specific plan be economically neutral if there is a drop 
in the market value of homes (decrease in property taxes)? 

The housing units should not be built until after the project has been fully mitigated. Low income housing should 
be provided in the form of completed housing units and not in the form of cash subsidies.  

Respectfully submitted 01/31/2022 

Lawrence Paul Stein 
1965 Falkner Place 
Oxnard, CA 93033-1901 
OxnardActivist@AOL.com 
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Public Record Request: Fremont, Juan Soria, & Thurgood Marshall Schools 

 

01/03/2022 
 
Dr. Karling Aguilera-Fort 
Oxnard Elementary School District 

1051 South A Street 
Oxnard, CA 93030 
 
Lawrence Stein 
1965 Falkner Place 
Oxnard, CA 93033 
 
RE: Public Record Request: for Information of Fremont Junior High School, Juan Soria School 
and Thurgood Marshall School. 
 

I request to inspect public documents regarding Fremont Junior High School, Juan Soria 
School and Thurgood Marshall School. I wish to see the documents that reflect the planned 
capacity size for each school, the pre virus enrollment for the last five years for each school, the 
composite state test scores for each school for the last 5 years and the state ranking for each 
school for the past 5 years. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Lawrence Paul Stein 
OxnardActivist@AOL.com 
805 824-4978 
 
 
These are the results from my pubic record request.  The planned capacity numbers were provided by 
Dr. Karling Aguilera-Fort’s office 01/15/2022.  The remaining data was obtained from the website  
caschooldashboard.org accessed via the school district dashboard web site.  State rankings for each 
school were not available.  

2022 01 School Analysis 

 Fremont Marshall Juan Soria 

    

 Planned Capacity 
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1,392  804  1,106  

    

Enrollment 
2017 1,110  550  1,027  

2018 1,113  532  1,040  

2019 1,065  593  1,032  

2020 958  719  983  

2021 841  798  953  

Composite Test Scores 

English Language 

2017 
67.2  Points 

Below Standard 
48.2 Points 

Below Standard 
21 Points Below 

Standard 

2018 
68.5 Points 

Below Standard 
22.6  Points 

Below Standard 
13.8 Points 

Below Standard 

2019 
58.8  Points 

Below Standard 
21.8  Points 

Below Standard 
12  Points 

Below Standard 

2020 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 

2021 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 

    

Mathematics 

2017 
108.8 Points 

Below Standard 
47.4 Points 

Below Standard 
71.1  Points 

Below Standard 
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2018 
114.6 Points 

Below Standard 
49.8  Points 

Below Standard 
67.4 Points 

Below Standard 

2019 
113.6 Points 

Below Standard 
43.2  Points 

Below Standard 
66.1  Points 

Below Standard 

2020 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 

2021 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 

    
 
 
The results indicated the elementary schools, in particular Fremont, have the capacity to have more 
students, but the quality of the education is consistently below standard. I would not recommend 
approving any new housing developments until the quality of education is at least average for three 
straight years  Anything less is a disservice to the home buyers. 
 
Education is generally not considered a quality of life issue and generally is not considered when 
evaluating a specific plan. I feel an exception should be made considering the historically poor 
performance of the Oxnard Elementary School District and the expected market price (at least $500,000 
per housing unit). 
 
Respectfully submitted 
 Lawrence Paul Stein 
 
 
 
Address 
1051 South A Street, Oxnard, CA 93030 
  
Phone 
805-385-1501 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 21 
 
COMMENTER: Lawrence Paul Stein 
 
DATE:   January 29, 2022 
 
Response 21.1 
 
The commenter states that no responses to their letters have been received.  
 
This comment has been acknowledged but does not raise concerns pertaining to the adequacy 
of the EIR or the CEQA process. Pursuant to CEQA, responses to written comments on the 
Draft EIR may be provided in the Final EIR, i.e., in this section. Therefore, no further response is 
required. 
 
Response 21.2 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Letter 10.  
 
Please see responses 10.1 through 10.4.  
 
Response 21.3 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Letter 12.  
 
Please see responses 12.1 through 12.4.  
 
Response 21.4 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Letter 21.  
 
Please see responses 12.1 through 12.4.  
 
Response 21.5 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Letter 18. 
 
Please see Response 18.1.  
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Fwd: Teal Club Specific Development 

 
 

  
 

   
 

 
  

 
 

 

 

  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

   

  

     

    

 

On Mon, Feb 7, 2022 at 6:35 PM Audrey Martinez-Keller <audrey@swissfamilykeller.com> wrote:
Dear Mr. Dobrowsky, Chief Project Planner and Mr. Wolfe,

CC: Clerk of the Board - Please share my written comments with ALL Planning Commissioners.

We have heard about the Teal Club development from Mr. Wolfe. While we welcome a new community of 900+ homes and 
commercial stores, we are concerned about where their storm water runoff ends up.
(The stormwater drain map is highlighted in RED on the map below.) As illustrated, the pending development project, is north of the 
Oxnard Airport which drains directly into the EDISON CANAL, which drains into the Channel Islands Harbor and then into the ocean.

We ask that this community is planned with the utmost respect and best management practices for all drainage filtration and 
trash, including and not limited to MS-4 filtration.

Westport and Seabridge communities have filtration management systems as part of their CFD(s) formation and reserves for 
ongoing maintenance.
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Kind Regards,
Audrey Keller
Co-Chair, Channel Islands Neighborhood Council
(818) 292-0447
Together our only mission: a thriving, swimmable and fishable CI Harbor

Since this project will be carved out of farm lands for 900 homes plus businesses, will the filtration and mitigation from disturbing 
farm soils be part of the City plan and requirement?
Trace elements of metals, DDT, nitrates and pesticides are already being discharged into Edison Canal by unfiltered drainage at
both the Doris Drain and the 5th Street Drain.
This new project can not contribute to any unfiltered drainage in any way.

In addition, with the CFD formation this community should also have a line item in their CFD formation that includes and 
budgets for reserves for Channel Islands Harbor water quality.

Who will represent this district at City Council?
I looked up which City Council member's district this new community will be in and it is unassigned according to the City website. By 
the map, I am guessing it should be Mr. Perello.
There should be a City Councilmember assigned to this new district so they can participate properly in the future leadership role for 
this community.

Please confirm that you received my email as prior emails to Mr. Wolfe have gone unanswered. We would appreciate a call with you 
in the near future.
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 22 
 
COMMENTER: Audrey Keller 
 
DATE:   February 8, 2022 
 
Response 22.1 
 
The commenter raises concerns regarding stormwater runoff and questions where runoff would 
end up. The commenter requests that the project include best management practices for all 
drainage filtration and trash, including and not limited to MS-4 filtration. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the 
proposed stormwater system in the project area would be required to comply with the 
requirements of the Ventura County Technical Guidance Manual for Stormwater Control Measures 
(2011) under Order R4-2010-0108. The TGM provides guidance on design elements for 
stormwater control systems, as well as development of site-specific best management practices 
and low-impact development, including bioretention, vegetated swales, sand filters, infiltration 
trenches, drywells and catch basins, which contribute to reduced peak stormwater runoff 
volumes and filter contaminants associated with stormwater runoff. In addition, order R4-2010-
0108 requires new development and redevelopment to control pollutants, pollutant loads, and 
runoff volume emanating from impervious surfaces by limiting the effective impervious area 
(EIA) to 5% or less of the project area. New development and redevelopment must also be able 
to accommodate water from a 0.75-inch storm event with no water leaving the development 
site. This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the 
Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis 
completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the 
Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 22.2 
 
The commenter expresses concern about polluted runoff from the farm soils and states an 
opinion that the proposed project should not contribute to unfiltered drainage.  
 
As stated in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, implementation of Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-3 would reduce risks associated with possible on-site contamination from herbicides and 
pesticides to a less than significant level by ensuring that agricultural disturbed soil would be 
removed and underlying soils would be monitored for the presence of residual levels of 
pesticides. Because cleanup of soils would occur, the project would not contribute to polluted 
runoff from residual chemicals in the soil. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.8, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, the proposed project would comply with existing water quality regulations and 
impacts related to water quality would be less than significant. This comment does not affect 
the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide 
new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, 
and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Response 22.3 
 
The commenter questions who will represent this district at City Council.  
 
This comment does not pertain to the environmental analysis or conclusions; no response is 
required.  
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Comments Recycled EIR Teal Club Specific Plan Part 4 

Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com> Tue, Feb 8, 2022 at 7:53 PM
Reply-To: Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com>
To: "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>, "simone.seydoux@oxnard.org" <simone.seydoux@oxnard.org>,
"betsy.george@oxnard.org" <betsy.george@oxnard.org>
Cc: "bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us" <bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us"
<bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "gabe.teran@oxnard.org" <gabe.teran@oxnard.org>, "gabriela.basua@oxnard.org"
<gabriela.basua@oxnard.org>, "john.zaragoza@oxnard.org" <john.zaragoza@oxnard.org>, "oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org"
<oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org>, "vianey.lopez@oxnard.org" <vianey.lopez@oxnard.org>

                In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than significant with the
incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing mitigation measures, there is no assurance the
mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not
completed. It is my opinion based upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a development project in Oxnard
should be 100% completed before a single house is built for that project.

                The addendum following these comments is the response I received 3+ weeks after I submitted questions at the end of 
December 20221 and beginning of January 2022. The general questions of what the mitigations going to cost, what are the funding
sources to fund the mitigation and what is the time line for completing the mitigations remain unanswered.

 Based upon the lack of response to these questions, and other questions submitted, it appears that the city does not plan
to complete the necessary mitigations for this specific plan like they have not completed the mitigations of the Northeast Community
Specific Plan. The fire station was removed from the Specific Plan 15 plus years after the homes were built. Sports Park has not
been constricted in 30 years, there is no timeline to complete Sports Park. The backbone of the city water system (supplying water
to 40,000 ratepayers via the AWTF (Advance Water Treatment Facility) has been languishing after 10 years. Not a drop of water
has been blended after the ratepayers of potable water have been subsidizing the ratepayers of non-potable water to the tune of
$14,000,000 per year. There is no timeline when the AWTF will be providing 21,000 acre feet of potable water to the ratepayers of
potable water. Meanwhile not only are the ratepayers of potable water paying $14,000,000+ to subsidize the users of non-potable
water they are also paying over $21,000,000 per year for water being imported from Northern California.

It is my recommendation that the Teal Club Specific Plan not be approved. There are no plans to perform the mitigations. I
would further recommend that no Specific Plan be approved until Sports Park, College Park and Campus Park be finished along
with the AWTF generating 21,000 acre feet of potable water. The developer is not responsible to finance these mitigation, but
should finance all of the infrastructure improvements related to this Specific Plan should it be approved. Not a single house should
be built until the infrastructure is completed.

 
Respectfully submitted 02/09/2022
Lawrence Paul Stein

2 attachments

Teal Club Specific Plan  Response Part 4.docx 
17K

2022 02 07  Staff Fesaponse _ Teal Club Specific Plan 02 -07 2022.pdf 
172K
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Teal Club Specific Plan EIR Response: Part - 4 

 
 In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than 
significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing 
mitigation measures, there is no assurance the mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact 
fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not completed. It is my opinion based 
upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a development project in Oxnard should be 
100% completed before a single house is built for that project.  

 The addendum following  these comments is the response I received 3+ weeks after I submitted 
questions at the end of  December 20221 and beginning of January 2022. The general questions of what 
the mitigations going to cost, what are the funding sources to fund the mitigation and what is the time 
line for completing the mitigations remain unanswered.  

 Based upon the lack of response to these questions, and other questions submitted, it appears 
that the city does not plan to complete the necessary mitigations for this specific plan like they have not 
completed the mitigations of the Northeast Community Specific Plan. The fire station was removed from 
the Specific Plan 15 plus years after the homes were built. Sports Park has not been constricted in 30 
years, there is no timeline to complete Sports Park. The back bone of the city water system (supplying 
water to 40,000 ratepayers via the AWTF (Advance Water Treatment Facility) has been languishing after 
10 years. Not a drop of water has been blended after the ratepayers of potable water have been 
subsidizing the ratepayers of non-potable water to the tune of $14,000,000 per year. There is no 
timeline when the AWTF will be providing 21,000 acre feet of potable water to the ratepayers of potable 
water. Meanwhile not only are the ratepayers of potable water paying $14,000,000+ to subsidize the 
users of non-potable water they are also paying over $21,000,000 per year for water being imported 
from Northern California. 

It is my recommendation that the Teal Club Specific Plan not be approved. There are no plans to 
perform the mitigations. I would further recommend that no Specific Plan be approved until Sports Park, 
College Park and Campus Park be finished along with the AWTF generating 21,000 acre feet of potable 
water. The developer is not responsible to finance these mitigation, but should finance all of the 
infrastructure improvements related to this Specific Plan should it be approved. Not a single house 
should be built until the infrastructure is completed. 

 

Respectfully submitted 02/09/2022 

Lawrence Paul Stein 
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Teal Club Specific Plan EIR Response: Part - 4 
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From: scott.kolwitz@oxnard.org,
To: oxnardactivist@aol.com,
Cc: simone.seydoux@oxnard.org, stephen.fischer@oxnard.org, kenneth.rozell@oxnard.org, Jason.Zaragoza@oxnard.org,

betsy.george@oxnard.org, jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org,
Subject: Re: Teal Club Specific Plan - Part 2

Date: Mon, Feb 7, 2022 7:59 pm
Attachments: Larry Stein Email 03.pdf (94K), Larry Stein Email 02.pdf (108K), Larry Stein Email 01.pdf (100K)

Hello Mr. Stein,
I hope you are well.

Our City Clerk team contacted me and let me know that you were seeking responses to
Teal Club related questions that had been previously submitted to the City.  Your
questions were pulled from several emails (see attached email), and were summarized in
the email thread below.  

You and I had a lengthy conversation, which I summarize below.  It was my intent to
send a follow up email after our conversation, but I cannot find it in my records.  I
apologize for not sending the email.  Please note that I have added two general
responses to questions 3 and 4 of the 5 summarized questions (the highlighted language
is new).

Your and my conversation happened in the first week of January, I think January 5,
where we generally discussed two items:

1. The Teal Club project, broadly, and 
2. That you didn't consider the Teal Club questions you submitted to us to be a public

records request.

As I recall our conversation, we spoke about a number of specific items, too: the
relationship between the school district and the City; if the Teal Club Specific Plan's
environmental document considered traffic patterns before or after the pandemic began;
if the Teal Club Specific Plan considered traffic patterns relative to virtual meetings
(school or work); if the Teal Club Specific Plan was considered in the Urban Water
Management Plan; if mitigation measures are required to be implemented; and what
assurances can be provided that mitigation measure will achieve the intended results.

We concluded that you were to write one or more EIR comment letters which could
criticize the EIR and / or provide statements of concurrence as you saw fit.  I
acknowledged that the City is required to provide written responses to EIR comments
received.  I recall your general response as not being thrilled with this direction, as you
thought your questions might lead you to additional questions; however, you
acknowledged the direction and would work with it.

I hope you find the above summary to be accurate, and we look forward to receiving
your letter(s).

Sincerely, 9-123
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Scott

Scott Kolwitz | Planning & Environmental Services Manager
Community Development Department 
214 S C Street | Oxnard, CA 93030
O: 805.385.3919
www.oxnard.org 

The Service Center and all public-interfacing City buildings will temporarily close to the
public beginning Monday, January 3rd, 2022 due to health and safety considerations. No
in-person services will be available until further notice.

Online services remain available through our online portal at www.oxnard.org/planning 

General inquiries should be sent via email to Planning@oxnard.org.

For new applications, email us at planning@oxnard.org. Large projects can be shipped with prior authorization. Smaller projects 

may be submitted via email.

For existing applications, contact your assigned Case Planner by direct email.

For the most up to date information on COVID-19 please
visit https://www.venturacountyrecovers.org/

On Mon, Dec 27, 2021 at 2:29 PM Seydoux, Simone <simone.seydoux@oxnard.org> wrote: 
FYI - 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Seydoux, Simone <simone.seydoux@oxnard.org> 
Date: Mon, Dec 27, 2021 at 2:27 PM 
Subject: Re: Teal Club Specific Plan - Part 2 
To: Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com> 
Cc: Jay Dobrowalski <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>, George, Betsy <betsy.george@oxnard.org>, Jason
Zaragoza <jason.zaragoza@oxnard.org> 

Hi Mr. Stein:

I hope you're enjoying your holidays. For tracking purposes, your email questions have been pulled out and
put into a PRA request.

We received your questions in the Office of the City Clerk on December 27, 2021. This request has been assigned file number PR
#21-415. The questions are as follows (please let me know if anything has been left out):

1. What schools (elementary, junior high school and high school) will the
students be going to? (And other school questions). The City does not
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provide education services -- those are provided by the various school districts
with jurisdiction over those areas.   As such, we don't have the response to the
questions related to education..  Staff will provide you with the applicable school
districts with jurisdiction over this development.

2. What is the current level of service at the key intersections of the schools
in question and what were the level of services pre virus at the key
intersections of the schools in question? Please let us know which specific
intersections you are referencing? As soon as we have that info, we can route it
for response.

3. Is it planned for the neighborhood be a gated community? What is the 
planned street width? How does a street width vary for a gated 
community vs a non gated community? Staff will be responding.  Planning
staff's response:  The Teal Club Specific Plan does not require nor preclude future
developments from being gated communities.  Neither the Oxnard City Code nor
the Specific Plan include standards for gated communities.  Teal Club Specific Plan
Figures 4-2, 4-3 and 4-4 which identifies the dimensions / standards for collector
and local streets

4. Will be the park be similar to the park at Caberillo neighborhood, open 
space only, (no rest rooms, no play area, no picnic area or similar to 
Lemonwood  neighborhood (picnic areas, playground, rest rooms)? What 
is the time line for completing the park in relation to the percentage of 
homes built? Staff will be responding. Planning staff's response:  The Teal Club
Specific Plan includes standards for land uses and includes Figure 3-1, a Land Use
Plan, which shows the locations of various uses, including future parks.  As no
development is currently proposed, the City hasn't identified the park amenities or
timing but only reserves land to be used for certain purposes.

5. Is the specific plan to be a CFD where the residents will be paying for 
enhanced services tacked onto the property tax bill? At this time, there is no 
responsive record/document to this.

 
We have forwarded the request to the appropriate staff records holders for fulfillment. We will make every effort to provide the
requested records or further determination by January 6, 2022.
 
Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions or concerns before then.
 
*************************************
Please note: For all Public Records Act requests - we have a Direct Request PRA portal for your convenience. You can
submit your request as a guest or, if you submit multiple requests, you are welcome to open an account so you can keep all
your requests together and on file.
 
The portal is located at: https://bit.ly/3vcMkFj
 
 
Sincerely,
 
Simone
 

 
On Sun, Dec 26, 2021 at 6:44 AM Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com> wrote: 

Jay, Betsy please address my concerns in the next two weeks.
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Please note additional concerns I have regarding the Teal Club Specific Plan
 
                In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than significant
with the incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing mitigation measures, there
is no assurance the mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient
and the mitigations are not completed. It is my opinion based upon past performance by city staff, that the
mitigations for a development project in Oxnard should be 100% completed before a single house is built for that
project.
 
                The city cannot control the approvals by school systems, but they can control the mitigation to maintain
the necessary flow of traffic (level of “C: or better at peak traffic times) adjacent to the schools. The Oxnard
Elementary School District removed the desire to build a school in this specific plan. The school district did not
removed the requirement to build a school in the Seabrige area. Developers paid a fee, the fee was passed on to
the home buyers, but the school was not built. From the internet: What are the schools in Seabridge CA
nearby?
When it comes to the education of the people living in Seabridge, there are various options
available nearby. Elementary schools in the area include Hollywood Beach Elementary School,
Christa McAuliffe Elementary School. High Schools in nearby area include Oxnard High School.
 

From the concerns / research I performed of the Southeast Community Specific Plan in
the 1990s and the Juan Soria School, it was discovered that up to 1/3 of the students may be
driven to school by the parents and are not bussed on a given day. What schools (elementary,
junior high school and high school) will the students be going to? What was the current
enrollment (pre virus) for those schools? What is the planned capacity for those schools?  What
is the increased enrollment for these schools? How much will traffic trips increase by at the
lighted intersections adjacent to the schools if 1/3 of the students are driven to the schools by
their parents? How will it affect the levels of service? How will traffic be mitigated? From my
observations, the traffic at Oxnard High School (on Gonzales) operated at a level less than “C”
(pre virus) at key intersections in the morning before school starts and in the afternoon when
school lets out. What is the current level of service at the key intersections of the schools in
question and what were the level of services pre virus at the key intersections of the schools in
question?

 
Is it planned for the neighborhood be a gated community? What is the planned street

width? How does a street width vary for a gated community vs a non gated community. I noticed
that a gated community will have a smaller street width than a non gated community making
parking more of an issue in a gated community than a non gated community.

 
Will be the park be similar to the park at Caberillo neighborhood, open space only, (no

rest rooms, no play area, no picnic area or similar to Lemonwood  neighborhood (picnic areas,
playground, rest rooms)? What is the time line for completing the park in relation to the
percentage of homes built?

 
Is the specific plan to be a CFD where the residents will be paying for enhanced services

tacked onto the property tax bill? At what point of occupancy will residence be able to vote to
have a CFD or op out of a CFD? 9-126
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Respectfully submitted,
 
Lawrence Paul Stein
1954 Falkner Place
Oxnard, CA 93033-1901
OxnardActivist@AOL.com
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 23 
 
COMMENTER: Lawrence Paul Stein 
 
DATE:   February 8, 2022 
 
Response 23.1 
 
The commenter provides similar comments to Comment 10.1, raising concerns that mitigation 
measures would not be implemented, and impact fees are too low. The commenter also states 
an opinion that the project should not be approved.  
 
Please see Response 10.1. 
 
Response 23.2 
 
The commenter provides the same comment as Comment 24.1  
 
Please see Response 10.1. 
 
Response 23.3 
 
The commenter provides correspondence between the commenter and the City. 
 
No new environmental issues are raised in these comments and no further response is required.  
 
Response 23.4 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Letter 12. 
 
Please see responses 12.1 through 12.4.  
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

TCSP
Sam Hall <samresq2@yahoo.com> Wed, Feb 9, 2022 at 6:44 PM
To: "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Good evening,

I was trying to zoom in on the Cabrillo neighborhood council meeting but there is no numeric meeting
password on the information sheet for phoning in, so I looked online for an update on the Teal Club project. 
Is it still going through?  It's already like a freeway on Doris and I can't imagine an accurate EIR would even
allow the congestion this project will bring.  A neighbor said it lacked money and wasn't going forward but it
looks like that information is erroneous or outdated.  Can you tell me if and when this terrible project will
begin?  It will be time to move before it commences!

Sam Hall
Cabrillo area resident  
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 24 
 
COMMENTER: Sam Hall 
 
DATE:   February 9, 2022 
 
Response 24.1 
 
The commenter asks about the timeline for the project and raises concerns regarding traffic on 
Doris Avenue. 
 
Please see Response 9.3 for a response regarding traffic. The estimated project timeframe is 
shown on Table 2-4 in Section 2.0, Project Description. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR 
are required as a result of this comment. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Teal Club Re-Circulated EIR Teal Club Specific Plan - Questions not answered 

Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com> Thu, Feb 10, 2022 at 4:18 AM
Reply-To: Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com>
To: "betsy.george@oxnard.org" <betsy.george@oxnard.org>, "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>,
"simone.seydoux@oxnard.org" <simone.seydoux@oxnard.org>
Cc: "bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us" <bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us"
<bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "gabe.teran@oxnard.org" <gabe.teran@oxnard.org>, "gabriela.basua@oxnard.org"
<gabriela.basua@oxnard.org>, "john.zaragoza@oxnard.org" <john.zaragoza@oxnard.org>, "oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org"
<oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org>, "vianey.lopez@oxnard.org" <vianey.lopez@oxnard.org>

Ms George:
Since these concerns are being treated by staff as Public Record Requests and I have not gotten answers to the questions in some
case over 30 days.  Please provide the answers by Monday 02/14/2022. The period for public comments will be closed on
02/15/2022. You are my contact person for my questions / issues I have with the City of Oxnard per the city attorney's office.  You
have been forwarded these questions / issues earlier. 

Mr. Dobrowalski:
You are the contact person for the Recirculated Teal Club Specific Plan. You have not provided any answers submitted in the 50+
day period I have submitted questions, The questions in GREEN have been answered by other staff members, the questions /
issues in RED remain unanswered, Please provide the answers to the questions in RED to the city clerk so they may be forwared
to me by 02/14/2022 so I may respond to them prior to the public cutoff date.

Consider the attached as additional public comments to the recirculated EIR for the Teal Club Specific plan. Please keep the
highlights as they are in the comments.

Respectfully submitted

Lawrence Paul Stein 02/10/2022

6 attachments

Teal Club Specific Plan  Response Part 4 a.docx 
18K

2021 12 23 Teal Club Road EIR Part 3 a.docx 
19K

2021 12 23 Teal Club Road EIR Part 2 a.docx 
19K

2021 12 23  Teal Club Road EIR a.docx 
19K

2022 02 07  Staff Response _ Teal Club Specific Plan 02 -07 2022.pdf 
172K

2021 01 Public Record Request Oxnard Elementary School Answers.docx 
21K
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Public Record Request: Fremont, Juan Soria, & Thurgood Marshall Schools 

 

01/03/2022 
 
Dr. Karling Aguilera-Fort 
Oxnard Elementary School District 

1051 South A Street 
Oxnard, CA 93030 
 
Lawrence Stein 
1965 Falkner Place 
Oxnard, CA 93033 
 
RE: Public Record Request: for Information of Fremont Junior High School, Juan Soria School 
and Thurgood Marshall School. 
 

I request to inspect public documents regarding Fremont Junior High School, Juan Soria 
School and Thurgood Marshall School. I wish to see the documents that reflect the planned 
capacity size for each school, the pre virus enrollment for the last five years for each school, the 
composite state test scores for each school for the last 5 years and the state ranking for each 
school for the past 5 years. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Lawrence Paul Stein 
OxnardActivist@AOL.com 
805 824-4978 
 
 

These are the results from my pubic record request.  The planned capacity numbers were 
provided by Dr. Karling Aguilera-Fort’s office 01/15/2022.  The remaining data was obtained from the 
website  caschooldashboard.org accessed via the school district dashboard web site.  State rankings for 
each school were not available.  

2022 01 School Analysis 

 Fremont Marshall Juan Soria 

    

 Planned Capacity 
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1,392  804  1,106  

    

Enrollment 
2017 1,110  550  1,027  

2018 1,113  532  1,040  

2019 1,065  593  1,032  

2020 958  719  983  

2021 841  798  953  

Composite Test Scores 

English Language 

2017 
67.2  Points 

Below Standard 
48.2 Points 

Below Standard 
21 Points Below 

Standard 

2018 
68.5 Points 

Below Standard 
22.6  Points 

Below Standard 
13.8 Points 

Below Standard 

2019 
58.8  Points 

Below Standard 
21.8  Points 

Below Standard 
12  Points 

Below Standard 

2020 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 

2021 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 

    

Mathematics 

2017 
108.8 Points 

Below Standard 
47.4 Points 

Below Standard 
71.1  Points 

Below Standard 
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2018 
114.6 Points 

Below Standard 
49.8  Points 

Below Standard 
67.4 Points 

Below Standard 

2019 
113.6 Points 

Below Standard 
43.2  Points 

Below Standard 
66.1  Points 

Below Standard 

2020 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 

2021 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 
Test Scores Not 

Published 

    
 
 

The results indicated the elementary schools, in particular Fremont, have the capacity to have 
more students, but the quality of the education is consistently below standard. I would not recommend 
approving any new housing developments until the quality of education is at least average for three 
straight years  Anything less is a disservice to the home buyers. 
 

Education is generally not considered a quality of life issue and generally is not considered when 
evaluating a specific plan. I feel an exception should be made considering the historically poor 
performance of the Oxnard Elementary School District and the expected market price (at least $500,000 
per housing unit). 
 
Respectfully submitted 
 
 Lawrence Paul Stein 
1965 Falkner Place 
Oxnard, CA 93030 
Oxnard Activist@AOL.Com 
 
 
 
Address 
1051 South A Street, Oxnard, CA 93030 
  
Phone 
805-385-1501 
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From: scott.kolwitz@oxnard.org,
To: oxnardactivist@aol.com,
Cc: simone.seydoux@oxnard.org, stephen.fischer@oxnard.org, kenneth.rozell@oxnard.org, Jason.Zaragoza@oxnard.org,

betsy.george@oxnard.org, jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org,
Subject: Re: Teal Club Specific Plan - Part 2

Date: Mon, Feb 7, 2022 7:59 pm
Attachments: Larry Stein Email 03.pdf (94K), Larry Stein Email 02.pdf (108K), Larry Stein Email 01.pdf (100K)

Hello Mr. Stein,
I hope you are well.

Our City Clerk team contacted me and let me know that you were seeking responses to
Teal Club related questions that had been previously submitted to the City.  Your
questions were pulled from several emails (see attached email), and were summarized in
the email thread below.  

You and I had a lengthy conversation, which I summarize below.  It was my intent to
send a follow up email after our conversation, but I cannot find it in my records.  I
apologize for not sending the email.  Please note that I have added two general
responses to questions 3 and 4 of the 5 summarized questions (the highlighted language
is new).

Your and my conversation happened in the first week of January, I think January 5,
where we generally discussed two items:

1. The Teal Club project, broadly, and 
2. That you didn't consider the Teal Club questions you submitted to us to be a public

records request.

As I recall our conversation, we spoke about a number of specific items, too: the
relationship between the school district and the City; if the Teal Club Specific Plan's
environmental document considered traffic patterns before or after the pandemic began;
if the Teal Club Specific Plan considered traffic patterns relative to virtual meetings
(school or work); if the Teal Club Specific Plan was considered in the Urban Water
Management Plan; if mitigation measures are required to be implemented; and what
assurances can be provided that mitigation measure will achieve the intended results.

We concluded that you were to write one or more EIR comment letters which could
criticize the EIR and / or provide statements of concurrence as you saw fit.  I
acknowledged that the City is required to provide written responses to EIR comments
received.  I recall your general response as not being thrilled with this direction, as you
thought your questions might lead you to additional questions; however, you
acknowledged the direction and would work with it.

I hope you find the above summary to be accurate, and we look forward to receiving
your letter(s).
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Scott

Scott Kolwitz | Planning & Environmental Services Manager
Community Development Department 
214 S C Street | Oxnard, CA 93030
O: 805.385.3919
www.oxnard.org 

The Service Center and all public-interfacing City buildings will temporarily close to the
public beginning Monday, January 3rd, 2022 due to health and safety considerations. No
in-person services will be available until further notice.

Online services remain available through our online portal at www.oxnard.org/planning 

General inquiries should be sent via email to Planning@oxnard.org.

For new applications, email us at planning@oxnard.org. Large projects can be shipped with prior authorization. Smaller projects 

may be submitted via email.

For existing applications, contact your assigned Case Planner by direct email.

For the most up to date information on COVID-19 please
visit https://www.venturacountyrecovers.org/

On Mon, Dec 27, 2021 at 2:29 PM Seydoux, Simone <simone.seydoux@oxnard.org> wrote: 
FYI - 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Seydoux, Simone <simone.seydoux@oxnard.org> 
Date: Mon, Dec 27, 2021 at 2:27 PM 
Subject: Re: Teal Club Specific Plan - Part 2 
To: Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com> 
Cc: Jay Dobrowalski <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>, George, Betsy <betsy.george@oxnard.org>, Jason
Zaragoza <jason.zaragoza@oxnard.org> 

Hi Mr. Stein:

I hope you're enjoying your holidays. For tracking purposes, your email questions have been pulled out and
put into a PRA request.

We received your questions in the Office of the City Clerk on December 27, 2021. This request has been assigned file number PR
#21-415. The questions are as follows (please let me know if anything has been left out):

1. What schools (elementary, junior high school and high school) will the
students be going to? (And other school questions). The City does not
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provide education services -- those are provided by the various school districts
with jurisdiction over those areas.   As such, we don't have the response to the
questions related to education..  Staff will provide you with the applicable school
districts with jurisdiction over this development.

2. What is the current level of service at the key intersections of the schools
in question and what were the level of services pre virus at the key
intersections of the schools in question? Please let us know which specific
intersections you are referencing? As soon as we have that info, we can route it
for response.

3. Is it planned for the neighborhood be a gated community? What is the
planned street width? How does a street width vary for a gated
community vs a non gated community? Staff will be responding.  Planning
staff's response:  The Teal Club Specific Plan does not require nor preclude future
developments from being gated communities.  Neither the Oxnard City Code nor
the Specific Plan include standards for gated communities.  Teal Club Specific Plan
Figures 4-2, 4-3 and 4-4 which identifies the dimensions / standards for collector
and local streets

4. Will be the park be similar to the park at Caberillo neighborhood, open
space only, (no rest rooms, no play area, no picnic area or similar to
Lemonwood  neighborhood (picnic areas, playground, rest rooms)? What
is the time line for completing the park in relation to the percentage of
homes built? Staff will be responding. Planning staff's response:  The Teal Club
Specific Plan includes standards for land uses and includes Figure 3-1, a Land Use
Plan, which shows the locations of various uses, including future parks.  As no
development is currently proposed, the City hasn't identified the park amenities or
timing but only reserves land to be used for certain purposes.

5. Is the specific plan to be a CFD where the residents will be paying for
enhanced services tacked onto the property tax bill? At this time, there is no
responsive record/document to this.

We have forwarded the request to the appropriate staff records holders for fulfillment. We will make every effort to provide the
requested records or further determination by January 6, 2022.

Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions or concerns before then.

*************************************
Please note: For all Public Records Act requests - we have a Direct Request PRA portal for your convenience. You can
submit your request as a guest or, if you submit multiple requests, you are welcome to open an account so you can keep all
your requests together and on file.

The portal is located at: https://bit.ly/3vcMkFj

Sincerely,

Simone

On Sun, Dec 26, 2021 at 6:44 AM Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com> wrote: 
Jay, Betsy please address my concerns in the next two weeks.
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Please note additional concerns I have regarding the Teal Club Specific Plan
 
                In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than significant
with the incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing mitigation measures, there
is no assurance the mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient
and the mitigations are not completed. It is my opinion based upon past performance by city staff, that the
mitigations for a development project in Oxnard should be 100% completed before a single house is built for that
project.
 
                The city cannot control the approvals by school systems, but they can control the mitigation to maintain
the necessary flow of traffic (level of “C: or better at peak traffic times) adjacent to the schools. The Oxnard
Elementary School District removed the desire to build a school in this specific plan. The school district did not
removed the requirement to build a school in the Seabrige area. Developers paid a fee, the fee was passed on to
the home buyers, but the school was not built. From the internet: What are the schools in Seabridge CA
nearby?
When it comes to the education of the people living in Seabridge, there are various options
available nearby. Elementary schools in the area include Hollywood Beach Elementary School,
Christa McAuliffe Elementary School. High Schools in nearby area include Oxnard High School.
 

From the concerns / research I performed of the Southeast Community Specific Plan in
the 1990s and the Juan Soria School, it was discovered that up to 1/3 of the students may be
driven to school by the parents and are not bussed on a given day. What schools (elementary,
junior high school and high school) will the students be going to? What was the current
enrollment (pre virus) for those schools? What is the planned capacity for those schools?  What
is the increased enrollment for these schools? How much will traffic trips increase by at the
lighted intersections adjacent to the schools if 1/3 of the students are driven to the schools by
their parents? How will it affect the levels of service? How will traffic be mitigated? From my
observations, the traffic at Oxnard High School (on Gonzales) operated at a level less than “C”
(pre virus) at key intersections in the morning before school starts and in the afternoon when
school lets out. What is the current level of service at the key intersections of the schools in
question and what were the level of services pre virus at the key intersections of the schools in
question?

 
Is it planned for the neighborhood be a gated community? What is the planned street

width? How does a street width vary for a gated community vs a non gated community. I noticed
that a gated community will have a smaller street width than a non gated community making
parking more of an issue in a gated community than a non gated community.

 
Will be the park be similar to the park at Caberillo neighborhood, open space only, (no

rest rooms, no play area, no picnic area or similar to Lemonwood  neighborhood (picnic areas,
playground, rest rooms)? What is the time line for completing the park in relation to the
percentage of homes built?

 
Is the specific plan to be a CFD where the residents will be paying for enhanced services

tacked onto the property tax bill? At what point of occupancy will residence be able to vote to
have a CFD or op out of a CFD? 9-138
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Respectfully submitted,
 
Lawrence Paul Stein
1954 Falkner Place
Oxnard, CA 93033-1901
OxnardActivist@AOL.com
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Comments Recirculated Draft EIR Teal Club Road    12 27 2021 – Lawrence Stein 

 In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than 
significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing 
mitigation measures, there is no assurance the mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact 
fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not completed. It is my opinion that 
the mitigations should be 100% completed before a single house is built. Staff does not want members 
of the public to recall the past, but current staff still has not completed major infrastructure 
improvements after 10+ years including the completion of 3 regional parks, improved traffic via the ITS 
(Intelligent Traffic System (the city has not had a traffic engineer stay with the city for more the 3 years 
for over 10 years)), or recycled water blended into the general water supply. Both the expected flow of 
traffic and lack of recycled water impact this project. There is no assurance that the park will be built. 
The city has no control when schools are built. The citizens are impacted when new housing projects 
come online, but the impacts are not mitigated.  

 There are numerous intersections (other than the 5 intersections that are exceptions) that still 
operate at less than a level “C” during peak traffic hours. There is no assurance that the egress points for 
this project won’t affect negatively traffic ½ mile away on Ventura and 5th or Ventura and Gonzales.  

 The park for West Village was included in the Northeast Community Specific plan in the early 
1990s, it hasn’t been built, but the homes, schools and shopping centers have. The land for Sports Park 
for was purchased in 1998. Sports Part is not completed. College Park is not completed after 20+ years. 
There is no assurance that this park will be built 

The Northeast Community Specific Plan (1992) called for a fire station after 50% build out, 
(100% build out was completed over 15 years ago). Note that 2,500+ homes, 2 high schools, 4 schools 
for elementary school systems, and over 4 shopping centers have been built in the Northeast 
Community Specific Plan, (a small town in mid America) The plans for the fire station were pulled 3 years 
ago. Did Amazon have anything to do with this? The fire station for this specific plan was discussed in 
2005, now it is being pulled.  

The Oxnard Elementary School System, one of the largest non unified school systems in the 
state will not build a school, that was promised, just as the school that was promised for the harbor area 
(Seabridge)was not built. It is my understanding that the Oxnard Elementary School Systems’ test scores 
have historically placed the school system in the bottom 20% of the state. People with children will buy 
homes in Ventura or Camarillo for $100,000 or more, than in Oxnard because the test scores for those 
school systems place those schools in the upper 20% of the state.   

 The recycled water program was presented to the city council in 2010, to be the backbone of 
the city water supply. The city council approved over $120,000,000 in bonds to build the project. The 
advance water treatment facility (AWIF) was completed and became operational in 2012. Not a single 
drop of water has been blended into the city water system even though the rate payers are paying over 
$7,500,000 in debt service every year (about $15.00 of each of the 40,000+ ratepayers monthly water 
bill is for debt service on the recycled water program for water they are not getting). The rate payers of 
potable water are paying over $14,000,000 to support the users of non potable water (a response from 
a public record request).  The Capital Improvement Project budgets for the next 3 years do not include 
expanding the recycled water program. The ground water management agency for the county is cutting 
back by 40% over the next 10+ years the amount of water the city can draw the ground. The county has 
also disallowed the water draw back credits that was promised to the city from the recycled water. The 
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Comments Recirculated Draft EIR Teal Club Road    12 27 2021 – Lawrence Stein 

city did not build a pipeline to the largest user industrial water (it is my understanding the industrial user 
uses between 3,000, to 4,000 acre feet of potable water each year when, if the pipeline were built, they 
could be using recycled water). Water pump back credits for taking this farm land out of production will 
not be granted. Where will the recycled water come from that is referred to in this plan? How much are 
developers paying for the source of the recycled water for this plan? 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Lawrence Paul Stein 
1965 Falkner Place 
Oxnard, CA 93033-1901 
OxnardActivist@AOL.com 
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Comments Recirculated Draft EIR Teal Club Road    12 27 2021 – Lawrence Stein 

  In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than 
significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing 
mitigation measures, there is no assurance the mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact 
fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not completed. It is my opinion based 
upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a development project in Oxnard should be 
100% completed before a single house is built for that project.  

 The city cannot control the approvals by school systems, but they can control the mitigation to 
maintain the necessary flow of traffic (level of “C: or better at peak traffic times) adjacent to the schools. 
The Oxnard Elementary School District removed the desire to build a school in this specific plan. The 
school district did not remove the requirement to build a school in the Seabridge area. Developers paid 
a fee, the fee was passed on to the home buyers, but the school was not built. From the internet: What 
are the schools in Seabridge CA nearby? 

When it comes to the education of the people living in Seabridge, there are various 
options available nearby. Elementary schools in the area include Hollywood Beach 
Elementary School, Christa McAuliffe Elementary School. High Schools in nearby area 
include Oxnard High School. 
 

From the concerns / research I performed of the Southeast Community Specific 
Plan in the 1990s and the Juan Soria School, it was discovered that up to 1/3 of the 
students may be driven to school by the parents and are not bussed on a given day. 
What schools (elementary, junior high school and high school) will the students 
be going to? What was the current enrollment (pre virus) for those schools? What 
is the planned capacity for those schools?  What is the increased enrollment for 
these schools? How much will traffic trips increase by at the lighted intersections 
adjacent to the schools if 1/3 of the students are driven to the schools by their 
parents? How will it affect the levels of service? How will traffic be mitigated? 
From my observations, the traffic at Oxnard High School (on Gonzales) operated at a 
level less than “C” (pre virus) at key intersections in the morning before school starts 
and in the afternoon when school lets out. What is the current level of service at the 
key intersections of the schools in question and what were the level of services 
pre virus at the key intersections of the schools in question?  

 
Is it planned for the neighborhood be a gated community? What is the 

planned street width? How does a street width vary for a gated community vs a 
non gated community? I noticed that a gated community will have a smaller street 
width than a non gated community making parking more of an issue in a gated 
community than a non gated community.  

Will be the park be similar to the park at Cabrillo neighborhood, open space 
only, (no rest rooms, no play area, no picnic area or similar to Lemonwood 
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Comments Recirculated Draft EIR Teal Club Road    12 27 2021 – Lawrence Stein 

neighborhood (picnic areas, playground, rest rooms)? What is the time line for 
completing the park in relation to the percentage of homes built? 

Is the specific plan to be a CFD where the residents will be paying for 
enhanced services tacked onto the property tax bill? At what point of occupancy 
will residence be able to vote to have a CFD or op out of a CFD? 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

Lawrence Paul Stein 
1965 Falkner Place 
Oxnard, CA 93033-1901 
OxnardActivist@AOL.com 
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Comments Recirculated Draft EIR Teal Club Road    01 31 2022 – Lawrence Stein 

  In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than significant with 
the incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing mitigation measures, there is no 
assurance the mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the 
mitigations are not completed. It is my opinion based upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a 
development project in Oxnard should be 100% completed before a single house is built for that project.  

 Water is an issue.  As stated earlier, the city was to have built wells for water treated by the AWTF (Advance 
Water Treatment Facility) when it first became operational in September 2012.  The rate payers of potable water have 
been paying over $14,000,000 a year to subsidize the users of non potable water. The city has not built the wells and 
passed the state water review after 10+ years. The wells being built are located at the site known as Campus Park.  Will 
this be the source of the non potable water referred to in the specific plan? How much will the developers be paying 
towards the 3rd skid of water production? There should be a condition in this specific plan stating that housing units 
cannot be built until after the AWTF has the capacity of treating 3 skids (21,000 acre feet) of water per year. Other 
specific plans have not been approved such as the Southeast Community Specific Plan and South Shore Specific Plan.  If 
this specific plan is not approved, what prevents the current entities of the farmland to build wells or take advantage 
of the rising water tables when the water is pumped into the ground less than 2,000 feet away?  

The city’s population is declining according to the recent federal census.  What is the median wage of the city’s 
population? Given that the typical 3 bedroom / 2 bath used home is selling above $400,000, a first time home buyer of a 
conventional loan will need $80,000+ (20%) for a down payment. Interest rates are at a historic low now, they are not 
likely be this low 5 years from now.  How much income will the homeowners need to purchase these homes in the 
specific plan?  It is not known when the first housing units will be built, should the specific plan be approved, but the 
housing units will not likely be built for at least 5 years after the specific plan is approved.  What are the interest rates 
expected to be when the first housing are offered to home buyers? It is not a number that can be projected.  Reports 
from the Oxnard Elementary School District seem to indicate a vast number of the students (if not more than 50% see 
caschooldashboard.org) are economically disadvantaged. The affordability to the local community of the housing units 
should be considered and not just the affordability to members outside of the community. What economic resources 
will be made available to the economically disadvantages members of this community so they can become 
homeowners in this specific plan? CDBG (Community Development Block Grant) funding has been declining for over 10 
years. 

Interest rates are rising and there are general concerns that there is another significant drop in the housing 
market forth coming in the near future (there have been two such drops in the last 30 years (1989 – 1991 & 2005 – 
2007)). The economic impact needs to be considered. It is my understanding that the city had a policy adopted in the 
1990’s that Specific Plans are to be economically neutral.  Will this specific plan be economically neutral if there is a 
drop in the market value of homes (decrease in property taxes)? 

The housing units should not be built until after the project has been fully mitigated. Low income housing should 
be provided in the form of completed housing units and not in the form of cash subsidies.  

Respectfully submitted 01/31/2022 

Lawrence Paul Stein 
1965 Falkner Place 
Oxnard, CA 93033-1901 
OxnardActivist@AOL.com 
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Teal Club Specific Plan EIR Response: Part - 4 

 
 In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than 
significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing 
mitigation measures, there is no assurance the mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact 
fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not completed. It is my opinion based 
upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a development project in Oxnard should be 
100% completed before a single house is built for that project.  

 The addendum following  these comments is the response I received 3+ weeks after I submitted 
questions at the end of  December 2021 and beginning of January 2022. The general questions of what 
the mitigations are going to cost, what are the funding sources to fund the mitigations and what is the 
time line for completing the mitigations remain unanswered.  

 Based upon the lack of response to these questions, and other questions submitted, it appears 
that the city does not plan to complete the necessary mitigations for this specific plan like they have not 
completed the mitigations of the Northeast Community Specific Plan. The fire station was removed from 
the Specific Plan 15 plus years after the homes were built. Sports Park has not been constricted in 30 
years, there is no timeline to complete Sports Park. The back bone of the city water system (supplying 
water to 40,000 ratepayers via the AWTF (Advance Water Treatment Facility) has been languishing after 
10 years. Not a drop of water has been blended after the ratepayers of potable water have been 
subsidizing the ratepayers of non-potable water to the tune of $14,000,000 per year. There is no 
timeline when the AWTF will be providing 21,000 acre feet of potable water to the ratepayers of potable 
water. Meanwhile not only are the ratepayers of potable water paying $14,000,000+ to subsidize the 
users of non-potable water they are also paying over $21,000,000 per year for water being imported 
from Northern California. 

It is my recommendation that the Teal Club Specific Plan not be approved. There are no plans to 
perform the mitigations. I would further recommend that no Specific Plan be approved until Sports Park, 
College Park and Campus Park be finished along with the AWTF generating 21,000 acre feet of potable 
water. The developer is not responsible to finance these mitigation, but should finance all of the 
infrastructure improvements related to this Specific Plan should it be approved. Not a single house 
should be built until the infrastructure is completed. 

 

Respectfully submitted 02/09/2022 

Lawrence Paul Stein 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 25 
 
COMMENTER: Lawrence Paul Stein 
 
DATE:   February 10, 2022 
 
Response 25.1 
 
The commenter states that no responses to their letters have been received.  
 
This comment has been acknowledged but does not raise concerns pertaining to the adequacy 
of the EIR or the CEQA process. Pursuant to CEQA, responses to written comments on the 
Draft EIR may be provided in the Final EIR, i.e., in this section. Therefore, no further response is 
required. 
 
Response 25.2 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Letter 18. 
 
Please see Response 18.1.  
 
Response 25.3 
 
The commenter provides correspondence between the commenter and the City. 
 
No new environmental issues are raised in these comments and no further response is required.  
 
Response 25.4 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Letter 12. 
 
Please see responses 12.1 through 12.4.  
 
Response 25.5 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Letter 10.  
 
Please see responses 10.1 through 10.4.  
 
Response 25.6 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Letter 12.  
 
Please see responses 12.1 through 12.4.  
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Response 25.7 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Letter 21. 
 
Please see responses 21.1 through 21.4.  
 
Response 25.8 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as Comment 24.1. 
 
Please see responses 10.1 and 24.1.  
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

EIR Comments: Teal Club Specific Plan 

szacks1@aol.com <szacks1@aol.com> Fri, Feb 11, 2022 at 9:26 AM
To: jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org

Jay,

Attached are comments/questions on the Teal Club Specific Plan EIR. A primary concern is the potential for congested traffic until
adequate mitigation measures are implemented.

 

Regards,

Steve Zacks

TCSP EIR Comments.docx 
29K
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Teal Club Specific Plan Recirculated Draft EIR December 2021 

 

1. DEIR Page 4.7-20: 
- during the past 26 years, there have been eight significant accidents associated with Oxnard Airport, 
averaging about one every 3.9 years 
- the probability of an accident occurring in the TCSP area is 0.0092 accidents per year, or about one 
accident every 109 years within or near the project boundaries 
 
Comments:  
- There has been at least two plane accidents in the TCSP area (including one on Doris Avenue) between 
Ventura Road and Patterson Road since 1991. How many of the eight significant accidents associated 
with Oxnard Airport were within or near the TCSP boundaries? 
- Does the actual accident history in the TCSP area reflect the calculated probability of one every 109 
years? 
- Do significant accidents include planes making an emergency landing in an agricultural field where 
there were no injuries or death? If no, then these should be included in the probability calculation if the 
agricultural field is or will be developed. 
 
 
2. DEIR Page 4.11-2: The attendance boundaries of individual schools are adjusted by the school districts 
periodically on an as-needed basis. For this reason, students from homes developed in the TCSP area 
could potentially affect enrollment at any school within the District. As such, it is unknown which 
specific schools could be impacted. For this reason, the analysis focuses on overall school district 
capacities. Further, although in March 2018, OSD approved a new school site adjacent to the project 
area that would include a district office, a 700-student elementary school, and a 1,200-student middle 
school, the timing of construction and opening of these schools is unknown. 
 
Comments:  
- Would OSD be constructing the 700-student elementary school and 1,200-student middle school if the 
TCSP was not developed?  
- If OSD is constructing these schools in direct response to the TCSP residences, should the traffic and 
other impacts from these schools be considered TCSP impacts? 

 

3. DEIR Pg 4.13-6: Table 4.13-2 shows existing LOS A at AM and PM Peak Hours at Patterson/Gonzales 
intersection. 
 
Comments:  
- There is often backup during the AM from Oxnard High students making a left turn from northbound 
Patterson to westbound Gonzales- this traffic does not seem to be at LOS A. Is Oxnard High traffic 
included in the AM Peak Hour LOS calculations? 
- Is traffic from the planned 700-student elementary school, and 1,200-student middle school included 
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in the Cumulative plus Project LOS calculations? 
 

 
4. DEIR Pg 4.13-14:  
Teal Club Road is currently a two-lane rural road and is programmed to be built up to two-lane local 
arterial standards between Victoria Avenue and Patterson Road. 
The future roadway widening to local arterial standards of Doris Avenue and Teal Club Road between 
Patterson Road and Victoria Avenue should be planned based on future development in the area 
(including the adjacent Oxnard School District school site), for which the Teal Club Specific Plan project 
would pay its proportionate share to the cost of roadway widening. 
 
Comments:  
- Are there measures proposed in the DEIR or by the City/ County for the widening of Teal Club Road and 
Doris Avenue between Patterson Road and Victoria Avenue?  
- Do the mitigated LOS calculations consider the backup that would be at the Doris/Patterson and Teal 
Club/ Patterson intersections by traffic entering these intersections from two-lane roadways? 
- When would Teal Club Road and Doris Avenue between Patterson Road and Victoria Avenue be 
widened? 
 - Could there be backups at the Doris/Patterson and Doris/Victoria intersections (particularly during 
school commute periods) until these roads are widened? 

 

5. DEIR Pg 4.13-15: Doris Avenue between the Plan Area Boundary and Ventura Road. The project 
developer shall construct the widening of this roadway segment to full local arterial (four lane) 
standards. 
 
Comments: Is the west “Plan Area Boundary” intersect Doris Avenue just west of Joliet?  
If yes: 
- When will Doris Avenue between the west “Plan Area Boundary” and Patterson be widened? 
- Is the impact of the one lane eastbound Doris on the Doris- Patterson intersection considered in the 
existing+ project and existing+ project+ cumulative LOS scenarios? 
-  

 

 

 

 

4
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 26 
 
COMMENTER: Steve Zacks 
 
DATE:   February 11, 2022 
 
Response 26.1 
 
The commenter asks questions about information in the Recirculated Draft EIR regarding the 
aircraft accident statistics and if they are reliable.  
 
As discussed in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, an 
aircraft hazard and land use risk assessment was conducted by Heliplanners Inc. in 2012. A 
summary of accidents is included on pages 10 and 11 in this report. None of these accidents 
were in the TCSP area or additional Annexation area. This report assessed potential safety 
hazards for residents and workers in the TCSP area and additional annexation area. The risk 
assessment and calculated probability of an accident in the TCSP area is based on information 
in the ALUP, the number of accidents in a national database, and other information. It is not 
based solely on the number of accidents associated with the Oxnard Airport and it does take 
into account non-injury accidents. The report determined that due to the low probability of an 
accident occurring in the TCSP area, and the availability of emergency landing areas, impacts 
related to airport safety hazards would be less than significant. No revisions to the Recirculated 
Draft EIR are needed.  
 
Response 26.2 
 
The commenter questions if Oxnard School District would be constructing the 700-student 
elementary school and 1,200-student middle school if the project was not being developed. In 
addition, the commenter asks if traffic and other impacts from the schools should be considered 
as project impacts. 
 
The Oxnard School District project is separate from the proposed project analyzed in the EIR 
and is not tied to TCSP development. The impacts associated with the proposed school facilities 
are considered in the cumulative impact analyses throughout the EIR; however, impacts 
associated with the school project are not attributed to the TCSP development. No revisions to 
the Recirculated Draft EIR are needed.  
 
Response 26.3 
 
The commenter questions the LOS of Patterson to westbound Gonzales. The commenter also 
questions if the traffic from the proposed schools has been included into the calculations. 
 
Please see Response 9.3 for a response to questions related to traffic congestion. Impacts 
associated with the proposed school facilities in combination with the proposed project were 
considered in the cumulative impact scenario. No revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR are 
needed. 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Response 26.4 
 
The commenter asks if there are measures for widening Teal Club Road and Doris Avenue, asks 
why they would be widened, and asks about backups on the roads.  
 
Please see Response 9.3 for a response to questions related to traffic congestion. Recommended 
mitigation measures T-1(a) through T-1(g) in Section 4.13 pertain to the roadway widening time 
and requirements. As stated in Section 2.0, Project Description, all roadways surrounding the 
TCSP area (Ventura Road, Patterson Road, Doris Avenue, and Teal Club Road) would be 
widened to 2030 General Plan Circulation Element standards adjacent to the TCSP site on the 
seven Teal Club parcels. No revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR are needed. 
 
Response 26.5 
 
The commenter questions if the west “Plan Area Boundary” intersects Doris Avenue just west 
of Joliet Place and asks when Doris Avenue would be widened and if the impact on the 
Doris/Patterson intersection is considered in all scenarios.  
 
As shown on Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the Plan 
Area Boundary is Doris Avenue just west of Joliet Place. Please see Response 9.3 for a response 
to questions related to traffic congestion. In accordance with Recommended Mitigation Measure 
T-1(b), Doris Avenue between the Plan Area Boundary and Ventura Road would be completed 
prior to occupancy clearance for any portion of Phase 1 development. Recommended mitigation 
measures T-3(a) and T-3(c) involve intersection improvements for Victoria Avenue/Doris 
Avenue and Doris Avenue/Patterson Road that would address impacts in all scenarios. No 
revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR are needed. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

EIR Comments: Teal Club Specific Plan 

whagedohm@cirs.com <whagedohm@cirs.com> Fri, Feb 11, 2022 at 11:19 AM
To: jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org, Vyto Adomaitis <vyto.adomaitis@oxnard.org>
Cc: Carina.Armenta@mail.house.gov, "Ramirez, Carmen" <Carmen.Ramirez@ventura.org>, "Perello, Bert" <bert.perello@oxnard.org>,
Alexander Nguyen <alexander.nguyen@oxnard.org>, john.zaragoza@oxnard.org, Julie Pena <jpena7@verizon.net>, Diane Delaney
<dedelane@earthlink.net>, rick.gutz@gmail.com, Robert Murphy <murph1198@gmail.com>, Steve Tannehill
<stevetannehill335@gmail.com>, David Cronshaw <davcrons@live.com>

To: Jay Dobrowalski, Senior Planner

The attached letter from the Oxnard Shores Neighborhood Council is submitted in response to the Teal Club Development EIR.  The
EIR does not address the issue of lead toxins emitted by the older piston engine aircraft using Oxnard Airport (OXR).  These planes fly
repeated touch and go operations resulting in thousands of landings and take offs each month emitting lead toxins into the air.  A
recently concluded Northern California study found children living near an airport similar to OXR had elevated levels of lead in their
blood.  The effect of these operations needs to be addressed by the EIR for the Teal Club project given its close proximity to the airport
(located 1000' from the airport runway), its location under the air traffic pattern zone,  and the amount of parks and recreational open
space that will attract residents from other parts of the City, as well as the proposed school.

Sincerely,

Walter Hagedohm, Chair

Oxnard Shores Neighborhood Council

 

Oxnard Airport - Teal Club EIR (1).docx 
16K
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To: Jay Dobrowalski, Senior Planner City of Oxnard 

I am writing you as Chair of the Oxnard Shores Neighborhood Council representing approximately 5,000 
residents residing from 5th Street to Channel Island Blvd and from Harbor Blvd to the ocean. We live in 
proximity to the Oxnard Airport (OXR) and are in the flight path of planes operating touch and go 
operations.  This letter is in response to the environmental impact report for the Teal Club project in 
Oxnard proposed to be built immediately adjacent to OXR 

In a recent draft of the Master Plan for the Camarillo and Oxnard Airports the topic of leaded fuel used 
in older piston engine planes was discussed.  Further review of this topic shows that the leaded aviation 
fuel, or Avgas, used by these planes makes up “the largest remaining aggregate source of lead emissions 
to air in the U.S.,” according to the Environmental Protection Agency.  The environmental impact report 
for the Teal Club project did not address the issue of lead pollution generated by airports like OXR. 

 The Oxnard Shores neighborhood is concerned about the pollution caused by aircraft operating touch 
and go landings at OXR. Flight schools, clubs and individuals doing touch and go landings trainings are 
using older single engine aircraft such as the Cessna 172 which operate on leaded fuel. These aircraft are 
one of the only exceptions to the rule which requires unleaded fuel to be used. The use of leaded fuel 
has been shown to be harmful to the people, especially children, and the environment.  

Appendix F of the EIR deals with the Oxnard airport but does not deal with the issue of the pollution 
caused by leaded fuel.  

We believe that this must be addressed in the EIR given the Teal Club project’s location immediately 
adjacent to OXR (within 1000 feet of the runway), and that it includes parks with children’s play 
equipment and a possible school as part of the scope of the project.  These will draw children and 
residents from other areas of the city and will be used for recreational purposes. 

Lead has been considered a toxic element for many years and is prohibited in every form of 
transportation fuel except Avgas.  Health organizations agree that there is no known safe level of lead in 
a child’s blood, and that exposure to even a small amount of lead has a negative effect on cognitive 
ability, particularly in developing children who absorb lead more efficiently than older children and 
adults.  In fact a ten year study concluded in 2020 commissioned by Santa Clara County found that the 
continued use of leaded aviation fuel has contributed to increased blood lead levels, particularly for 
those within a half-mile of the Reid-Hillview Airport – an GA controlled airport very similar to OXR.*. 

The Oxnard Shores Neighborhood Council believes that before this project is approved a comprehensive 
review of the amount of lead contamination contributed by the airport and its health impact on people 
– particularly children – who will be living, playing and going to school in the Teal Club Development - 
needs to be addressed. 

Sincerely, 

Walter Hagedohm 

Chair, Oxnard Shores Neighborhood Council 
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*(https://news.sccgov.org/news-release/study-commissioned-county-santa-clara-finds-increased-lead-
levels-children-living-near) 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 27 
 
COMMENTER: Walter Hagedohm 
 
DATE:   February 11, 2022 
 
Response 27.1 
 
The commenter raises concerns related to lead toxins emitted by the older piston engine 
aircrafts and states that the Recirculated Draft EIR does not address this issue. The commenter 
states that this issue should be addressed as the TCSP is within 1000 feet of the runway of the 
Oxnard Airport and because the TCSP includes parks and a potential school.  
 
The proposed project involves development within the project area as defined in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the EIR and does not involve development of a school. The California 
Supreme Court in a December 2015 opinion (BIA v. BAAQMD) confirmed CEQA is concerned 
with the impacts of a project on the environment, not the effects the existing environment may 
have on a project; therefore, potential hazards impacts to new residents would not be an impact 
under CEQA, therefore mitigation of such impacts for future occupants is not included within 
CEQA’s scope. Nonetheless, as discussed in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the EIR 
acknowledges that development could occur on contaminated soil and where asbestos and 
lead-based paint is present. Mitigation measures HAZ-2(a), HAZ-2(b), HAZ-2(c), and HAZ-3 
are required to address the potential for such contaminants to be disturbed during construction 
such that construction workers or nearby residents are affected. Further, as discussed in Section 
4.14, Utilities and Energy, as part of the proposed TCSP, the topography of the site would be 
adjusted via the import of 100,000 cubic yards of fill, which would be used to raise the central 
portion of the site approximately 5 feet in elevation in order to provide sewer line cover and 
allow gravity flow. Therefore, many of the future residences would be built on fill. Nonetheless, 
in response to this comment, the discussion under Impact HAZ-3 in Section 4.7, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, and Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 in the Final EIR have been revised to 
acknowledge aerially-deposited lead or other metals may also be present on soils within the 
project area. Compliance with existing regulations and implementation of revised Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-3 would address contamination from potential metals in the soil and would 
reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
President 
Jeremy Meyer MPH 
Child Development Resources 
 
Treasurer 
Maria Thayer MBA 
Moorpark College 
 
Secretary 
Jamshid Damooei PhD 
CA Lutheran University  
 
Members 
Yesenia DeCasaus 
United Domestic Workers 
Gabe Escobedo 
UC Santa Barbara 
Scott Fina PhD 
Vincentian Solidarity Office 
Michelle Hasendonckx 
CSU Channel Islands 
Alejandra Mahoney 
People’s Self-Help Housing 
Julie Peña 
Ret. Realtor 
David Pollock MBA 
Moorpark City Council 
Mireille Vargas 
County of Ventura 
 
STAFF 
Maricela Morales, MA 
Executive Director 
Cameron Yee 
Operations & Research Director 
Hazel Davalos 
Organizing Director 
Ocil Yuleima Herrejón 
Assoc. Organizing Director 
Lucas Zucker 
Policy & Communications Director 
Stanley Tzankov 
Donor Relations Manager 
Vicky Curtis 
Finance Administrator 
 
Community Organizers 
Zulema Aleman 
Daniel Segura 
Nidia Bello 
Odette Moran Lopez 
Alex Garcia 
Aime Cano-Ramirez 
Wendy Santamaria 
Zuleth Lucero 
 
Policy Advocates 
Lucia Marquez 
Frank Rodriguez 
Rebeca Garcia 
Sofi Magallon 
Maria Navarro 
 

February 11, 2022 
 
Jay Dobrowalski 
City of Oxnard Community Development Department 
Planning Division 214 S C Street  
Oxnard, California 93030 
 
RE: RECIRCULATED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
TEAL CLUB SPECIFIC PLAN 
 
Dear Mr. Dobrowalski, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Recirculated Draft EIR for the 
Teal Club Specific Plan.  The Central Coast Alliance United for a Sustainable 
Economy (CAUSE) works to advance social, economic, and environmental justice in 
Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties.  For over 15 years we have worked in Oxnard 
to address the disproportionate impact of environmental pollution on communities 
of color.   
 
We believe the DEIR for the Teal Club Specific Plan does not adequately address the 
impact of lead pollution from the Oxnard Airport on nearby residents.   
 
Although leaded gasoline has been phased out in most modern aircraft due to 
environmental health and safety issues, it continues to be allowed in older piston 
engine airplanes, which are a primary use of the Oxnard Airport.  Piston engine 
aircraft are now the largest source of airborne lead in the United States.  
Communities near their operations are regularly inundated with tiny lead particles 
which cause damage to children’s brains and nervous systems.  Children living within 
500 meters of an airport where leaded fuel is used have been found to have elevated 
blood lead levels.  A study of children living near Reid-Hillview Airport in San Jose 
found blood lead levels comparable to the Flint, Michigan water crisis, resulting in 
Santa Clara County exploring options to close or relocate the airport or ban leaded 
fuels there. 
 
The DEIR does not adequately analyze the potential health impact to children at 
homes, schools, and playgrounds in the proposed Teal Club development.  While 
lead fuels from other airports like Reid-Hillview Airport in San Jose severely impact 
the health and safety of children in nearby neighborhoods built generations ago due 
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causenow.org  ●  (805) 658-0810   ●  Ventura   ●  Santa Maria  ● Oxnard ● Santa Barbara ● Santa Paula 

to poor land use decisions, Oxnard is more fortunate to have the potential to address 
this issue before considering the construction of additional homes, schools, and parks 
adjacent to our airport. 
 
Leaded airplane fuel primarily benefits wealthy users of recreational planes, yet 
disproportionately impacts communities of color living near small regional airports, 
including in Oxnard.  This is an environmental justice issue, which must be 
considered under CEQA. 
 
We urge the city to recirculate an EIR that addresses this omission in its analysis of 
impacts, as well as considers mitigations and alternatives that include removing 
leaded fuels from operations at Oxnard Airport.   
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Maricela Morales 
Executive Director 
Central Coast Alliance United for a Sustainable Economy (CAUSE) 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 28 
 
COMMENTER: Maricela Morales, Central Coast Alliance United for a Sustainable 

Economy (CAUSE) 
 
DATE:   February 11, 2022 
 
Response 28.1 
 
The commenter raises concerns that the Recirculated Draft EIR does not adequately address the 
impact of lead pollution from the Oxnard Airport on nearby residents. The commenter explains 
that leaded gasoline is allowed in older piston airplanes which are used at Oxnard Airport and 
the EIR does not address the potential health impact to children at homes, schools, and 
playgrounds proposed in the TCSP. The commenter also states this is an environmental justice 
issue and suggests considering mitigation and alternatives that include removing leaded fuels 
from operations at Oxnard Airport.  
 
The EIR is concerned with physical environmental impacts associated with the proposed project 
and does not pertain to what kind of aircraft or what fuel types are used at the Oxnard Airport 
The proposed project does not have control over operations at the Oxnard Airport. Please also 
see Response 27.1.  
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Recirculated EIR Teal Club Specific Plan 

Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com> Fri, Feb 11, 2022 at 5:39 PM
Reply-To: Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com>
To: "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>, "betsy.george@oxnard.org" <betsy.george@oxnard.org>,
"cityclerk@oxnard.org" <cityclerk@oxnard.org>
Cc: "bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us" <bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us"
<bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "gabe.teran@oxnard.org" <gabe.teran@oxnard.org>, "gabriela.basua@oxnard.org"
<gabriela.basua@oxnard.org>, "john.zaragoza@oxnard.org" <john.zaragoza@oxnard.org>, "oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org"
<oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org>, "vianey.lopez@oxnard.org" <vianey.lopez@oxnard.org>

It is my opinion that the lack of response to questions sent to Mr. Dorrowski and Ms. George regarding the Teal Club Specific Plan,
designated by staff to be considered Public Requests speaks of the distain staff has towards the public. Senior staff representing
the city manager's office has said in a 2018 September public meeting that staff will only answers questions from elected officials,
not from the general public.

These are reasons that the Recirculated EIR Specific Plan for Teal Club should be denied, staff will not address questions from the
public within the time to submit concerns of this Specific Plan,

Development services in emails and voice recordings state that they will get back to the sender of emails / caller the next business
day. Staff has not gotten back to the next business day, nor the next week. Saff did not answers the questions with the time frame
of the Public Records Act.

I expect this communication to be addressed in the concerns of the Recirculated EIR of the Teal Club Specific Plan. 

Respectfully submitted, 02/11/2022

Lawrence Paul Stein
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 29 
 
COMMENTER: Lawrence Paul Stein 
 
DATE:   February 11, 2022 
 
Response 29.1 
 
The commenter states that no responses to their letters have been received.  
 
This comment has been acknowledged but does not raise concerns pertaining to the adequacy 
of the EIR or the CEQA process. Pursuant to CEQA, responses to written comments on the 
Draft EIR may be provided in the Final EIR, i.e., in this section. Therefore, no further response is 
required. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

EIR Comments Teal Club Specific Plan 

Kim Hayashi <kshayashi@yahoo.com> Mon, Feb 14, 2022 at 8:24 PM
To: jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org
Cc: john.zaragoza@oxnard.org, bryan.macdonald@oxnard.org, bert.perello@oxnard.org, gabe.teran@oxnard.org,
oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org, gabriela.basua@oxnard.org, vianeyforoxnard@gmail.com, cityclerk@oxnard.org, Douglas Partello
<dpartello001@gmail.com>

Hello,

I have been a resident/homeowner in the Cabrillo Neighborhood for over 25 years. I have many concerns about the Teal Club Project,
including but not limited to the following:

1) Permanent loss of prime agricultural land
2) Safety 
3) Increased traffic
4) Impact on water supply; solid and waste water infrastructure
5) Increase in crime and trash

Oxnard High School (old location) was forced to relocate to its current location off Gonzales Road, due to being too close (within one
mile) of the airport/in the flight path zone. 

There have been many plane crashes in this area including one in the Cabrillo Neighborhood that hit one of the houses. This Teal Club
Project location is even closer to the airport. Building homes and schools in this area is beyond stupidity. It is not a question of “if”
another crash will happen, but WHEN. 

I also question WHY is there a need for yet another elementary and middle school in the area, in addition to Thurgood Marshall,
Ritchen, Fremont, Soria. Even before COVID-19, OESD had sent messages of declining enrollments and possible school closures and
consolidations. They have asked for and received numbers bond measure approvals to modernize and expand many of its schools to
“accommodate population growth”. I have SEVEN school bond measures on my property tax bill and am darn sick of it. 

Why not build new schools in the southern and eastern parts of the city to better serve the newer higher density housing there? 

Why do we need a new Oxnard Elementary School District office in the northwest corner of the project (Doris and Patterson roads).
The current OESD District Office has a huge vacant paved area that is unused. Why not build on this existing location, with room to
spare? Besides, the proposed location moves the District Office further from the southern and eastern parts of the district and away
from its current centralized site. 

Traffic is already horrible in the area. The back-up of high school traffic at both Doris/Patterson, and Patterson/Gonzales will only get
exponentially worse if this project proceeds as planned. Drivers already treat Doris Road, and Patterson Road as a speedway: they go
much faster than the posted “40 mph” speed limit. 35 mph would be safer, even without the project. Only a matter of time before there's
another car crashes into the drainage ditch along Doris Rd (between Patterson and Victoria Ave).
 
Please reconsider this development. No one I know of in Cabrillo wants this. While we probably can’t stop it, at least, please modify the
number of homes, and build the school and district office elsewhere. 

We should save as much Agriculture Land as possible. Once prime agricultural land is gone, it’s gone for good. That’s where our
FOOD is grown! 

Kim Hayashi
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 30 
 
COMMENTER: Kim Hayashi 
 
DATE:   February 14, 2022 
 
Response 30.1 
 
The commenter expresses concerns regarding airplane crashes in the project vicinity.  
 
As stated in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, 
the aircraft hazard and land use risk assessment conducted by Heliplanners Inc. in 2012 
determined that due to the low probability of an accident occurring in the TCSP area, and the 
availability of emergency land areas, impacts related to airport safety hazards would be less 
than significant. This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided 
in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the 
analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or 
content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 30.2 
 
The commenter questions why another elementary school and middle school are needed at the 
northwest corner of the project near the intersection of Doris and Patterson and notes that the 
school traffic will make backups at nearby intersections worse. 
 
As noted in Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, in February 2019, the OSD 
Board of Trustees approved a 25-acre parcel in the original TCSP area for development of a 
district office, a 700-student elementary school, and a 1,200-student middle school (although the 
OSD Board of Trustees approved the project, the land use permit approval from the City of 
Oxnard has not yet occurred). In response, the proposed Teal Club Specific Plan has been 
revised to remove that 25-acre area from the TCSP area. The revised TCSP would not include 
58,000 square feet for a new school, fire station, and park as originally analyzed in the original 
2015 EIR. Development of school facilities near the intersection of Doris Avenue and Patterson 
Road are outside the scope of this project. Please also see Response 9.3. This comment does not 
affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not 
provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes 
to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 30.3 
 
The commenter expresses an opinion that agricultural land should be preserved.  
 
The commenter’s opinions will be considered by City decision-makers. As discussed in Section 
4.2, Agricultural Resources, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the EIR acknowledges that the project 
would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the conversion of agricultural 
land. This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis 
completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the 
Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Recirculated EIRT Teal Club Specific Plan 

Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com> Mon, Feb 14, 2022 at 9:05 PM
Reply-To: Lawrence Stein <oxnardactivist@aol.com>
To: "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>, "betsy.george@oxnard.org" <betsy.george@oxnard.org>,
"cityclerk@oxnard.org" <cityclerk@oxnard.org>
Cc: "bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us" <bert.perello@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us"
<bryan.macdonald@ci.oxnard.ca.us>, "gabe.teran@oxnard.org" <gabe.teran@oxnard.org>, "gabriela.basua@oxnard.org"
<gabriela.basua@oxnard.org>, "john.zaragoza@oxnard.org" <john.zaragoza@oxnard.org>, "oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org"
<oscar.madrigal@oxnard.org>, "vianey.lopez@oxnard.org" <vianey.lopez@oxnard.org>

In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than significant with the
incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing mitigation measures, there is no assurance the
mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not
completed. It is my opinion based upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a development project in Oxnard
should be 100% completed before a single house is built for that project.

This evening (02/14/2022) at a public meeting (Community Workshop discussing permits 20-200-18, 20-200-19, 21-535-
01) staff stated that there are no new sources water. The only source of new water is Northern California.  As stated earlier, FCGMA
wishes to reduce the city’s water supply by 50% within a decade. A 1,000 new homes will not help the current residents.

It is the city’s practice to collect fees in advance of a development project.  The actual project may not be built  5, 10,20 or
more years after the fees have been paid, One project, $16,000,00 in water hook up fees were paid in the late 1980’s. It has been
in the last year has construction be started on that project. The cost to perform the water hooks no doubt has gone up in 35 years.
Who pays the difference? This why I would like the infrastructure be in place before the houses are built. This way, the developers
can perform the actual mitigation.

With the city of Oxnard, the mitigation needs to be in place before the houses are built, otherwise there is no assurance that
the mitigations will be performed or the taxpayers will pay for the mitigations the developers should have paid for. Developers fees
need to have sunset clauses. If a certain percentage of homes (15 to 20%) are not built in a limited period of time, 5 to 7 years, the
rate fees are set at, expire.

Many times, grandiose plans are touted before the public. 10 or 20 years after the specific plan has been approved, the
grandiose do not come to fruition.  A case on point is the 5-star hotel at the Collections. People bought homes, in part, of the
environment a 5 star hotel bring.  10+ years later the plans to build a 5-star hotel went by the wayside and 2 3-star hotels were to
be built. 10 years after the 2 3 -star hotels were built, there are no permits pulled. Pipe dreams go down the drain often with staff.

 
Respectfully submitted,
Lawrence Paul Stein
OxnardActivist@Aol.com
805 824-4978

2022 02 14 Recirculated EIR Teal Club Specific Plan.docx 
18K
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Teal Club Specific Plan EIR Response: Part - 5 

 
In the Summary of Impacts it is stated “Based upon the analysis…(impacts) would be less than 

significant with the incorporation of mitigation measures”. Considering the city’s history of providing 
mitigation measures, there is no assurance the mitigations will be performed. Developers pay impact 
fees, but the impact fees are not sufficient and the mitigations are not completed. It is my opinion based 
upon past performance by city staff, that the mitigations for a development project in Oxnard should be 
100% completed before a single house is built for that project. 

This evening (02/14/2022) at a public meeting (Community Workshop discussing permits 20-
200-18, 20-200-19, 21-535-01) staff stated that there are no new sources water. The only source of new 
water is Northern California.  As stated earlier, FCGMA wishes to reduce the city’s water supply by 50% 
within a decade. A 1,000 new homes will not help the current residents.  

It is the city’s practice to collect fees in advance of a development project.  The actual project 
may not be built  5, 10,20 or more years after the fees have been paid, One project, $16,000,00 in water 
hook up fees were paid in the late 1980’s. It has been in the last year has construction be started on that 
project. The cost to perform the water hooks no doubt has gone up in 35 years. Who pays the 
difference? This why I would like the infrastructure be in place before the houses are built. This way, the 
developers can perform the actual mitigation.  

With the city of Oxnard, the mitigation needs to be in place before the houses are built, 
otherwise there is no assurance that the mitigations will be performed or the taxpayers will pay for the 
mitigations the developers should have paid for. Developers fees need to have sunset clauses. If a 
certain percentage of homes (15 to 20%) are not built in a limited period of time, 5 to 7 years, the rate 
fees are set at, expire. 

Many times, grandiose plans are touted before the public. 10 or 20 years after the specific plan 
has been approved, the grandiose do not come to fruition.  A case on point is the 5-star hotel at the 
Collections. People bought homes, in part, of the environment a 5 star hotel bring.  10+ years later the 
plans to build a 5-star hotel went by the wayside and 2 3-star hotels were to be built. 10 years after the 
2 3 -star hotels were built, there are no permits pulled. Pipe dreams go down the drain often with staff. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Lawrence Paul Stein 

OxnardActivist@Aol.com 

805 824-4978 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 31 
 
COMMENTER: Lawrence Paul Stein 
 
DATE:   February 14, 2022 
 
Response 31.1 
 
The commenter provides similar comments to Comment 10.1, raising concerns that mitigation 
measures will not be implemented and impact fees are too low. The commenter also expresses 
concern about water supply for the project.  
 
Please see responses 10.1 and 21.2.  
 
Response 31.2 
 
The commenter repeats the same comments as Comment 32.1 in an email attachment.  
 
Please see Response 32.1.  
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

“EIR Comments: Teal Club Specific Plan” 

Clare Ochoa <theochoas@gmail.com> Mon, Feb 14, 2022 at 9:09 PM
To: "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Feb 14, 2022

To Jay Dobrowalski, Senior Planner City of Oxnard Community Development Department, Planning Division 

Subject:  EIR Concerns about proposed Teal Club development 

From: Clare and Scott Ochoa, 2550 Topaz Ct, Oxnard CA 93030

Last week we learned about the Teal Club proposed development on Doris and Ventura Blvd.

Having recently moved to the Cabrillo Park neighborhood, this news is hugely concerning to us on multiple 
levels and we strongly object to it.

FARMLAND - currently providing food to our current residents, communities far and wide and future 
generations.
Oxnard is blessed with rich agricultural farmland providing the local community and communities beyond, with food and 
employment for our current and future generations. If
we replace all the farmland with urban developments to satisfy the greed of developers, and the allure of tax 
revenue, what will be left for our children and grandchildren? 
Once the farmland is removed, it is NEVER coming back. 

WATER - our most precious resource.
California (and Oxnard) are in a severe drought.  Current residents are being asked (quite rightly) to limit their water 
use.  
But yet, it is permissible for developers and the City of Oxnard to develop and build massive new residential areas 
requiring substantial additional water use. 

PUBLIC OUTDOOR SPACES - Oxnard severely lacks community parks and sports fields
Safe, outdoor recreational spaces are in severe shortage in the City of Oxnard.  There are very few places for 
children to play safely outdoors and compete in sports, 
which goes a long way to creating safe, healthy neighborhoods.  Instead of building, the City should prioritize 
providing safe outdoor 'green' areas 
which can be created in an environmentally sustainable way. 
(Kimball Park is an example of a multi-use, well managed public space for the community of Ventura residents). 

It goes without saying that the following are also of major concern with the proposed development:
Noise, air quality, pollution, traffic congestion - all of which will negatively impact our community. 

CITY OF OXNARD - leading the way for a better future
9-168
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Instead of developing more urban areas, the City of Oxnard can be a progressive California leader 
by
1) limiting development and enhancing existing facilities.  
2) using water responsibly.  
3) identifying areas that could be redeveloped and recycled rather than taking precious farmland.
4) paving the way for future generations by
 a)  enhancing existing agricultural farmlands for the longterm
 b) creating healthy sustainable outdoor community park areas
5) attracting tourists to Oxnard's natural beauty 

Clare and Scott Ochoa, 805 217-8386
2550 Topaz Ct 
Oxnard, CA 93030 

9-169

https://www.google.com/maps/search/2550+Topaz+Ct%C2%A0+Oxnard,+CA+93030?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2550+Topaz+Ct%C2%A0+Oxnard,+CA+93030?entry=gmail&source=g
ssorensen
Typewritten Text
5

kkaufman
Line



Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 32 
 
COMMENTER: Clare Ochoa 
 
DATE:   February 14, 2022 
 
Response 32.1 
 
The commenter raises concerns regarding the removal of agricultural land and states that it will 
never come back once removed. 
 
The commenter’s opinions will be considered by City decision-makers. As discussed in Section 
4.2, Agricultural Resources, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the EIR acknowledges that the project 
would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the conversion of agricultural 
land. This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the 
Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis 
completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the 
Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 32.2 
 
The commenter raises concern regarding water supply and states that there is a severe drought.  
 
Please see Response 20.2.  
 
Response 32.3 
 
The commenter raises concerns regarding the lack of park and recreation space in Oxnard and 
that the City should prioritize safe outdoor green areas instead of building.  
 
This comment pertains to park and recreation space in Oxnard on the whole and doesn’t 
specifically refer to the analysis or conclusions of the EIR. Nonetheless, the commenter’s 
opinions will be considered by City decision-makers. Further, as discussed in Section 4.12, 
Public Services and Recreation, the proposed project includes 17.8 acres of parks and open space 
that would satisfy the additional park demand generated by future TCSP residents. This 
comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated 
Draft EIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated 
Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 32.4 
 
The commenter expresses concern about noise, air pollution, and traffic congestion generated 
by the project.  
 
Impacts associated with noise generated by the proposed project are discussed in Section 4.10, 
Noise, of the EIR. Impacts were found to be less than significant. Impacts associated with air 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

pollution are analyzed in Section 4.3, Air Quality, and were found to be significant and 
unavoidable. Please see Response 9.3 with respect to comments on traffic congestion. This 
comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated 
Draft EIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated 
Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 32.5 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the City should limit development and enhance existing 
facilities; use water responsibly; identify areas that could be redeveloped and recycled rather 
than taking precious farmland; pave the way for future generations by enhancing existing 
agricultural farmlands for the long term, creating healthy sustainable outdoor community park 
areas and attracting tourists to Oxnard's natural beauty. 
 
This comment expresses an opinion regarding city decision making. The commenter’s opinions 
will be considered by City decision-makers. This comment does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and 
does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

EIR Comments: Teal Club Specific Plan 

Max Ghenis <info@email.actionnetwork.org> Tue, Feb 15, 2022 at 7:25 AM
Reply-To: mghenis@gmail.com
To: jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org

Mr. Jay Dobrowalski,

Let more families live at Teal Club!

The Teal Club Specific Plan is an opportunity to make Oxnard more sustainable by building a
dense, walkable, bikeable community. While the planned multifamily homes would help, allowing
more than than 6.6 homes per acre would make the development more environmentally friendly.
Increasing Teal Club's density would also go a long way in addressing Oxnard's shortage of
market-rate and subsidized-affordable homes.

Studies show that greater population density produces lower per-capita carbon emissions by
reducing vehicle miles traveled and requiring less construction material. Preventing families from
living at Teal Club will push them into deeper sprawl and longer commutes. Please take a holistic
view of TCSP's environmental impact and prioritize dense, sustainable development.

Max Ghenis  
mghenis@gmail.com  
3733 Islander Walk  
Oxnard, California 93035
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 33 
 
COMMENTER: Max Ghenis 
 
DATE:   February 15, 2022 
 
Response 33.1 
 
The commenter suggests that the overall density of the project should be increased.  
 
The commenter provides comments on the project and the comments do not address the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, “The lead 
agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed 
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments 
raising significant environmental issues received during the noticed comment period…” As 
stated in the Guidelines, the lead agency is required to evaluate comments on environmental 
issues. Nonetheless, the commenter’s opinions will be considered by City decision-makers. No 
changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

EIR Comments: Teal Club Specific Plan 

Mindy Greenberg <info@email.actionnetwork.org> Tue, Feb 15, 2022 at 8:46 AM
Reply-To: mindyrian@gmail.com
To: jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org

Mr. Jay Dobrowalski,

Let more families live at Teal Club!

The Teal Club Specific Plan is an opportunity to make Oxnard more sustainable by building a
dense, walkable, bikeable community. While the planned multifamily homes would help, allowing
more than than 6.6 homes per acre would make the development more environmentally friendly.
Increasing Teal Club's density would also go a long way in addressing Oxnard's shortage of
market-rate and subsidized-affordable homes.

Studies show that greater population density produces lower per-capita carbon emissions by
reducing vehicle miles traveled and requiring less construction material. Preventing families from
living at Teal Club will push them into deeper sprawl and longer commutes. Please take a holistic
view of TCSP's environmental impact and prioritize dense, sustainable development.

Mindy Greenberg  
mindyrian@gmail.com  
3733 Islander Walk  
Oxnard, California 93035

9-174

mailto:mindyrian@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/3733+Islander+Walk%0D%0A+Oxnard,+California+93035?entry=gmail&source=g
kkaufman
Oval

kkaufman
Text Box
Letter 34

kkaufman
Line

ssorensen
Typewritten Text
1



Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 34 
 
COMMENTER: Mindy Greenberg 
 
DATE:   February 15, 2022 
 
Response 34.1 
 
The commenter suggests that the overall density of the project should be increased.  
 
The commenter provides comments on the project and the comments do not address the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, “The lead 
agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed 
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments 
raising significant environmental issues received during the noticed comment period…” As 
stated in the Guidelines, the lead agency is required to evaluate comments on environmental 
issues. Nonetheless, the commenter’s opinions will be considered by City decision-makers. No 
changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

EIR Comments: Teal Club Specific Plan 

Clare Ochoa <theochoas@gmail.com> Tue, Feb 15, 2022 at 8:50 AM
To: jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org

Feb 15, 2022

To Jay Dobrowalski, Senior Planner City of Oxnard Community Development Department, Planning Division 

Subject:  EIR Comments: Teal Club Specific Plan 

From: Clare and Scott Ochoa, 2550 Topaz Ct, Oxnard CA 93030

Last week we learned about the Teal Club proposed development on Doris and Ventura Blvd.

Having recently moved to the Cabrillo Park neighborhood, this news is hugely concerning to us on multiple levels and we strongly 
object to it. We advocate for Option 1: No development.

FARMLAND - currently providing food to our current residents, communities far and wide and future generations.
Oxnard is blessed with rich agricultural farmland providing the local community and communities beyond, with food and employment 
for our current and future generations. If
we replace all the farmland with urban developments to satisfy the greed of developers, and the allure of tax revenue, what will be left 
for our children and grandchildren? 
Once the farmland is removed, it is NEVER coming back. 

WATER - our most precious resource.
California (and Oxnard) are in a severe drought.  Current residents are being asked (quite rightly) to limit their water use.  
But yet, it is permissible for developers and the City of Oxnard to develop and build massive new residential areas requiring substantial 
additional water use. 

PUBLIC OUTDOOR SPACES - Oxnard severely lacks community parks and sports fields
Safe, outdoor recreational spaces are in severe shortage in the City of Oxnard.  There are very few places for children to play safely 
outdoors and compete in sports, 
which goes a long way to creating safe, healthy neighborhoods.  Instead of building, the City should prioritize providing safe outdoor 
'green' areas 
which can be created in an environmentally sustainable way. 
(Kimball Park is an example of a multi-use, well managed public space for the community of Ventura residents). 

It goes without saying that the following are also of major concern with the proposed development:
Noise, air quality, pollution, traffic congestion - all of which will negatively impact our community. 

CITY OF OXNARD - leading the way for a better future

Instead of developing more urban areas, the City of Oxnard can be a progressive California leader by
1) limiting development and enhancing existing facilities.  
2) using water responsibly.  
3) identifying areas that could be redeveloped and recycled rather than taking precious farmland.
4) paving the way for future generations by
 a)  enhancing existing agricultural farmlands for the long term
 b) creating healthy sustainable outdoor community park areas
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Clare and Scott Ochoa, 805 217-8386
2550 Topaz Ct 
Oxnard, CA 93030 

NB: This email letter replaces February 14 letter. Thank you.
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 35 
 
COMMENTER: Clare Ochoa 
 
DATE:   February 15, 2022 
 
Response 35.1 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Response 32.1. Please see Response 32.1. 
 
Response 35.2 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Response 32.2. Please see Response 32.2. 
 
Response 35.3 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Response 32.3. Please see Response 32.3. 
 
Response 35.4 
 
The commenter provides the same comments as in Response 32.4. Please see Response 32.4. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

EIR TCSP Comment Recirculated Draft Plan December 2021 

Douglas Partello <dpartello001@gmail.com> Tue, Feb 15, 2022 at 8:52 AM
To: jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org

Hello Mr .Dobrowalski,
Attached is my letter of comment on the Teal Club Specific Plan Recirculated Draft Plan December 2021. I look forward to your
response to the issues of concern, in need of mitigation, I have highlighted in this letter. 
Thank you in advance,
Douglas D.Partello
850 Aspen Circle
Oxnard, CA 93030 
805.342.8387
dpartello001@gmail.com

EIR Comment letter..docx 
19K
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To: Jay Dobrowalski, Senior Planner, Teal Club Specific Plan 
       Community Development Department, Planning Division 
       214 S. C Street  
       Oxnard, CA  93030 

EIR Comments Teal Club Specific Plan (Recirculated Draft TCSP December 2021) 

Of the three options, I would advocate for Option 1: No development. 

The loss of farmland of Statewide importance has no mitigation. Once we lose this active farmland, it is 
gone forever. This is the bread basket of America. We feed not only ourselves, but across the globe with 
what is grown here in Oxnard. We have the best strawberries, and produce in the world.  

The cumulative effects of the traffic, parking, noise, air quality, trash, crime, loss of the character of our 
city, proximity to the airport for such a large residential development, and school does not have 
adequate mitigation recommendations to assuage the impact on our quality of life here in the Cabrillo 
neighborhood, which my family has lived since 1992. I have lived in Oxnard thirty-four years. Our quality 
of life will be dramatically impacted by this development, not only in my neighborhood, but all of 
Oxnard.  

The K-8 school proposed by the district would not be considered for this location, were it not for the 
TCSP development. To place a school in such close proximity to the airport is reckless, and 
unconscionable. To have 990 residences also in such proximity to the airport is a disaster waiting to 
happen. The development is not in the flight protection zone, but is in the flight path area. For decades, 
the property owners along Teal Club Road have been not given permits to improve or expand their land, 
with the reason of proximity to the airport. Now, it is ok to place a huge development in this area? This 
is land use inequity at its worst. Those owners do not share the same rights to property ownership as big 
developers? We have had two planes go down in this area in the past thirty years. To say that the 
likelihood of a plane crash is calculated at over a hundred years makes no sense at all, given this recent 
history. Remember one plane went down in the field that children and families will be living with the 
TSCP development. Do our City leaders and staff really want to see, with the rest of us,  on the eleven 
o’clock news a plane in the side of an apartment, or worse, a school, with firemen carrying out dead 
bodies?  

The surcharge from the existing sewer system throughout Oxnard has not been adequately addressed. 
There are locations all over Oxnard with surcharge. The estimate from City staff for updating the system 
is at $145 million. The locations of Ventura Rd and 2nd St, and Gonzales Rd and Vineyard are of particular 
concern for adding the demands upon the system with this development. Just having improvements on 
the CIP list of things to do does not give much confidence that they will be actually done in a timely 
manner. The analysis given for this in the EIR is over fifteen years old. To date, very little actual 
improvements have been done, or planned. The mitigation measures suggested fall far short of what 
will be needed, if even eventually done, which is not a certainty. When our sewers and toilets start 
backing up with human waste, that is when it gets real. 

Relying upon conservation from residents to meet the increase demand for potable, and irrigation water 
will fall far short of the need with this development. The continuing drought, and effects of climate 
change on our water sources already have our water quality inconsistent in meeting the quality 
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standards, and the increasing demands of an increasing population. The necessary investment in 
infrastructure to assure the continued delivery of water have not been done. The City Council are more 
concerned with making a $40 million Aquatic Center than upgrading long deferred infrastructure for 
waste water collection, and treatment, and addressing the impact of climate change on the continuing 
drought. We can live without many things, water is not one of them. Over development in other cities 
has led to their downfall, when the tap runs dry, without prudent, and measured city planning for the 
long run. Oxnard is clearly on that precarious path to becoming the next Porterville. 

While this development does add housing to the state mandate, it does not target the most needed 
housing needs, that of very low, and low income families. Affordable housing is most needed, and the 
least of the groups getting new housing, by the latest report of the RHNA (Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment). This development is for the above moderate income category, where Oxnard is developing  
much more at this end of the economic spectrum. The minimum 15% included, 148 residences, fails to 
bring up the percentages of the lower economic groups to the current level of the moderate and above 
moderate target groups, in homes built, and planned. This is a “wrong place, wrong target economic 
group” project. Affordable housing is much more needed in south Oxnard, where the COVID recession 
has decimated local businesses, and increased housing insecurity, and homelessness in this sector of 
Oxnard. If this project were to be done in south Oxnard, the new residents would shop there, and 
revitalize the area, which is in desperate need. Oxnard has a rent crisis for working families, spending 
50%, or more of their net income on rent. Most of the developments are occurring in north Oxnard; Sea 
Bridge, Riverpark, Wagon Wheel, which is not even finished, and now TCSP. This only makes sense for 
the profitability for developers, and increased property tax revenue for the City’s General Slush Fund. 
The City of Oxnard wishes to glean the higher property tax revenue from these developments, and avoid 
its responsibility to the citizens for the increased costs of safety; fire and police, landscaping, and street 
maintenance this project will bring, by placing that burden upon the new home owners, and renters 
with Mello-Roos assessments. The high cost of home ownership, with bonded and non-bonded Mello-
Roos assessments, is forcing property owners, and renters to have multiple families in single family 
residences. This causes the traffic, and parking issues, more wear and tear on infrastructure, we see at 
existing similar developments as this one. These cars and trucks will be parked all along the artery and 
secondary streets, and into the adjacent neighborhoods, particularly Cabrillo. This will greatly impact 
our quality of life in Cabrillo, with “wall to wall” cars in front of our homes, overflowing from this 
development. We see this with the condos on Victoria Avenue, near Gonzales Rd, across the street, lines 
of cars. In Riverpark the same thing, but even worse with the Collection shopping center.  It adds 
significantly to population density that the EIR does not consider. The figures in the EIR look good on 
paper, but the reality is far different. Then we have the ability of property owners to convert a single 
parcel into four. The EIR does not address this new legislation, and potential to increase the population 
of the TCSP much more. A single-family home can also add up to three ADUs. How many more residents 
and cars would these add? How much more demand upon our water supply, and waste water, and solid 
waste systems? 

The mitigation for traffic is not considered necessary by the new state regulations, which are to promote 
more housing developments in areas on the perimeters of cities. But, the cumulative effect is greatly 
impactful to those of us living in close proximity to them. We already have traffic jams at Gonzales Rd 
and Patterson Rd, during the morning, afternoon, and early evening hours, due to Oxnard High School. 
When I look at the LOS for this intersection, I wonder at what hours they chose to include data. Adding 
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the traffic of the TCSP development, with over seven thousand residents and employees of the 
businesses, not inclusive of the vendors, shoppers, visitors, and school traffic added to the area.  The 
increased traffic of this development, impeding the movement of farm equipment and vehicles,from the 
adjacent farmland, obstructs their ability to perform their business, which is against one of the 
stipulations for this project to move forward. Imagine the already angry and frustrated drivers having to 
creep along behind tractors, and the farmers frustrated by not being able to get their production to 
market in a timely manner. Doris Avenue is only two lanes from Patterson Rd. to Victoria Rd. This 
development does not address the bottleneck that will be created by widening Doris, only from 
Patterson Rd. to Ventura Rd. It looks to the City to do this at some later time, in the overall street 
planning, not as part of the development plan, or proposed mitigation. When we are impacted at 
Patterson and Gonzales, then at Doris and Patterson, we will have no where to go for relief. It will be a 
nightmare. Throw in the extremely dangerous ditch on the north side of Doris, between Patterson and 
Victoria, which the EIR only speaks of, not with any details of any mitigation measures, such as a 
guardrail, or widening of this portion of Doris Ave. The only streets that are included in the plan for 
widening are Teal Club Rd. and Patterson Rd, between Teal Club and Doris Ave., not the entirety of 
Patterson Rd. exclusive of the segment of road where the school will build. For this plan to move 
forward, there must be more commitment for widening the entire length of Doris Avenue. In the actual 
plan. Parents dropping off and picking up their children at the school will add significantly to the drive 
time along this stretch, with the lines of cars we see at the High School on Gonzales, all the way back 
onto Victoria Ave. Making a left onto Doris Ave. from southbound on Victoria Ave, will see traffic backed 
up well past Gonzales. Victoria Ave. during peak traffic hours already has traffic jams. The EIR figures do 
not show the actual reality we face, and will face with this new development. While our State leaders 
make policy decisions in Sacramento, it is left to the City staff, and elected leadership to listen to the 
public here in Oxnard, and hear their voices on valid concerns of a reduced quality of life, now, and into 
the future. It will be a legacy of making decisions on outdated, and incorrect assumptions, priorities that 
place tax revenues above citizens wishes to retain a quality of life we have come to expect, that change 
lives of families in Oxnard for generations to come for the worse.  

I have canvassed the area that will be most greatly impacted by this potential project, the south end of 
Cabrillo neighborhood, with a petition of opposition to this project. In just one day of canvassing, 
gathered over 125 signatures against this project. Not a SINGLE PERSON favored this project. EVERYONE 
I spoke with was in opposition. That was just a small sampling, but indicative of the overwhelming 
opposition to this development. Ninety percent of the homes where a person came to the door said no 
way to this project! Knowing our current leadership as I have experienced, I have no doubt they will 
forge ahead, no matter how many citizens oppose it. I just hope and pray that they will listen this time, 
and not move forward.  The reasonable compromise would be Option Two: Develop only to Phase 1. 
This will add 723 residences, and businesses, which will advance the mandate for increasing housing, yet 
preserve some of the Statewide important farmland, and lessen the cumulative negative impacts 
mentioned above on our quality of life here in Oxnard. If everyone walks away unhappy, that is usually 
the best answer for all. I am vehemently opposed to this development, to be clear. But, if it were scaled 
back to just Phase 1, we could live with that compromise, and make the best of it. 

Douglas D. Partello 
850 Aspen Circle 
Oxnard, CA  93030 
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Cell 805.342.8387 
dpartello001@gmail.com 

Cabrillo Neighborhood Council Chairperson 
Founder Oxnard Grassroots Volunteers 
Former Chairman Mission Board St. John’s Lutheran Church, Oxnard 
Executive Director Nicaraguan Children’s Fund 
34 year resident of Oxnard 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 36 
 
COMMENTER: Douglas Partello 
 
DATE:   February 15, 2022 
 
Response 36.1 
 
The commenter expresses concern over the loss of farmland, stating that the loss of farmland 
cannot be mitigated.  
 
The commenter’s opinions will be considered by City decision-makers. As discussed in Section 
4.2, Agricultural Resources, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the EIR acknowledges that the project 
would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to the conversion of agricultural 
land, even with implementation of mitigation. This comment does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and 
does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 36.2 
 
The commenter raises concern regarding cumulative impacts related to traffic, parking, noise, 
air quality, trash, crime, loss of character of the city, proximity to the airport, and schools and 
states that adequate mitigation measures are not provided. 
 
Please see Response 9.3 regarding traffic and parking impacts and Response 37.3 related to 
airport hazards. Cumulative impacts are analyzed through the EIR for each issue area. For the 
issue areas the commenter raises (traffic, air quality, solid waste, and police protection, and 
hazards), significant cumulative impacts were identified with respect to air quality and all other 
cumulative impacts were found to be less than significant. Though the commenter raises 
concerns about quality of life, in accordance with CEQA, the EIR analyzes physical 
environmental impacts from the proposed project. As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, the lead 
agency is required to evaluate comments on environmental issues. No changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
 
Response 36.3 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the proposed school would not be considered at this 
location were it not for the TCSP development. The commenter expresses concerns regarding 
airplane crashes in the project vicinity of a proposed school.  
 
The proposed school is separate from the proposed project. Therefore, while the commenter’s 
concerns about placing a school near the airport are noted, they do not pertain to this project. As 
stated in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the aircraft hazard and land use risk 
assessment conducted by Heliplanners Inc. in 2012 determined that due to the low probability 
of an accident occurring in the TCSP area, and the availability of emergency landing areas, 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

impacts related to airport safety hazards would be less than significant. This comment does not 
affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not 
provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes 
to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 36.4 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the surcharge from the existing sewer system throughout 
Oxnard has not been adequately addressed and that there are locations all over the City with 
surcharge. The commenter provides opinions that infrastructure improvements have not been 
completed and that the mitigation falls short of what is needed.  
 
As described in Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy, the proposed project would not be required to 
install new wastewater conveyance infrastructure beyond what is proposed as part of the TCSP. 
The existing Redwood Trunk Sewer has the capacity to absorb flows from the proposed TCSP 
and the adjustment of the site topography would allow 50% of the sewer flows to be directed to 
the Redwood Trunk Sewer via gravity flow. The Western Trunk Sewer would not experience 
any deficiencies as a result of the TCSP. Since the Redwood Trunk Sewer and the Western 
Trunk Sewer have the ability to absorb the additional wastewater generated by the TCSP, no 
mitigation is required to contribute to capital improvement projects for the wastewater 
collection system beyond other applicable City fees, which are outside of the scope of the EIR 
analysis. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
 
Response 36.5 
 
The commenter states an opinion that water conservation from residents to meet the demand 
for water will fall short. The commenter suggests that the necessary investment in water 
infrastructure in the city has not been done.  
 
As indicated in Section 4.14, Utilities and Energy, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the project does 
not rely on water conservation alone to serve water supply to the project. The project involves 
converting agricultural to residential and commercial uses and the applicant anticipates 
compliance with the City's Water Neutrality Policy such that the project would not require new 
water sources. See also Response 21.2.  
 
Response 36.6 
 
The commenter provides the opinion that while the development adds housing, it does not 
target the most needed housing needs of very low- and low-income families as the development 
would be in the above-moderate category.  
 
The commenter’s opinions on the project and what kind of affordable housing should be 
provided are noted and will be considered by City decision makers. This comment does not 
affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not 
provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft 
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes 
to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 36.7 
 
The commenter suggests that the EIR underestimates potential impacts associated with traffic 
and the cumulative effect of traffic from development of the project and the proposed school.  
 
Please see Response 9.3.  
 
Response 36.8 
 
The commenter states opinions that most of the Cabrillo neighborhood is opposed to the project 
and there is overwhelming opposition. The commenter provides an opinion that the project 
should be scaled back to just Phase 1. 
 
The commenter’s opinions will be considered by City decision-makers. This comment does not 
affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not 
provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes 
to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. It should be noted that a Phase 1 only alternative was 
analyzed in Section 7.0, Alternatives, of the EIR.  
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

EIR Comments: Teal Club Specific Plan 

Pat Browne <Pat@wyvernheights.com> Tue, Feb 15, 2022 at 9:47 AM
Reply-To: Pat@wyvernheights.com
To: jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org

Mr. Jay Dobrowalski,

Let more families live at Teal Club!

The Planners can do this by better design and futuristic thinking by NOT designing for cars and
making these homes into a Montreal style of living. If I can put 4 dwelling units on a 1/3 of an
acre and still have growing garden space, so can Oxnard. People are living smaller now and buy
expensive 'storage' space is a luxury, the future doesn't need.

The Teal Club Specific Plan is an opportunity to make Oxnard more sustainable by building a
dense, walkable, bikeable community. While the planned multifamily homes would help, allowing
more than than 6.6 homes per acre would make the development more environmentally friendly.
Increasing Teal Club's density would also go a long way in addressing Oxnard's shortage of
market-rate and subsidized-affordable homes.

Studies show that greater population density produces lower per-capita carbon emissions by
reducing vehicle miles traveled and requiring less construction material. Preventing families from
living at Teal Club will push them into deeper sprawl and longer commutes. Please take a holistic
view of TCSP's environmental impact and prioritize dense, sustainable development.

Pat Browne  
Pat@wyvernheights.com  
437 Appletree Ave  
Camarillo, California 93012
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Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 37 
 
COMMENTER: Pat Browne 
 
DATE:   February 15, 2022 
 
Response 37.1 
 
The commenter suggests that the overall density of the project should be increased.  
 
The commenter provides comments on the project and the comments do not address the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, “The lead 
agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed 
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments 
raising significant environmental issues received during the noticed comment period…” As 
stated in the CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency is required to evaluate comments on 
environmental issues. Nonetheless, the commenter’s opinions will be considered by City 
decision-makers. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this 
comment. 
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Dobrowalski, Jay <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

Teal Club Specific Plan 

Jan Baskin <1tigger2011@gmail.com> Tue, Feb 15, 2022 at 1:24 PM
To: "jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org" <jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org>

In response to the Teal Club Specific Plan dated 12-16-21, I have the following comments:

1.  I attended a planning commission meeting in 2012 and even in 2012, one of the
commissioners stated that this project was too dense a project for the farmland at Ventura Road
and Teal Club.  Ten years later, it still has 900 residences in the project.

2.  Although the EIR alludes to a legal finding that traffic can not delay a project, traffic is
nonetheless going to be a significant problem for Cabrillo neighborhood.  Cabrillo neighborhood
is already impacted by Oxnard High School traffic on both Patterson and Gonzales.  Placing Teal
Club Specific plan on the south side will cause further traffic problems.  

3.  Furthermore, although there is considerable material in the draft EIR regarding traffic and
traffic impact, it is hypothetical as there is really no way of predicting how many vehicles each
residence will possess in Teal Club Specific plan.  Of the 990 residences, some will have 2
vehicles or 1980 total vehicles per residence.  On the other end of the spectrum some of the
residences will be  multigenerational residences and there could potentially be up to 6 vehicles
attached to those residences or 5900 vehicles making at least two trips per day around Cabrillo
Neighborhood.

4.  Parking.  The City of Oxnard has provided inadequate parking associated with some of the
housing projects, especially for multigenerational residences.  For example, the Victoria Villa
residences at 3730 Gun Tree do not provide adequate parking.  The residents are parked all
down Victoria.
On Clyde Place in the Collection, I have never been able to find a place to park on the street as
the residents are all parked on the street.

5.  Intersections.  On the opening year of the Doris Patterson educational facility, the draft EIR
predicted:
Victoria at Gonzales "D" level of service
Victoria at Doris "E" level of service
Victoria at Teal Club "F" level of service
which would deteriorate with the additional vehicles associated with Teal Club Specific Plan AND
the Doris Patterson educational facility.

6.  Cabrillo neighborhood does not need another commercial area.  Our neighborhood already
has Fremont shopping center at 650 N. Ventura Rd which is rundown and is an eyesore.  Some
of the businesses have either closed or relocated.  Personally, I will not even go over after dark.

Sincerely,
Jan Baskin-Smith
811 Joliet Place
Oxnard CA 93030

9-189

https://www.google.com/maps/search/650+N.+Ventura+Rd?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/811+Joliet+Place+Oxnard+CA+93030?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/811+Joliet+Place+Oxnard+CA+93030?entry=gmail&source=g
kkaufman
Oval

kkaufman
Text Box
Letter 38

ssorensen
Typewritten Text
1

ssorensen
Typewritten Text
2

ssorensen
Typewritten Text
3

kkaufman
Line

kkaufman
Line

kkaufman
Line



Teal Club Specific Plan 
Responses to Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 
 

City of Oxnard 
 

Letter 38 
 
COMMENTER: Jan Baskin 
 
DATE:   February 15, 2022 
 
Response 38.1 
 
The commenter states that a commissioner during a 2012 meeting stated that this project was 
too dense a project for the farmland at Ventura Road and Teal Club, and the density has not 
changed. 
 
The commenter provides comments on the project and the comments do not address the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, “The lead 
agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed 
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments 
raising significant environmental issues received during the noticed comment period…” As 
stated in the Guidelines, the lead agency is required to evaluate comments on environmental 
issues. Nonetheless, the commenter’s opinions will be considered by City decision-makers. No 
changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
 
Response 38.2 
 
The commenter provides opinions that traffic is going to be a problem for the Cabrillo 
neighborhood, that there is no way to predict how many vehicles future TCSP residents will 
have, and that the City has provided inadequate parking for other housing projects.  
 
Please see Response 9.3. Further, while the commenter’s opinions regarding parking for other 
projects in Oxnard are noted, they are not comments on the proposed project or EIR. No 
changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
 
Response 38.3 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the Cabrillo neighborhood does not need another 
commercial area. 
 
The commenter provides comments on the project and the comments do not address the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, “The lead 
agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed 
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments 
raising significant environmental issues received during the noticed comment period…” As 
stated in the Guidelines, the lead agency is required to evaluate comments on environmental 
issues. Nonetheless, the commenter’s opinions will be considered by City decision-makers. No 
changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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P: (626) 381-9248 
F: (626) 389-5414 
E: info@mitchtsailaw.com 

 
Mitchell M. Tsai 

Attorney At Law 

139 South Hudson Avenue 
Suite 200 

Pasadena, California 91101 
 

 

VIA E-MAIL 

February 15, 2022 

Jay Dobrowalski 
Senior Planner 
City of Oxnard 
214 South C Street 
Oxnard, CA 93030 
Em: jay.dobrowalski@oxnard.org 

RE:  City of Oxnard Teal Club Specific Plan DEIR Comment Letter 

Dear Ms. Power,  

On behalf of the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (“SWRCC” or 
“Southwest Carpenters”), my Office is submitting these comments on the City of 
Oxnard’s (“City” or “Lead Agency”) Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) 
for the City of Oxnard Teal Club Specific Plan (the “Project”).  

The Southwest Carpenters is a labor union representing more than 50,000 union 
carpenters in six states and has a strong interest in well-ordered land use planning and 
addressing the environmental impacts of development projects. 

Individual members of the Southwest Carpenters live, work and recreate in the City 
and surrounding communities and would be directly affected by the Project’s 
environmental impacts.  

The Southwest Carpenters expressly reserves the right to supplement these comments 
at or prior to hearings on the Project, and at any later hearings and proceedings related 
to this Project. Cal. Gov. Code § 65009(b); Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21177(a); Bakersfield 
Citizens for Local Control v. Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1199-1203; see 
Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Water Dist. (1997) 60 Cal. App. 4th 1109, 1121.  

SWRCC incorporates by reference all comments raising issues regarding the EIR 
submitted prior to certification of the EIR for the Project. Citizens for Clean Energy v City 
of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal. App. 4th 173, 191 (finding that any party who has objected 
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to the Project’s environmental documentation may assert any issue timely raised by 
other parties). 

Moreover, SWRCC requests that the Lead Agency provide notice for any and all 
notices referring or related to the Project issued under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA”), Cal Public Resources Code (“PRC”) § 21000 et seq, and the 
California Planning and Zoning Law (“Planning and Zoning Law”), Cal. Gov’t 
Code §§ 65000–65010. California Public Resources Code Sections 21092.2, and 
21167(f) and Government Code Section 65092 require agencies to mail such notices to 
any person who has filed a written request for them with the clerk of the agency’s 
governing body. 

The City should require the Applicant provide additional community benefits such as 
requiring local hire and use of a skilled and trained workforce to build the Project. The 
City should require the use of workers who have graduated from a Joint Labor 
Management apprenticeship training program approved by the State of California, or 
have at least as many hours of on-the-job experience in the applicable craft which 
would be required to graduate from such a state approved apprenticeship training 
program or who are registered apprentices in an apprenticeship training program 
approved by the State of California. 

Community benefits such as local hire and skilled and trained workforce requirements 
can also be helpful to reduce environmental impacts and improve the positive 
economic impact of the Project. Local hire provisions requiring that a certain 
percentage of workers reside within 10 miles or less of the Project Site can reduce the 
length of vendor trips, reduce greenhouse gas emissions and providing localized 
economic benefits. Local hire provisions requiring that a certain percentage of workers 
reside within 10 miles or less of the Project Site can reduce the length of vendor trips, 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and providing localized economic benefits. As 
environmental consultants Matt Hagemann and Paul E. Rosenfeld note:  

[A]ny local hire requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length 
from the default value has the potential to result in a reduction of 
construction-related GHG emissions, though the significance of the 
reduction would vary based on the location and urbanization level of the 
project site. 
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March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and 
Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling. 

Skilled and trained workforce requirements promote the development of skilled trades 
that yield sustainable economic development. As the California Workforce 
Development Board and the UC Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education 
concluded:  

. . . labor should be considered an investment rather than a cost – and 
investments in growing, diversifying, and upskilling California’s workforce 
can positively affect returns on climate mitigation efforts. In other words, 
well trained workers are key to delivering emissions reductions and 
moving California closer to its climate targets.1 

Recently, on May 7, 2021, the South Coast Air Quality Management District found that 
the “[u]se of a local state-certified apprenticeship program or a skilled and trained 
workforce with a local hire component” can result in air pollutant reductions.2  

Cities are increasingly adopting local skilled and trained workforce policies and 
requirements into general plans and municipal codes. For example, the City of 
Hayward 2040 General Plan requires the City to “promote local hiring . . . to help 
achieve a more positive jobs-housing balance, and reduce regional commuting, gas 
consumption, and greenhouse gas emissions.”3  

In fact, the City of Hayward has gone as far as to adopt a Skilled Labor Force policy 
into its Downtown Specific Plan and municipal code, requiring developments in its 
Downtown area to requiring that the City “[c]ontribute to the stabilization of regional 
construction markets by spurring applicants of housing and nonresidential 
developments to require contractors to utilize apprentices from state-approved, joint 

 
1  California Workforce Development Board (2020) Putting California on the High Road: A 

Jobs and Climate Action Plan for 2030 at p. ii, available at https://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/ 
wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Putting-California-on-the-High-Road.pdf 

2 South Coast Air Quality Management District (May 7, 2021) Certify Final Environmental 
Assessment and Adopt Proposed Rule 2305 – Warehouse Indirect Source Rule – 
Warehouse Actions and Investments to Reduce Emissions Program, and Proposed Rule 
316 – Fees for Rule 2305, Submit Rule 2305 for Inclusion Into the SIP, and Approve 
Supporting Budget Actions, available at http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ 
Agendas/Governing-Board/2021/2021-May7-027.pdf?sfvrsn=10 

3 City of Hayward (2014) Hayward 2040 General Plan Policy Document at p. 3-99, available at 
https://www.hayward-ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/General_Plan_FINAL.pdf. 
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labor-management training programs, . . .”4 In addition, the City of Hayward requires 
all projects 30,000 square feet or larger to “utilize apprentices from state-approved, 
joint labor-management training programs.”5  

Locating jobs closer to residential areas can have significant environmental benefits. As 
the California Planning Roundtable noted in 2008: 

People who live and work in the same jurisdiction would be more likely 
to take transit, walk, or bicycle to work than residents of less balanced 
communities and their vehicle trips would be shorter. Benefits would 
include potential reductions in both vehicle miles traveled and vehicle 
hours traveled.6 

In addition, local hire mandates as well as skill training are critical facets of a strategy 
to reduce vehicle miles traveled. As planning experts Robert Cervero and Michael 
Duncan noted, simply placing jobs near housing stock is insufficient to achieve VMT 
reductions since the skill requirements of available local jobs must be matched to 
those held by local residents.7 Some municipalities have tied local hire and skilled and 
trained workforce policies to local development permits to address transportation 
issues. As Cervero and Duncan note: 

In nearly built-out Berkeley, CA, the approach to balancing jobs and 
housing is to create local jobs rather than to develop new housing.” The 
city’s First Source program encourages businesses to hire local residents, 
especially for entry- and intermediate-level jobs, and sponsors vocational 
training to ensure residents are employment-ready. While the program is 
voluntary, some 300 businesses have used it to date, placing more than 
3,000 city residents in local jobs since it was launched in 1986. When 

 
4 City of Hayward (2019) Hayward Downtown Specific Plan at p. 5-24, available at 
https://www.hayward-ca.gov/sites/default/files/Hayward%20Downtown% 
20Specific%20Plan.pdf. 

5 City of Hayward Municipal Code, Chapter 10, § 28.5.3.020(C).  
6 California Planning Roundtable (2008) Deconstructing Jobs-Housing Balance at p. 6, 

available at https://cproundtable.org/static/media/uploads/publications/cpr-jobs-
housing.pdf.  

7 Cervero, Robert and Duncan, Michael (2006) Which Reduces Vehicle Travel More: Jobs-
Housing Balance or Retail-Housing Mixing? Journal of the American Planning Association 
72 (4), 475-490, 482, available at http://reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads/UTCT-
825.pdf. 
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needed, these carrots are matched by sticks, since the city is not shy about 
negotiating corporate participation in First Source as a condition of 
approval for development permits.  

The City should consider utilizing skilled and trained workforce policies and 
requirements to benefit the local area economically and mitigate greenhouse gas, air 
quality and transportation impacts. 

The City should also require the Project to be built to standards exceeding the current 
2019 California Green Building Code to mitigate the Project’s environmental impacts 
and to advance progress towards the State of California’s environmental goals. 

I. THE PROJECT WOULD BE APPROVED IN VIOLATION OF THE 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

A. Background Concerning the California Environmental Quality Act 

CEQA has two basic purposes. First, CEQA is designed to inform decision makers 
and the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of a project. 14 
California Code of Regulations (“CCR” or “CEQA Guidelines”) § 15002(a)(1).8 “Its 
purpose is to inform the public and its responsible officials of the environmental 
consequences of their decisions before they are made. Thus, the EIR ‘protects not only 
the environment but also informed self-government.’ [Citation.]” Citizens of Goleta 
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564. The EIR has been described as 
“an environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to alert the public and its 
responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached ecological 
points of no return.” Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Bd. of Port Comm’rs. (2001) 91 Cal. 
App. 4th 1344, 1354 (“Berkeley Jets”); County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal. App. 3d 795, 
810. 

Second, CEQA directs public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental damage when 
possible by requiring alternatives or mitigation measures. CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15002(a)(2) and (3). See also, Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354; Citizens of Goleta 
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553; Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. 

 
8  The CEQA Guidelines, codified in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, section 

15000 et seq, are regulatory guidelines promulgated by the state Natural Resources Agency 
for the implementation of CEQA. (Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21083.) The CEQA Guidelines 
are given “great weight in interpreting CEQA except when . . .  clearly unauthorized or 
erroneous.” Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 204, 
217. 
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Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 400. The EIR serves to 
provide public agencies and the public in general with information about the effect 
that a proposed project is likely to have on the environment and to “identify ways that 
environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.” CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15002(a)(2). If the project has a significant effect on the environment, the agency 
may approve the project only upon finding that it has “eliminated or substantially 
lessened all significant effects on the environment where feasible” and that any 
unavoidable significant effects on the environment are “acceptable due to overriding 
concerns” specified in CEQA section 21081. CEQA Guidelines § 15092(b)(2)(A–B). 

While the courts review an EIR using an “abuse of discretion” standard, “the 
reviewing court is not to ‘uncritically rely on every study or analysis presented by a 
project proponent in support of its position.’ A ‘clearly inadequate or unsupported 
study is entitled to no judicial deference.’” Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1355 
(emphasis added) (quoting Laurel Heights, 47 Cal. 3d at 391, 409 fn. 12). Drawing this 
line and determining whether the EIR complies with CEQA’s information disclosure 
requirements presents a question of law subject to independent review by the courts. 
Sierra Club v. Cnty. of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502, 515; Madera Oversight Coalition, Inc. v. 
County of Madera (2011) 199 Cal. App. 4th 48, 102, 131. As the court stated in Berkeley 
Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th at 1355:  

A prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs “if the failure to include relevant 
information precludes informed decision-making and informed public 
participation, thereby thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR process. 

The preparation and circulation of an EIR is more than a set of technical hurdles for 
agencies and developers to overcome. The EIR’s function is to ensure that 
government officials who decide to build or approve a project do so with a full 
understanding of the environmental consequences and, equally important, that the 
public is assured those consequences have been considered. For the EIR to serve these 
goals it must present information so that the foreseeable impacts of pursuing the 
project can be understood and weighed, and the public must be given an adequate 
opportunity to comment on that presentation before the decision to go forward is 
made. Communities for a Better Environment v. Richmond (2010) 184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 80 
(quoting Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 
40 Cal. 4th 412, 449–450). 
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B. CEQA Requires Revision and Recirculation of an Environmental Impact 
Report When Substantial Changes or New Information Comes to Light 

Section 21092.1 of the California Public Resources Code requires that “[w]hen 
significant new information is added to an environmental impact report after notice 
has been given pursuant to Section 21092 … but prior to certification, the public 
agency shall give notice again pursuant to Section 21092, and consult again pursuant 
to Sections 21104 and 21153 before certifying the environmental impact report” in 
order to give the public a chance to review and comment upon the information. 
CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.  

Significant new information includes “changes in the project or environmental 
setting as well as additional data or other information” that “deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect 
of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a 
feasible project alternative).” CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a). Examples of significant 
new information requiring recirculation include “new significant environmental 
impacts from the project or from a new mitigation measure,” “substantial increase in 
the severity of an environmental impact,” “feasible project alternative or mitigation 
measure considerably different from others previously analyzed” as well as when “the 
draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.” Id. 

An agency has an obligation to recirculate an environmental impact report for public 
notice and comment due to “significant new information” regardless of whether the 
agency opts to include it in a project’s environmental impact report. Cadiz Land Co. v. 
Rail Cycle (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 74, 95 [finding that in light of a new expert report 
disclosing potentially significant impacts to groundwater supply “the EIR should have 
been revised and recirculated for purposes of informing the public and governmental 
agencies of the volume of groundwater at risk and to allow the public and 
governmental agencies to respond to such information.”]. If significant new 
information was brought to the attention of an agency prior to certification, an agency 
is required to revise and recirculate that information as part of the environmental 
impact report. 
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C. Due to the COVID-19 Crisis, the City Must Adopt a Mandatory Finding 
of Significance that the Project May Cause a Substantial Adverse Effect 
on Human Beings and Mitigate COVID-19 Impacts  

CEQA requires that an agency make a finding of significance when a Project may 
cause a significant adverse effect on human beings. PRC § 21083(b)(3); CEQA 
Guidelines § 15065(a)(4).  

Public health risks related to construction work requires a mandatory finding of 
significance under CEQA. Construction work has been defined as a Lower to High-
risk activity for COVID-19 spread by the Occupations Safety and Health 
Administration. Recently, several construction sites have been identified as sources of 
community spread of COVID-19.9   

SWRCC recommends that the Lead Agency adopt additional CEQA mitigation 
measures to mitigate public health risks from the Project’s construction activities. 
SWRCC requests that the Lead Agency require safe on-site construction work 
practices as well as training and certification for any construction workers on the 
Project Site.  

In particular, based upon SWRCC’s experience with safe construction site work 
practices, SWRCC recommends that the Lead Agency require that while construction 
activities are being conducted at the Project Site: 

Construction Site Design: 

• The Project Site will be limited to two controlled entry points.  

• Entry points will have temperature screening technicians 
taking temperature readings when the entry point is open. 

• The Temperature Screening Site Plan shows details 
regarding access to the Project Site and Project Site logistics 
for conducting temperature screening. 

 
9  Santa Clara County Public Health (June 12, 2020) COVID-19 CASES AT 

CONSTRUCTION SITES HIGHLIGHT NEED FOR CONTINUED VIGILANCE IN 
SECTORS THAT HAVE REOPENED, available at 
https://www.sccgov.org/sites/covid19/Pages/press-release-06-12-2020-cases-at-
construction-sites.aspx. 
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• A 48-hour advance notice will be provided to all trades prior 
to the first day of temperature screening.  

• The perimeter fence directly adjacent to the entry points will 
be clearly marked indicating the appropriate 6-foot social 
distancing position for when you approach the screening 
area. Please reference the Apex temperature screening site 
map for additional details.  

• There will be clear signage posted at the project site directing 
you through temperature screening.  

• Provide hand washing stations throughout the construction 
site.  

Testing Procedures: 

• The temperature screening being used are non-contact 
devices. 

• Temperature readings will not be recorded. 

• Personnel will be screened upon entering the testing center 
and should only take 1-2 seconds per individual.  

• Hard hats, head coverings, sweat, dirt, sunscreen or any 
other cosmetics must be removed on the forehead before 
temperature screening.  

• Anyone who refuses to submit to a temperature screening or 
does not answer the health screening questions will be 
refused access to the Project Site. 

• Screening will be performed at both entrances from 5:30 am 
to 7:30 am.; main gate [ZONE 1] and personnel gate 
[ZONE 2]  

• After 7:30 am only the main gate entrance [ZONE 1] will 
continue to be used for temperature testing for anybody 
gaining entry to the project site such as returning personnel, 
deliveries, and visitors. 
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• If the digital thermometer displays a temperature reading 
above 100.0 degrees Fahrenheit, a second reading will be 
taken to verify an accurate reading.  

• If the second reading confirms an elevated temperature, 
DHS will instruct the individual that he/she will not be 
allowed to enter the Project Site. DHS will also instruct the 
individual to promptly notify his/her supervisor and his/her 
human resources (HR) representative and provide them with 
a copy of Annex A. 

Planning 

• Require the development of an Infectious Disease Preparedness 
and Response Plan that will include basic infection prevention 
measures (requiring the use of personal protection equipment), 
policies and procedures for prompt identification and isolation of 
sick individuals, social distancing  (prohibiting gatherings of no 
more than 10 people including all-hands meetings and all-hands 
lunches) communication and training and workplace controls that 
meet standards that may be promulgated by the Center for 
Disease Control, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, 
Cal/OSHA, California Department of Public Health or applicable 
local public health agencies.10 

The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Carpenters International Training Fund 
has developed COVID-19 Training and Certification to ensure that Carpenter union 
members and apprentices conduct safe work practices. The Agency should require that 
all construction workers undergo COVID-19 Training and Certification before being 
allowed to conduct construction activities at the Project Site. 

SWRCC has also developed a rigorous Infection Control Risk Assessment (“ICRA”) 
training program to ensure it delivers a workforce that understands how to identify and 

 
10  See also The Center for Construction Research and Training, North America’s Building 

Trades Unions (April 27 2020) NABTU and CPWR COVIC-19 Standards for U.S 
Constructions Sites, available at https://www.cpwr.com/sites/default/files/NABTU_ 
CPWR_Standards_COVID-19.pdf; Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
(2020) Guidelines for Construction Sites During COVID-19 Pandemic, available at 
https://dpw.lacounty.gov/building-and-safety/docs/pw_guidelines-construction-sites.pdf. 
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control infection risks by implementing protocols to protect themselves and all others 
during renovation and construction projects in healthcare environments.11  

ICRA protocols are intended to contain pathogens, control airflow, and protect 
patients during the construction, maintenance and renovation of healthcare facilities. 
ICRA protocols prevent cross contamination, minimizing the risk of secondary 
infections in patients at hospital facilities.   

The City should require the Project to be built using a workforce trained in ICRA 
protocols. 

D. The DEIR’s Transportation Analysis Is Insufficient and Inconsistent 
with SB 32 and 2030 GHG Targets. 

The DEIR indicates that the 2017 Oxnard Scoping Plan reduce vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) in accordance with the 2030 GHG emission reduction target under SB 32 
(DEIR p. 187). Instead, the DEIR estimates an annual increase of 25,349,026 of VMT, 
or 9,750 metric tons of CO2E associated with mobile emissions, which is in 
contravention of the Scoping Plan and the 2030 GHG targets under SB 32.  

Despite this, the DEIR nonetheless concludes that impacts would be less than 
significant or less than significant without mitigation throughout all transportation 
impact metrics, but does not address this inconsistency nor offers sufficient mitigation 
measures to what is clearly a significant impact to and increase in CO2E.  

E. The DEIR’s Agricultural Analysis Is Insufficient  

1. The DEIR Unlawfully Omits Information by Failing to Disclose 
Inconsistencies with the Southern California Association of 
Government’s 2020 – 2045 Regional Transportation Plan / 
Sustainable Communities Strategy.  

The DEIR is inconsistent with the SCAG’s 2020 – 2045 Regional Transportation Plan 
/ Sustainable Communities Strategy Connect Socal (“2020 – 2045 RTP / SCS”). The 
2020 – 2045 RTP / SCS sets a goal to “ [p]romote conservation of natural and 
agricultural lands.”12  

 
11 For details concerning SWRCC’s ICRA training program, see https://icrahealthcare.com/. 
12 https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/0903fconnectsocal-

plan_0.pdf?1606001176, p. 9.   
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The DEIR fails to review and discuss this inconsistency with the 2020 – 2045 RTP / 
SCS eventhough the Project is converting nearly 161.12 of the current agricultural land 
to industrial and urban land uses.  

CEQA Guidelines section 15125(d) requires that an environmental impact report 
“discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general 
plans, specific plans and regional plans. See also Golden Door Properties, LLC v. County of 
San Diego (2020) 50 Cal. App. 5th 467, 543. 

2. The DEIR Improperly defers Mitigation Measure AG-1 

CEQA mitigation measures proposed and adopted into an environmental impact 
report are required to describe what actions that will be taken to reduce or avoid an 
environmental impact. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(B) [providing “[f]ormulation 
of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time.”].) While the 
same Guidelines section 15126.5(a)(1)(B) acknowledges an exception to the rule 
against deferrals, but such exception is narrowly proscribed to situations where 
“measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant 
effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way.” 
(Id.) Courts have also recognized a similar exception to the general rule against deferral 
of mitigation measures where the performance criteria for each mitigation measure is 
identified and described in the EIR. (Sacramento Old City Ass’n v. City Council (1991) 
229 Cal.App.3d 1011.)  

Impermissible deferral can occur when an EIR calls for mitigation measures to be 
created based on future studies or describes mitigation measures in general terms but 
the agency fails to commit itself to specific performance standards. (Preserve Wild Santee 
v. City of Santee (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 260, 281 [city improperly deferred mitigation to 
butterfly habitat by failing to provide standards or guidelines for its management]; San 
Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 671 [EIR 
failed to provide and commit to specific criteria or standard of performance for 
mitigating impacts to biological habitats]; see also Cleveland Nat'l Forest Found. v San 
Diego Ass'n of Gov'ts (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 413, 442 [generalized air quality measures in 
the EIR failed to set performance standards]; California Clean Energy Comm. v City of 
Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 173, 195 [agency could not rely on a future report on 
urban decay with no standards for determining whether mitigation required]; POET, 
LLC v. State Air Resources Bd. (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 681, 740 [agency could not rely 
on future rulemaking to establish specifications to ensure emissions of nitrogen oxide 
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would not increase because it did not establish objective performance criteria for 
measuring whether that goal would be achieved]; Gray v. County of Madera (2008) 167 
Cal.App.4th 1099, 1119 [rejecting mitigation measure requiring replacement water to 
be provided to neighboring landowners because it identified a general goal for 
mitigation rather than specific performance standard]; Endangered Habitats League, 
Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 794 [requiring report without 
established standards is impermissible delay].) 

Here, Mitigation Measure AG-1 Agricultural Conservation (“MM AG-1”) allows the 
Project to defer is conversion of 149.5 acres of “important farmland” by either paying 
an “agricultural conservation in-lieu fee” with the amount to be set at the City of 
Oxnard’s discretion (“Option #1”) or by purchasing agricultural easements amount to 
at least 149.5 acres (“Option #2”).  

Option #1 improperly defers the amount of the agricultural in-lieu of fee, failing to 
specify the amount or even a professional standard in determining how much the 
agricultural in-lieu of fee would be assessed against the Project. The amount of the in-
lieu of fee is important because the amount of the fee exacted would determine how 
much farmworker housing the City would be able to produce with the in lieu of fees 
paid by the Project. MM AG-1 should be modified to add a formula or set a specific 
amount for the agricultural in-lieu of fee to be paid by the Project.   

3. The DEIR Fails to Consider and Analyze all Feasible, Practical and 
Effective Mitigation Measures 

Although the DEIR recognizes the loss of agricultural land here as significant and 
unavoidable, it fails to consider all feasible, practical, and effective feasible mitigation 
measures under PRC §§ 21061, 21100(b)(3); see also Napa Citizens for Honest Gov’t v. 
Napa County Bd. Of Supervisors (2001) 91 Ca.4th 1018, 1039. 

The DEIR is required to review all feasible, practical, and effective mitigation measures 
as the DEIR concludes that the Project would have significant and unavoidable 
impacts to agricultural resources. However, the DEIR fails to provide a feasibility 
analysis for mitigation measures that could conceivably reduce the Project’s impacts to 
agricultural land to less than significant levels. For example, the Project could commit 
towards purchasing agricultural easements on important farmland in the Oxnard Plain 
area of Ventura County at a 2:1 ratio or commit to paying an in-lieu of fee that would 
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be projected to produce mitigation land at that rate. Without a feasibility analysis of 
more stringent mitigation measures, the DEIR fails as an informational document.  

4. The DEIR Does not Provide Substantial Evidence that Mitigation 
Measure AG-1 Option #1 would Impact Loss of Agricultural 
Land 

CEQA requires that an agency determine that a proposed mitigation measure would be 
effective in mitigating the environmental impact that it is identified as mitigation for. 
When the effectiveness of a mitigation measure is not apparent, the EIR should 
include facts and analysis supporting its characterization of the expected result. Sierra 
Club v County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 522 

MM AG-1 Option 1 fails to provide any mitigation for the loss of agricultural land. 
specifically requiring that the funds paid as an “agricultural conservation in-lieu fee” be 
used for farmworker housing units within the City of Oxnard.” While farmworker 
housing is a commendable goal, MM AG-1 Option 1 fails to address the impact that 
the City is utilizing it for, namely the loss of agricultural land.  

F. The DEIR’s Greenhouse Gases Analysis is Deficient  

1. The DEIR Fails to Make Referenced Documents Available for Public 
Inspection 

Section 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines permits CEQA environmental documents to 
incorporate documents by reference if such documents are “made available to the 
public for inspection at a public place or a public building.” CEQA requires that the 
environmental document “state where the incorporated documents will be available 
for inspection.” Moreover, Section 15150 provides that “[w]here an agency 
incorporates information from an EIR that has been previously been reviewed through 
the state review system, the state identification number of the incorporated document 
should be included.” The DEIR omits these important disclosure elements of CEQA, 
and is therefore deficient.  

The City elected not to take a qualitative approach and instead evaluated GHGs based 
upon a quantitative significance threshold of 6.6 metric tons CO2 per year based upon 
consistency with South Coast Air Quality Management guidance and Ventura County 
Air Pollution Control District. However, the DEIR fails to provide where the 
document is publicly available or provide for inspection of the document since the 
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hyperlinks fail to bring the reader to the cited resources, per the requirements cited 
above in section 15150; see also DEIR p. 8-7.  

2. The DEIR Does Not Review the Project’s Consistency with the 2020 – 
2045 RTP / SCS 

Moreover, the DEIR reviews the Project’s consistency with SCAG’s 2016 – 2040 RTP 
/ SCS rather than the current 2020 – 2045  RTP / SCS. CEQA Guidelines section 
15125(d) requires that an environmental impact report “discuss any inconsistencies 
between the proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans and regional 
plans. See also Golden Door Properties, LLC v. County of San Diego (2020) 50 Cal. App. 5th 
467, 543.  

G. The DEIR’s Land Use Compatibility Analysis is Insufficient, Especially 
as to the Airport Land Use Compatibility 

CEQA Guidelines section 15125(d) requires that an environmental impact report 
“discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general 
plans, specific plans and regional plans. See also Golden Door Properties, LLC v. County of 
San Diego (2020) 50 Cal. App. 5th 467, 543. However, the DEIR fails to sufficieintly 
discuss and review the Project’s inconsistencies with the applicable Airport Land Use 
Plan.  

First, LU-2 suggests that the project is potentially inconsistent with applicable use 
plans, but does little to mitigate this beyond citing to other sections in the DEIR. 
There is a lack of clarity as to these inconsistencies and why they are present.   

Next, LU-3 recognizes the parcels and the project as being "generally consistent" but 
does not elaborate further. There are also inconsistencies in whether the existing 
structures or proposed structures will constitute an obstruction to the airport, and 
whether the impact is significant but mitigable, or less than significant. And as 
discussed above, the DEIR fails to implement the requisite analysis pursuant to  14 
CCR § 15154(a) concerning hazards.  
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II. CONCLUSION 

The Southwest Carpenters request that the City revise and recirculate the Project’s 
environmental impact report to address the aforementioned concerns. If the City has 
any questions or concerns, feel free to contact my Office. 

Sincerely,  

________________________ 
Mitchell M. Tsai 
Attorneys for the Southwest  
Regional Council of Carpenters 

Attached: 

March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and 
Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling (Exhibit A); 

Air Quality and GHG Expert Paul Rosenfeld CV (Exhibit B); and 

Air Quality and GHG Expert Matt Hagemann CV (Exhibit C). 
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2656 29th Street, Suite 201 

Santa Monica, CA 90405 

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg. 

  (949) 887-9013 

 mhagemann@swape.com 

Paul E. Rosenfeld, PhD 

  (310) 795-2335 

 prosenfeld@swape.com 
March 8, 2021 

 

Mitchell M. Tsai 

155 South El Molino, Suite 104 

Pasadena, CA 91101 

 

Subject:  Local Hire Requirements and Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling  

Dear Mr. Tsai,  

Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (“SWAPE”) is pleased to provide the following draft technical report 

explaining the significance of worker trips required for construction of land use development projects with 

respect to the estimation of greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions. The report will also discuss the potential for 

local hire requirements to reduce the length of worker trips, and consequently, reduced or mitigate the 

potential GHG impacts. 

Worker Trips and Greenhouse Gas Calculations 
The California Emissions Estimator Model (“CalEEMod”) is a “statewide land use emissions computer model 

designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental 

professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with both 

construction and operations from a variety of land use projects.”1 CalEEMod quantifies construction-related 

emissions associated with land use projects resulting from off-road construction equipment; on-road mobile 

equipment associated with workers, vendors, and hauling; fugitive dust associated with grading, demolition, 

truck loading, and on-road vehicles traveling along paved and unpaved roads; and architectural coating 

activities; and paving.2  

The number, length, and vehicle class of worker trips are utilized by CalEEMod to calculate emissions associated 

with the on-road vehicle trips required to transport workers to and from the Project site during construction.3 

 
1 “California Emissions Estimator Model.” CAPCOA, 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/home. 
2 “California Emissions Estimator Model.” CAPCOA, 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/home. 
3 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/01_user-39-s-guide2016-3-2_15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. 34. 
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Specifically, the number and length of vehicle trips is utilized to estimate the vehicle miles travelled (“VMT”) 

associated with construction. Then, utilizing vehicle-class specific EMFAC 2014 emission factors, CalEEMod 

calculates the vehicle exhaust, evaporative, and dust emissions resulting from construction-related VMT, 

including personal vehicles for worker commuting.4  

Specifically, in order to calculate VMT, CalEEMod multiplies the average daily trip rate by the average overall trip 

length (see excerpt below): 

“VMTd = Σ(Average Daily Trip Rate i * Average Overall Trip Length i) n  

Where:  

n = Number of land uses being modeled.”5 

Furthermore, to calculate the on-road emissions associated with worker trips, CalEEMod utilizes the following 

equation (see excerpt below): 

“Emissionspollutant = VMT * EFrunning,pollutant  

Where:  

Emissionspollutant = emissions from vehicle running for each pollutant  

VMT = vehicle miles traveled  

EFrunning,pollutant = emission factor for running emissions.”6 

Thus, there is a direct relationship between trip length and VMT, as well as a direct relationship between VMT 

and vehicle running emissions. In other words, when the trip length is increased, the VMT and vehicle running 

emissions increase as a result. Thus, vehicle running emissions can be reduced by decreasing the average overall 

trip length, by way of a local hire requirement or otherwise.  

Default Worker Trip Parameters and Potential Local Hire Requirements 
As previously discussed, the number, length, and vehicle class of worker trips are utilized by CalEEMod to 

calculate emissions associated with the on-road vehicle trips required to transport workers to and from the 

Project site during construction.7 In order to understand how local hire requirements and associated worker trip 

length reductions impact GHG emissions calculations, it is important to consider the CalEEMod default worker 

trip parameters. CalEEMod provides recommended default values based on site-specific information, such as 

land use type, meteorological data, total lot acreage, project type and typical equipment associated with project 

type. If more specific project information is known, the user can change the default values and input project-

specific values, but the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires that such changes be justified by 

substantial evidence.8 The default number of construction-related worker trips is calculated by multiplying the 

 
4 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/02_appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 14-15.  
5 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/02_appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 23.  
6 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/02_appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 15.  
7 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/01_user-39-s-guide2016-3-2_15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. 34. 
8 CalEEMod User Guide, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/, p. 1, 9.  
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number of pieces of equipment for all phases by 1.25, with the exception of worker trips required for the 

building construction and architectural coating phases.9 Furthermore, the worker trip vehicle class is a 50/25/25 

percent mix of light duty autos, light duty truck class 1 and light duty truck class 2, respectively.”10 Finally, the 

default worker trip length is consistent with the length of the operational home-to-work vehicle trips.11 The 

operational home-to-work vehicle trip lengths are:  

“[B]ased on the location and urbanization selected on the project characteristic screen. These values 

were supplied by the air districts or use a default average for the state. Each district (or county) also 

assigns trip lengths for urban and rural settings” (emphasis added). 12 

Thus, the default worker trip length is based on the location and urbanization level selected by the User when 

modeling emissions. The below table shows the CalEEMod default rural and urban worker trip lengths by air 

basin (see excerpt below and Attachment A).13 

Worker Trip Length by Air Basin 

Air Basin Rural (miles) Urban (miles) 

Great Basin Valleys 16.8 10.8 

Lake County 16.8 10.8 

Lake Tahoe 16.8 10.8 

Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8 

Mountain Counties 16.8 10.8 

North Central Coast 17.1 12.3 

North Coast 16.8 10.8 

Northeast Plateau 16.8 10.8 

Sacramento Valley 16.8 10.8 

Salton Sea 14.6 11 

San Diego 16.8 10.8 

San Francisco Bay Area 10.8 10.8 

San Joaquin Valley 16.8 10.8 

South Central Coast 16.8 10.8 

South Coast 19.8 14.7 

Average 16.47 11.17 

Minimum 10.80 10.80 

Maximum 19.80 14.70 

Range 9.00 3.90 

 
9 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/01_user-39-s-guide2016-3-2_15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. 34. 
10 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/02_appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 15. 
11 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/02_appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 14.  
12 “Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/02_appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 21.  
13 “Appendix D Default Data Tables.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/05_appendix-d2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. D-84 – D-86.  
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As demonstrated above, default rural worker trip lengths for air basins in California vary from 10.8- to 19.8-

miles, with an average of 16.47 miles. Furthermore, default urban worker trip lengths vary from 10.8- to 14.7-

miles, with an average of 11.17 miles. Thus, while default worker trip lengths vary by location, default urban 

worker trip lengths tend to be shorter in length. Based on these trends evident in the CalEEMod default worker 

trip lengths, we can reasonably assume that the efficacy of a local hire requirement is especially dependent 

upon the urbanization of the project site, as well as the project location.  

Practical Application of a Local Hire Requirement and Associated Impact 
To provide an example of the potential impact of a local hire provision on construction-related GHG emissions, 

we estimated the significance of a local hire provision for the Village South Specific Plan (“Project”) located in 

the City of Claremont (“City”). The Project proposed to construct 1,000 residential units, 100,000-SF of retail 

space, 45,000-SF of office space, as well as a 50-room hotel, on the 24-acre site. The Project location is classified 

as Urban and lies within the Los Angeles-South Coast County. As a result, the Project has a default worker trip 

length of 14.7 miles.14 In an effort to evaluate the potential for a local hire provision to reduce the Project’s 

construction-related GHG emissions, we prepared an updated model, reducing all worker trip lengths to 10 

miles (see Attachment B). Our analysis estimates that if a local hire provision with a 10-mile radius were to be 

implemented, the GHG emissions associated with Project construction would decrease by approximately 17% 

(see table below and Attachment C). 

Local Hire Provision Net Change 

Without Local Hire Provision 

Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,623 

Amortized Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e/year)  120.77 

With Local Hire Provision 

Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,024 

Amortized Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e/year)  100.80 

% Decrease in Construction-related GHG Emissions 17% 

As demonstrated above, by implementing a local hire provision requiring 10 mile worker trip lengths, the Project 

could reduce potential GHG emissions associated with construction worker trips. More broadly, any local hire 

requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length from the default value has the potential to result in a 

reduction of construction-related GHG emissions, though the significance of the reduction would vary based on 

the location and urbanization level of the project site.  

This serves as an example of the potential impacts of local hire requirements on estimated project-level GHG 

emissions, though it does not indicate that local hire requirements would result in reduced construction-related 

GHG emission for all projects. As previously described, the significance of a local hire requirement depends on 

the worker trip length enforced and the default worker trip length for the project’s urbanization level and 

location.   

 
14 “Appendix D Default Data Tables.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/caleemod/05_appendix-d2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=4, p. D-85.  
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Disclaimer 
SWAPE has received limited discovery. Additional information may become available in the future; thus, we 

retain the right to revise or amend this report when additional information becomes available. Our professional 

services have been performed using that degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised, under similar 

circumstances, by reputable environmental consultants practicing in this or similar localities at the time of 

service. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the scope of work, work methodologies and 

protocols, site conditions, analytical testing results, and findings presented. This report reflects efforts which 

were limited to information that was reasonably accessible at the time of the work, and may contain 

informational gaps, inconsistencies, or otherwise be incomplete due to the unavailability or uncertainty of 

information obtained or provided by third parties.  

 

Sincerely,  

 
Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 

 

 
Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. 
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Location Type Location Name
Rural H-W 

(miles)
Urban H-W 

(miles)
Air Basin Great Basin 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Lake County 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Lake Tahoe 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Mountain 16.8 10.8
Air Basin North Central 17.1 12.3
Air Basin North Coast 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Northeast 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Sacramento 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Salton Sea 14.6 11
Air Basin San  Diego 16.8 10.8
Air Basin San  Francisco 

 
10.8 10.8

Air Basin San Joaquin 16.8 10.8
Air Basin South Central 16.8 10.8
Air Basin South Coast 19.8 14.7

Air District Amador County 16.8 10.8
Air District Antelope Valley 16.8 10.8
Air District Bay Area AQMD 10.8 10.8
Air District Butte County 12.54 12.54
Air District Calaveras 

 
16.8 10.8

Air District Colusa County 16.8 10.8
Air District El  Dorado 

 
16.8 10.8

Air District Feather River 16.8 10.8
Air District Glenn County 16.8 10.8
Air District Great Basin  16.8 10.8
Air District Imperial County 10.2 7.3
Air District Kern County 16.8 10.8
Air District Lake County 16.8 10.8
Air District Lassen County 16.8 10.8
Air District Mariposa 

 
16.8 10.8

Air District Mendocino 
 

16.8 10.8
Air District Modoc County 16.8 10.8
Air District Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8
Air District Monterey Bay 

 
16.8 10.8

Air District North Coast 
 

16.8 10.8
Air District Northern Sierra 16.8 10.8
Air District Northern 

  
16.8 10.8

Air District Placer County 16.8 10.8
Air District Sacramento 15 10

Attachment A
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Air District San  Diego 
 

16.8 10.8
Air District San Joaquin 

  
16.8 10.8

Air District San Luis Obispo 
 

13 13
Air District Santa Barbara 

 
8.3 8.3

Air District Shasta County 16.8 10.8
Air District Siskiyou  County 

 
16.8 10.8

Air District South  Coast 19.8 14.7
Air District Tehama  County 16.8 10.8
Air District Tuolumne  16.8 10.8
Air District Ventura  County 16.8 10.8
Air District Yolo/Solano 15 10

County Alameda 10.8 10.8
County Alpine 16.8 10.8
County Amador 16.8 10.8
County Butte 12.54 12.54
County Calaveras 16.8 10.8
County Colusa 16.8 10.8
County Contra  Costa 10.8 10.8
County Del  Norte 16.8 10.8
County El  Dorado-Lake  16.8 10.8
County El  Dorado- 16.8 10.8
County Fresno 16.8 10.8
County Glenn 16.8 10.8
County Humboldt 16.8 10.8
County Imperial 10.2 7.3
County Inyo 16.8 10.8
County Kern-Mojave  16.8 10.8
County Kern-San  16.8 10.8
County Kings 16.8 10.8
County Lake 16.8 10.8
County Lassen 16.8 10.8
County Los  Angeles- 16.8 10.8
County Los  Angeles- 19.8 14.7
County Madera 16.8 10.8
County Marin 10.8 10.8
County Mariposa 16.8 10.8
County Mendocino- 16.8 10.8
County Mendocino- 16.8 10.8
County Mendocino- 16.8 10.8
County Mendocino- 16.8 10.8
County Merced 16.8 10.8
County Modoc 16.8 10.8
County Mono 16.8 10.8
County Monterey 16.8 10.8
County Napa 10.8 10.8
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County Nevada 16.8 10.8
County Orange 19.8 14.7
County Placer-Lake  16.8 10.8
County Placer-Mountain  16.8 10.8
County Placer- 16.8 10.8
County Plumas 16.8 10.8
County Riverside- 16.8 10.8
County Riverside-

  
19.8 14.7

County Riverside-Salton 14.6 11
County Riverside-South 19.8 14.7
County Sacramento 15 10
County San Benito 16.8 10.8
County San Bernardino-

 
16.8 10.8

County San Bernardino-
 

19.8 14.7
County San Diego 16.8 10.8
County San Francisco 10.8 10.8
County San Joaquin 16.8 10.8
County San Luis Obispo 13 13
County San Mateo 10.8 10.8
County Santa Barbara-

   
8.3 8.3

County Santa Barbara-
   

8.3 8.3
County Santa Clara 10.8 10.8
County Santa Cruz 16.8 10.8
County Shasta 16.8 10.8
County Sierra 16.8 10.8
County Siskiyou 16.8 10.8
County Solano- 15 10
County Solano-San 16.8 10.8
County Sonoma-North 16.8 10.8
County Sonoma-San 10.8 10.8
County Stanislaus 16.8 10.8
County Sutter 16.8 10.8
County Tehama 16.8 10.8
County Trinity 16.8 10.8
County Tulare 16.8 10.8
County Tuolumne 16.8 10.8
County Ventura 16.8 10.8
County Yolo 15 10
County Yuba 16.8 10.8

Statewide Statewide 16.8 10.8
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Air Basin Rural (miles) Urban (miles)
Great Basin Valleys 16.8 10.8
Lake County 16.8 10.8
Lake Tahoe 16.8 10.8
Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8
Mountain Counties 16.8 10.8
North Central Coast 17.1 12.3
North Coast 16.8 10.8
Northeast Plateau 16.8 10.8
Sacramento Valley 16.8 10.8
Salton Sea 14.6 11
San  Diego 16.8 10.8
San  Francisco Bay Area 10.8 10.8
San Joaquin Valley 16.8 10.8
South Central Coast 16.8 10.8
South Coast 19.8 14.7
Average 16.47 11.17
Mininum 10.80 10.80
Maximum 19.80 14.70
Range 9.00 3.90

Worker Trip Length by Air Basin
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 36,000.00 0

Hotel 50.00 Room 1.67 72,600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqft 1.29 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2028Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16 57.65

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65 4.13

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03 6.41

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70 9.43

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 0.1713 1.8242 1.1662 2.4000e-
003

0.4169 0.0817 0.4986 0.1795 0.0754 0.2549 0.0000 213.1969 213.1969 0.0601 0.0000 214.6993

2022 0.6904 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721.682
6

1,721.682
6

0.1294 0.0000 1,724.918
7

2023 0.6148 3.3649 5.6747 0.0178 1.1963 0.0996 1.2959 0.3203 0.0935 0.4138 0.0000 1,627.529
5

1,627.529
5

0.1185 0.0000 1,630.492
5

2024 4.1619 0.1335 0.2810 5.9000e-
004

0.0325 6.4700e-
003

0.0390 8.6300e-
003

6.0400e-
003

0.0147 0.0000 52.9078 52.9078 8.0200e-
003

0.0000 53.1082

Maximum 4.1619 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721.682
6

1,721.682
6

0.1294 0.0000 1,724.918
7

Unmitigated Construction
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 0.1713 1.8242 1.1662 2.4000e-
003

0.4169 0.0817 0.4986 0.1795 0.0754 0.2549 0.0000 213.1967 213.1967 0.0601 0.0000 214.6991

2022 0.6904 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721.682
3

1,721.682
3

0.1294 0.0000 1,724.918
3

2023 0.6148 3.3648 5.6747 0.0178 1.1963 0.0996 1.2959 0.3203 0.0935 0.4138 0.0000 1,627.529
1

1,627.529
1

0.1185 0.0000 1,630.492
1

2024 4.1619 0.1335 0.2810 5.9000e-
004

0.0325 6.4700e-
003

0.0390 8.6300e-
003

6.0400e-
003

0.0147 0.0000 52.9077 52.9077 8.0200e-
003

0.0000 53.1082

Maximum 4.1619 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721.682
3

1,721.682
3

0.1294 0.0000 1,724.918
3

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 9-1-2021 11-30-2021 1.4103 1.4103

2 12-1-2021 2-28-2022 1.3613 1.3613

3 3-1-2022 5-31-2022 1.1985 1.1985

4 6-1-2022 8-31-2022 1.1921 1.1921

5 9-1-2022 11-30-2022 1.1918 1.1918

6 12-1-2022 2-28-2023 1.0774 1.0774

7 3-1-2023 5-31-2023 1.0320 1.0320

8 6-1-2023 8-31-2023 1.0260 1.0260
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Energy 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 3,896.073
2

3,896.073
2

0.1303 0.0468 3,913.283
3

Mobile 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 207.8079 0.0000 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 556.6420 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18
07

12,531.15
19

15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47
51

Unmitigated Operational

9 9-1-2023 11-30-2023 1.0265 1.0265

10 12-1-2023 2-29-2024 2.8857 2.8857

11 3-1-2024 5-31-2024 1.6207 1.6207

Highest 2.8857 2.8857
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Energy 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 3,896.073
2

3,896.073
2

0.1303 0.0468 3,913.283
3

Mobile 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 207.8079 0.0000 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 556.6420 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18
07

12,531.15
19

15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47
51

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021 10/12/2021 5 30

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 11/9/2021 5 20

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 5 45

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving 12/13/2023 1/30/2024 5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0496 0.0000 0.0496 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0233 0.0233 0.0216 0.0216 0.0000 51.0012 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601

Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 7.5100e-
003

0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0012 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PMPage 10 of 44

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

9-226



3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.9300e-
003

0.0634 0.0148 1.8000e-
004

3.9400e-
003

1.9000e-
004

4.1300e-
003

1.0800e-
003

1.8000e-
004

1.2600e-
003

0.0000 17.4566 17.4566 1.2100e-
003

0.0000 17.4869

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 9.7000e-
004

7.5000e-
004

8.5100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.4700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.4900e-
003

6.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.2251 2.2251 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.2267

Total 2.9000e-
003

0.0641 0.0233 2.0000e-
004

6.4100e-
003

2.1000e-
004

6.6200e-
003

1.7300e-
003

2.0000e-
004

1.9300e-
003

0.0000 19.6816 19.6816 1.2800e-
003

0.0000 19.7136

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0496 0.0000 0.0496 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0233 0.0233 0.0216 0.0216 0.0000 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600

Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 7.5100e-
003

0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.9300e-
003

0.0634 0.0148 1.8000e-
004

3.9400e-
003

1.9000e-
004

4.1300e-
003

1.0800e-
003

1.8000e-
004

1.2600e-
003

0.0000 17.4566 17.4566 1.2100e-
003

0.0000 17.4869

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 9.7000e-
004

7.5000e-
004

8.5100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.4700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.4900e-
003

6.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

6.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.2251 2.2251 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.2267

Total 2.9000e-
003

0.0641 0.0233 2.0000e-
004

6.4100e-
003

2.1000e-
004

6.6200e-
003

1.7300e-
003

2.0000e-
004

1.9300e-
003

0.0000 19.6816 19.6816 1.2800e-
003

0.0000 19.7136

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0993 0.0000 0.0993 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.0204 0.0204 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7061

Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7061

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.7000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.8100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9900e-
003

5.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

5.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.7801 1.7801 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.7814

Total 7.7000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.8100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9900e-
003

5.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

5.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.7801 1.7801 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.7814

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0993 0.0000 0.0993 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.0204 0.0204 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060

Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.7000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.8100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9900e-
003

5.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

5.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.7801 1.7801 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.7814

Total 7.7000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

6.8100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.9900e-
003

5.2000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

5.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.7801 1.7801 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.7814

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1741 0.0000 0.1741 0.0693 0.0000 0.0693 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0347 0.0347 0.0000 103.5405 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3776

Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5405 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3776

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.6400e-
003

1.2700e-
003

0.0144 4.0000e-
005

4.1600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
003

1.1100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.7607

Total 1.6400e-
003

1.2700e-
003

0.0144 4.0000e-
005

4.1600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
003

1.1100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.7607

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1741 0.0000 0.1741 0.0693 0.0000 0.0693 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0347 0.0347 0.0000 103.5403 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3775

Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5403 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3775

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.6400e-
003

1.2700e-
003

0.0144 4.0000e-
005

4.1600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
003

1.1100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.7607

Total 1.6400e-
003

1.2700e-
003

0.0144 4.0000e-
005

4.1600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
003

1.1100e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e-
004

0.0000 3.7607

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0807 0.0000 0.0807 0.0180 0.0000 0.0180 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

5.7200e-
003

5.7200e-
003

5.2600e-
003

5.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

0.0807 5.7200e-
003

0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e-
003

0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.8000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.4400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6684

Total 2.8000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.4400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6684

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0807 0.0000 0.0807 0.0180 0.0000 0.0180 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

5.7200e-
003

5.7200e-
003

5.2600e-
003

5.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

0.0807 5.7200e-
003

0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e-
003

0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.8000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.4400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6684

Total 2.8000e-
004

2.1000e-
004

2.4400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6684

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1324 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1324 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0527 1.6961 0.4580 4.5500e-
003

0.1140 3.1800e-
003

0.1171 0.0329 3.0400e-
003

0.0359 0.0000 441.9835 441.9835 0.0264 0.0000 442.6435

Worker 0.4088 0.3066 3.5305 0.0107 1.1103 8.8700e-
003

1.1192 0.2949 8.1700e-
003

0.3031 0.0000 966.8117 966.8117 0.0266 0.0000 967.4773

Total 0.4616 2.0027 3.9885 0.0152 1.2243 0.0121 1.2363 0.3278 0.0112 0.3390 0.0000 1,408.795
2

1,408.795
2

0.0530 0.0000 1,410.120
8

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1321 293.1321 0.0702 0.0000 294.8877

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1321 293.1321 0.0702 0.0000 294.8877

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0527 1.6961 0.4580 4.5500e-
003

0.1140 3.1800e-
003

0.1171 0.0329 3.0400e-
003

0.0359 0.0000 441.9835 441.9835 0.0264 0.0000 442.6435

Worker 0.4088 0.3066 3.5305 0.0107 1.1103 8.8700e-
003

1.1192 0.2949 8.1700e-
003

0.3031 0.0000 966.8117 966.8117 0.0266 0.0000 967.4773

Total 0.4616 2.0027 3.9885 0.0152 1.2243 0.0121 1.2363 0.3278 0.0112 0.3390 0.0000 1,408.795
2

1,408.795
2

0.0530 0.0000 1,410.120
8

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2789 286.2789 0.0681 0.0000 287.9814

Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2789 286.2789 0.0681 0.0000 287.9814

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0382 1.2511 0.4011 4.3000e-
003

0.1113 1.4600e-
003

0.1127 0.0321 1.4000e-
003

0.0335 0.0000 417.9930 417.9930 0.0228 0.0000 418.5624

Worker 0.3753 0.2708 3.1696 0.0101 1.0840 8.4100e-
003

1.0924 0.2879 7.7400e-
003

0.2957 0.0000 909.3439 909.3439 0.0234 0.0000 909.9291

Total 0.4135 1.5218 3.5707 0.0144 1.1953 9.8700e-
003

1.2051 0.3200 9.1400e-
003

0.3292 0.0000 1,327.336
9

1,327.336
9

0.0462 0.0000 1,328.491
6

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2785 286.2785 0.0681 0.0000 287.9811

Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2785 286.2785 0.0681 0.0000 287.9811

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0382 1.2511 0.4011 4.3000e-
003

0.1113 1.4600e-
003

0.1127 0.0321 1.4000e-
003

0.0335 0.0000 417.9930 417.9930 0.0228 0.0000 418.5624

Worker 0.3753 0.2708 3.1696 0.0101 1.0840 8.4100e-
003

1.0924 0.2879 7.7400e-
003

0.2957 0.0000 909.3439 909.3439 0.0234 0.0000 909.9291

Total 0.4135 1.5218 3.5707 0.0144 1.1953 9.8700e-
003

1.2051 0.3200 9.1400e-
003

0.3292 0.0000 1,327.336
9

1,327.336
9

0.0462 0.0000 1,328.491
6

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PMPage 22 of 44

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

9-238



3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

3.1200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

2.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.8968

Total 3.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

3.1200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

2.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.8968

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

3.1200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

2.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.8968

Total 3.7000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

3.1200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0800e-
003

2.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.8968

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.9000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

4.9200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.8200e-
003

4.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4706

Total 5.9000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

4.9200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.8200e-
003

4.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4706

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.9000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

4.9200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.8200e-
003

4.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4706

Total 5.9000e-
004

4.1000e-
004

4.9200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.8200e-
003

4.8000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.4706

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 4.1372 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1600e-
003

0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0101 6.9900e-
003

0.0835 2.8000e-
004

0.0307 2.3000e-
004

0.0309 8.1500e-
003

2.2000e-
004

8.3700e-
003

0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e-
004

0.0000 24.9558

Total 0.0101 6.9900e-
003

0.0835 2.8000e-
004

0.0307 2.3000e-
004

0.0309 8.1500e-
003

2.2000e-
004

8.3700e-
003

0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e-
004

0.0000 24.9558

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 4.1372 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1600e-
003

0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0101 6.9900e-
003

0.0835 2.8000e-
004

0.0307 2.3000e-
004

0.0309 8.1500e-
003

2.2000e-
004

8.3700e-
003

0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e-
004

0.0000 24.9558

Total 0.0101 6.9900e-
003

0.0835 2.8000e-
004

0.0307 2.3000e-
004

0.0309 8.1500e-
003

2.2000e-
004

8.3700e-
003

0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e-
004

0.0000 24.9558

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

Unmitigated 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065

General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445,703 445,703

Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707,488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1,112,221 1,112,221

Total 8,050.95 8,164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 8.40 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Regional Shopping Center 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2,512.646
5

2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2,512.646
5

2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
7

1,383.426
7

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
7

1,383.426
7

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

408494 2.2000e-
003

0.0188 8.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
004

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

0.0000 21.7988 21.7988 4.2000e-
004

4.0000e-
004

21.9284

Apartments Mid 
Rise

1.30613e
+007

0.0704 0.6018 0.2561 3.8400e-
003

0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0000 696.9989 696.9989 0.0134 0.0128 701.1408

General Office 
Building

468450 2.5300e-
003

0.0230 0.0193 1.4000e-
004

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

0.0000 24.9983 24.9983 4.8000e-
004

4.6000e-
004

25.1468

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

8.30736e
+006

0.0448 0.4072 0.3421 2.4400e-
003

0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0000 443.3124 443.3124 8.5000e-
003

8.1300e-
003

445.9468

Hotel 1.74095e
+006

9.3900e-
003

0.0853 0.0717 5.1000e-
004

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

0.0000 92.9036 92.9036 1.7800e-
003

1.7000e-
003

93.4557

Quality 
Restaurant

1.84608e
+006

9.9500e-
003

0.0905 0.0760 5.4000e-
004

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

0.0000 98.5139 98.5139 1.8900e-
003

1.8100e-
003

99.0993

Regional 
Shopping Center

91840 5.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
003

3.7800e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.9009 4.9009 9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

4.9301

Total 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
8

1,383.426
8

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8

Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

408494 2.2000e-
003

0.0188 8.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
004

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

0.0000 21.7988 21.7988 4.2000e-
004

4.0000e-
004

21.9284

Apartments Mid 
Rise

1.30613e
+007

0.0704 0.6018 0.2561 3.8400e-
003

0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0000 696.9989 696.9989 0.0134 0.0128 701.1408

General Office 
Building

468450 2.5300e-
003

0.0230 0.0193 1.4000e-
004

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

0.0000 24.9983 24.9983 4.8000e-
004

4.6000e-
004

25.1468

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

8.30736e
+006

0.0448 0.4072 0.3421 2.4400e-
003

0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0000 443.3124 443.3124 8.5000e-
003

8.1300e-
003

445.9468

Hotel 1.74095e
+006

9.3900e-
003

0.0853 0.0717 5.1000e-
004

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

0.0000 92.9036 92.9036 1.7800e-
003

1.7000e-
003

93.4557

Quality 
Restaurant

1.84608e
+006

9.9500e-
003

0.0905 0.0760 5.4000e-
004

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

0.0000 98.5139 98.5139 1.8900e-
003

1.8100e-
003

99.0993

Regional 
Shopping Center

91840 5.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
003

3.7800e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.9009 4.9009 9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

4.9301

Total 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
8

1,383.426
8

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8

Mitigated
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

106010 33.7770 1.3900e-
003

2.9000e-
004

33.8978

Apartments Mid 
Rise

3.94697e
+006

1,257.587
9

0.0519 0.0107 1,262.086
9

General Office 
Building

584550 186.2502 7.6900e-
003

1.5900e-
003

186.9165

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.58904e
+006

506.3022 0.0209 4.3200e-
003

508.1135

Hotel 550308 175.3399 7.2400e-
003

1.5000e-
003

175.9672

Quality 
Restaurant

353120 112.5116 4.6500e-
003

9.6000e-
004

112.9141

Regional 
Shopping Center

756000 240.8778 9.9400e-
003

2.0600e-
003

241.7395

Total 2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

106010 33.7770 1.3900e-
003

2.9000e-
004

33.8978

Apartments Mid 
Rise

3.94697e
+006

1,257.587
9

0.0519 0.0107 1,262.086
9

General Office 
Building

584550 186.2502 7.6900e-
003

1.5900e-
003

186.9165

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.58904e
+006

506.3022 0.0209 4.3200e-
003

508.1135

Hotel 550308 175.3399 7.2400e-
003

1.5000e-
003

175.9672

Quality 
Restaurant

353120 112.5116 4.6500e-
003

9.6000e-
004

112.9141

Regional 
Shopping Center

756000 240.8778 9.9400e-
003

2.0600e-
003

241.7395

Total 2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Unmitigated 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.3998 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0206 0.1763 0.0750 1.1200e-
003

0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0000 204.1166 204.1166 3.9100e-
003

3.7400e-
003

205.3295

Landscaping 0.3096 0.1187 10.3054 5.4000e-
004

0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0000 16.8504 16.8504 0.0161 0.0000 17.2540

Total 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6600e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.3998 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0206 0.1763 0.0750 1.1200e-
003

0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0000 204.1166 204.1166 3.9100e-
003

3.7400e-
003

205.3295

Landscaping 0.3096 0.1187 10.3054 5.4000e-
004

0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0000 16.8504 16.8504 0.0161 0.0000 17.2540

Total 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6600e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Mitigated
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Unmitigated 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.62885 / 
1.02688

10.9095 0.0535 1.3400e-
003

12.6471

Apartments Mid 
Rise

63.5252 / 
40.0485

425.4719 2.0867 0.0523 493.2363

General Office 
Building

7.99802 / 
4.90201

53.0719 0.2627 6.5900e-
003

61.6019

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

10.9272 / 
0.697482

51.2702 0.3580 8.8200e-
003

62.8482

Hotel 1.26834 / 
0.140927

6.1633 0.0416 1.0300e-
003

7.5079

Quality 
Restaurant

2.42827 / 
0.154996

11.3934 0.0796 1.9600e-
003

13.9663

Regional 
Shopping Center

4.14806 / 
2.54236

27.5250 0.1363 3.4200e-
003

31.9490

Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Unmitigated

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PMPage 39 of 44

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

9-255



8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.62885 / 
1.02688

10.9095 0.0535 1.3400e-
003

12.6471

Apartments Mid 
Rise

63.5252 / 
40.0485

425.4719 2.0867 0.0523 493.2363

General Office 
Building

7.99802 / 
4.90201

53.0719 0.2627 6.5900e-
003

61.6019

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

10.9272 / 
0.697482

51.2702 0.3580 8.8200e-
003

62.8482

Hotel 1.26834 / 
0.140927

6.1633 0.0416 1.0300e-
003

7.5079

Quality 
Restaurant

2.42827 / 
0.154996

11.3934 0.0796 1.9600e-
003

13.9663

Regional 
Shopping Center

4.14806 / 
2.54236

27.5250 0.1363 3.4200e-
003

31.9490

Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

 Unmitigated 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

11.5 2.3344 0.1380 0.0000 5.7834

Apartments Mid 
Rise

448.5 91.0415 5.3804 0.0000 225.5513

General Office 
Building

41.85 8.4952 0.5021 0.0000 21.0464

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

428.4 86.9613 5.1393 0.0000 215.4430

Hotel 27.38 5.5579 0.3285 0.0000 13.7694

Quality 
Restaurant

7.3 1.4818 0.0876 0.0000 3.6712

Regional 
Shopping Center

58.8 11.9359 0.7054 0.0000 29.5706

Total 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Unmitigated
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

11.5 2.3344 0.1380 0.0000 5.7834

Apartments Mid 
Rise

448.5 91.0415 5.3804 0.0000 225.5513

General Office 
Building

41.85 8.4952 0.5021 0.0000 21.0464

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

428.4 86.9613 5.1393 0.0000 215.4430

Hotel 27.38 5.5579 0.3285 0.0000 13.7694

Quality 
Restaurant

7.3 1.4818 0.0876 0.0000 3.6712

Regional 
Shopping Center

58.8 11.9359 0.7054 0.0000 29.5706

Total 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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11.0 Vegetation

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 36,000.00 0

Hotel 50.00 Room 1.67 72,600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqft 1.29 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2028Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16 57.65

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65 4.13

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03 6.41

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70 9.43

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2769 46.4588 31.6840 0.0643 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 6,234.797
4

6,234.797
4

1.9495 0.0000 6,283.535
2

2022 5.3304 38.8967 49.5629 0.1517 9.8688 1.6366 10.7727 3.6558 1.5057 5.1615 0.0000 15,251.56
74

15,251.56
74

1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52
88

2023 4.8957 26.3317 46.7567 0.1472 9.8688 0.7794 10.6482 2.6381 0.7322 3.3702 0.0000 14,807.52
69

14,807.52
69

1.0250 0.0000 14,833.15
21

2024 237.1630 9.5575 15.1043 0.0244 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 0.4322 0.5476 0.0000 2,361.398
9

2,361.398
9

0.7177 0.0000 2,379.342
1

Maximum 237.1630 46.4588 49.5629 0.1517 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 15,251.56
74

15,251.56
74

1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52
88

Unmitigated Construction
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2769 46.4588 31.6840 0.0643 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 6,234.797
4

6,234.797
4

1.9495 0.0000 6,283.535
2

2022 5.3304 38.8967 49.5629 0.1517 9.8688 1.6366 10.7727 3.6558 1.5057 5.1615 0.0000 15,251.56
74

15,251.56
74

1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52
88

2023 4.8957 26.3317 46.7567 0.1472 9.8688 0.7794 10.6482 2.6381 0.7322 3.3702 0.0000 14,807.52
69

14,807.52
69

1.0250 0.0000 14,833.15
20

2024 237.1630 9.5575 15.1043 0.0244 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 0.4322 0.5476 0.0000 2,361.398
9

2,361.398
9

0.7177 0.0000 2,379.342
1

Maximum 237.1630 46.4588 49.5629 0.1517 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 15,251.56
74

15,251.56
74

1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52
88

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PMPage 5 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

9-265



2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

Total 41.1168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18
16

76,811.18
16

2.8282 0.4832 77,025.87
86

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

Total 41.1168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18
16

76,811.18
16

2.8282 0.4832 77,025.87
86

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021 10/12/2021 5 30

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 11/9/2021 5 20

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 5 45

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving 12/13/2023 1/30/2024 5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PMPage 7 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

9-267



Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PMPage 8 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

9-268



3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1273 4.0952 0.9602 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 0.2795 0.0732 0.0120 0.0852 1,292.241
3

1,292.241
3

0.0877 1,294.433
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0643 0.0442 0.6042 1.7100e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2500e-
003

0.0457 170.8155 170.8155 5.0300e-
003

170.9413

Total 0.1916 4.1394 1.5644 0.0136 0.4346 0.0139 0.4485 0.1176 0.0133 0.1309 1,463.056
8

1,463.056
8

0.0927 1,465.375
0

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1273 4.0952 0.9602 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 0.2795 0.0732 0.0120 0.0852 1,292.241
3

1,292.241
3

0.0877 1,294.433
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0643 0.0442 0.6042 1.7100e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2500e-
003

0.0457 170.8155 170.8155 5.0300e-
003

170.9413

Total 0.1916 4.1394 1.5644 0.0136 0.4346 0.0139 0.4485 0.1176 0.0133 0.1309 1,463.056
8

1,463.056
8

0.0927 1,465.375
0

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 204.9786 204.9786 6.0400e-
003

205.1296

Total 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 204.9786 204.9786 6.0400e-
003

205.1296

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 204.9786 204.9786 6.0400e-
003

205.1296

Total 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 204.9786 204.9786 6.0400e-
003

205.1296

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 227.7540 227.7540 6.7100e-
003

227.9217

Total 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 227.7540 227.7540 6.7100e-
003

227.9217

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 227.7540 227.7540 6.7100e-
003

227.9217

Total 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 227.7540 227.7540 6.7100e-
003

227.9217

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 2.2100e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 219.7425 219.7425 6.0600e-
003

219.8941

Total 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 2.2100e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 219.7425 219.7425 6.0600e-
003

219.8941

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 2.2100e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 219.7425 219.7425 6.0600e-
003

219.8941

Total 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 2.2100e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 219.7425 219.7425 6.0600e-
003

219.8941

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4079 13.2032 3.4341 0.0364 0.9155 0.0248 0.9404 0.2636 0.0237 0.2873 3,896.548
2

3,896.548
2

0.2236 3,902.138
4

Worker 3.2162 2.1318 29.7654 0.0883 8.9533 0.0701 9.0234 2.3745 0.0646 2.4390 8,800.685
7

8,800.685
7

0.2429 8,806.758
2

Total 3.6242 15.3350 33.1995 0.1247 9.8688 0.0949 9.9637 2.6381 0.0883 2.7263 12,697.23
39

12,697.23
39

0.4665 12,708.89
66

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4079 13.2032 3.4341 0.0364 0.9155 0.0248 0.9404 0.2636 0.0237 0.2873 3,896.548
2

3,896.548
2

0.2236 3,902.138
4

Worker 3.2162 2.1318 29.7654 0.0883 8.9533 0.0701 9.0234 2.3745 0.0646 2.4390 8,800.685
7

8,800.685
7

0.2429 8,806.758
2

Total 3.6242 15.3350 33.1995 0.1247 9.8688 0.0949 9.9637 2.6381 0.0883 2.7263 12,697.23
39

12,697.23
39

0.4665 12,708.89
66

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3027 10.0181 3.1014 0.0352 0.9156 0.0116 0.9271 0.2636 0.0111 0.2747 3,773.876
2

3,773.876
2

0.1982 3,778.830
0

Worker 3.0203 1.9287 27.4113 0.0851 8.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 2.4372 8,478.440
8

8,478.440
8

0.2190 8,483.916
0

Total 3.3229 11.9468 30.5127 0.1203 9.8688 0.0797 9.9485 2.6381 0.0738 2.7118 12,252.31
70

12,252.31
70

0.4172 12,262.74
60

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3027 10.0181 3.1014 0.0352 0.9156 0.0116 0.9271 0.2636 0.0111 0.2747 3,773.876
2

3,773.876
2

0.1982 3,778.830
0

Worker 3.0203 1.9287 27.4113 0.0851 8.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 2.4372 8,478.440
8

8,478.440
8

0.2190 8,483.916
0

Total 3.3229 11.9468 30.5127 0.1203 9.8688 0.0797 9.9485 2.6381 0.0738 2.7118 12,252.31
70

12,252.31
70

0.4172 12,262.74
60

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.5900e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 158.7723 158.7723 4.1000e-
003

158.8748

Total 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.5900e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 158.7723 158.7723 4.1000e-
003

158.8748

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.5900e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 158.7723 158.7723 4.1000e-
003

158.8748

Total 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.5900e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 158.7723 158.7723 4.1000e-
003

158.8748

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 153.8517 153.8517 3.7600e-
003

153.9458

Total 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 153.8517 153.8517 3.7600e-
003

153.9458

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 153.8517 153.8517 3.7600e-
003

153.9458

Total 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 153.8517 153.8517 3.7600e-
003

153.9458

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641.085
2

1,641.085
2

0.0401 1,642.088
6

Total 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641.085
2

1,641.085
2

0.0401 1,642.088
6

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641.085
2

1,641.085
2

0.0401 1,642.088
6

Total 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641.085
2

1,641.085
2

0.0401 1,642.088
6

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

Unmitigated 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065

General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445,703 445,703

Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707,488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1,112,221 1,112,221

Total 8,050.95 8,164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 8.40 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Regional Shopping Center 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1119.16 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35784.3 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1283.42 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22759.9 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4769.72 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5057.75 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

251.616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.11916 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35.7843 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1.28342 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22.7599 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4.76972 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5.05775 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.251616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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11.0 Vegetation

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 36,000.00 0

Hotel 50.00 Room 1.67 72,600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqft 1.29 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2028Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16 57.65

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65 4.13

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03 6.41

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70 9.43

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2865 46.4651 31.6150 0.0642 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 6,221.493
7

6,221.493
7

1.9491 0.0000 6,270.221
4

2022 5.7218 38.9024 47.3319 0.1455 9.8688 1.6366 10.7736 3.6558 1.5057 5.1615 0.0000 14,630.30
99

14,630.30
99

1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26
63

2023 5.2705 26.4914 44.5936 0.1413 9.8688 0.7800 10.6488 2.6381 0.7328 3.3708 0.0000 14,210.34
24

14,210.34
24

1.0230 0.0000 14,235.91
60

2024 237.2328 9.5610 15.0611 0.0243 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 0.4322 0.5476 0.0000 2,352.417
8

2,352.417
8

0.7175 0.0000 2,370.355
0

Maximum 237.2328 46.4651 47.3319 0.1455 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 14,630.30
99

14,630.30
99

1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26
63

Unmitigated Construction
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2865 46.4651 31.6150 0.0642 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 6,221.493
7

6,221.493
7

1.9491 0.0000 6,270.221
4

2022 5.7218 38.9024 47.3319 0.1455 9.8688 1.6366 10.7736 3.6558 1.5057 5.1615 0.0000 14,630.30
99

14,630.30
99

1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26
63

2023 5.2705 26.4914 44.5936 0.1413 9.8688 0.7800 10.6488 2.6381 0.7328 3.3708 0.0000 14,210.34
24

14,210.34
24

1.0230 0.0000 14,235.91
60

2024 237.2328 9.5610 15.0611 0.0243 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 0.4322 0.5476 0.0000 2,352.417
8

2,352.417
8

0.7175 0.0000 2,370.355
0

Maximum 237.2328 46.4651 47.3319 0.1455 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 14,630.30
99

14,630.30
99

1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26
63

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Total 40.7912 67.7872 202.7424 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37
87

74,422.37
87

2.8429 0.4832 74,637.44
17

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Total 40.7912 67.7872 202.7424 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37
87

74,422.37
87

2.8429 0.4832 74,637.44
17

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021 10/12/2021 5 30

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 11/9/2021 5 20

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 5 45

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving 12/13/2023 1/30/2024 5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0.2797 0.0732 0.0122 0.0854 1,269.855
5

1,269.855
5

0.0908 1,272.125
2

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0715 0.0489 0.5524 1.6100e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2500e-
003

0.0457 160.8377 160.8377 4.7300e-
003

160.9560

Total 0.2019 4.1943 1.5706 0.0133 0.4346 0.0141 0.4487 0.1176 0.0135 0.1311 1,430.693
2

1,430.693
2

0.0955 1,433.081
2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0.2797 0.0732 0.0122 0.0854 1,269.855
5

1,269.855
5

0.0908 1,272.125
2

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0715 0.0489 0.5524 1.6100e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e-
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2500e-
003

0.0457 160.8377 160.8377 4.7300e-
003

160.9560

Total 0.2019 4.1943 1.5706 0.0133 0.4346 0.0141 0.4487 0.1176 0.0135 0.1311 1,430.693
2

1,430.693
2

0.0955 1,433.081
2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 193.0052 193.0052 5.6800e-
003

193.1472

Total 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 193.0052 193.0052 5.6800e-
003

193.1472

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 193.0052 193.0052 5.6800e-
003

193.1472

Total 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e-
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e-
003

0.0549 193.0052 193.0052 5.6800e-
003

193.1472

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 214.4502 214.4502 6.3100e-
003

214.6080

Total 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 214.4502 214.4502 6.3100e-
003

214.6080

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 214.4502 214.4502 6.3100e-
003

214.6080

Total 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.8100e-
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e-
003

0.0610 214.4502 214.4502 6.3100e-
003

214.6080

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 206.9139 206.9139 5.7000e-
003

207.0563

Total 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 206.9139 206.9139 5.7000e-
003

207.0563

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 206.9139 206.9139 5.7000e-
003

207.0563

Total 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e-
003

0.2236 1.7500e-
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 206.9139 206.9139 5.7000e-
003

207.0563

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4284 13.1673 3.8005 0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 0.9412 0.2636 0.0245 0.2881 3,789.075
0

3,789.075
0

0.2381 3,795.028
3

Worker 3.5872 2.3593 27.1680 0.0832 8.9533 0.0701 9.0234 2.3745 0.0646 2.4390 8,286.901
3

8,286.901
3

0.2282 8,292.605
8

Total 4.0156 15.5266 30.9685 0.1186 9.8688 0.0957 9.9645 2.6381 0.0891 2.7271 12,075.97
63

12,075.97
63

0.4663 12,087.63
41

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4284 13.1673 3.8005 0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 0.9412 0.2636 0.0245 0.2881 3,789.075
0

3,789.075
0

0.2381 3,795.028
3

Worker 3.5872 2.3593 27.1680 0.0832 8.9533 0.0701 9.0234 2.3745 0.0646 2.4390 8,286.901
3

8,286.901
3

0.2282 8,292.605
8

Total 4.0156 15.5266 30.9685 0.1186 9.8688 0.0957 9.9645 2.6381 0.0891 2.7271 12,075.97
63

12,075.97
63

0.4663 12,087.63
41

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3183 9.9726 3.3771 0.0343 0.9156 0.0122 0.9277 0.2636 0.0116 0.2752 3,671.400
7

3,671.400
7

0.2096 3,676.641
7

Worker 3.3795 2.1338 24.9725 0.0801 8.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 2.4372 7,983.731
8

7,983.731
8

0.2055 7,988.868
3

Total 3.6978 12.1065 28.3496 0.1144 9.8688 0.0803 9.9491 2.6381 0.0743 2.7124 11,655.13
25

11,655.13
25

0.4151 11,665.50
99

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3183 9.9726 3.3771 0.0343 0.9156 0.0122 0.9277 0.2636 0.0116 0.2752 3,671.400
7

3,671.400
7

0.2096 3,676.641
7

Worker 3.3795 2.1338 24.9725 0.0801 8.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 2.4372 7,983.731
8

7,983.731
8

0.2055 7,988.868
3

Total 3.6978 12.1065 28.3496 0.1144 9.8688 0.0803 9.9491 2.6381 0.0743 2.7124 11,655.13
25

11,655.13
25

0.4151 11,665.50
99

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.5000e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 149.5081 149.5081 3.8500e-
003

149.6043

Total 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.5000e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 149.5081 149.5081 3.8500e-
003

149.6043

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.5000e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 149.5081 149.5081 3.8500e-
003

149.6043

Total 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.5000e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 149.5081 149.5081 3.8500e-
003

149.6043

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 144.8706 144.8706 3.5300e-
003

144.9587

Total 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 144.8706 144.8706 3.5300e-
003

144.9587

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 144.8706 144.8706 3.5300e-
003

144.9587

Total 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e-
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 144.8706 144.8706 3.5300e-
003

144.9587

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286
0

1,545.286
0

0.0376 1,546.226
2

Total 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286
0

1,545.286
0

0.0376 1,546.226
2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286
0

1,545.286
0

0.0376 1,546.226
2

Total 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286
0

1,545.286
0

0.0376 1,546.226
2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Unmitigated 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065

General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445,703 445,703

Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707,488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1,112,221 1,112,221

Total 8,050.95 8,164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 8.40 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Regional Shopping Center 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1119.16 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35784.3 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1283.42 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22759.9 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4769.72 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5057.75 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

251.616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.11916 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35.7843 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1.28342 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22.7599 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4.76972 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5.05775 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.251616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/6/2021 1:49 PMPage 34 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

9-329



11.0 Vegetation

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 36,000.00 0

Hotel 50.00 Room 1.67 72,600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqft 1.29 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2028Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16 57.65

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65 4.13

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03 6.41

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70 9.43

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/12/2021 2:26 PMPage 3 of 44

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

9-333



2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 0.1704 1.8234 1.1577 2.3800e-
003

0.4141 0.0817 0.4958 0.1788 0.0754 0.2542 0.0000 210.7654 210.7654 0.0600 0.0000 212.2661

2022 0.5865 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 1.0683 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1,418.655
4

1,418.655
4

0.1215 0.0000 1,421.692
5

2023 0.5190 3.2850 4.7678 0.0147 0.8497 0.0971 0.9468 0.2283 0.0912 0.3195 0.0000 1,342.441
2

1,342.441
2

0.1115 0.0000 1,345.229
1

2024 4.1592 0.1313 0.2557 5.0000e-
004

0.0221 6.3900e-
003

0.0285 5.8700e-
003

5.9700e-
003

0.0118 0.0000 44.6355 44.6355 7.8300e-
003

0.0000 44.8311

Maximum 4.1592 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 1.0683 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1,418.655
4

1,418.655
4

0.1215 0.0000 1,421.692
5

Unmitigated Construction
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2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 0.1704 1.8234 1.1577 2.3800e-
003

0.4141 0.0817 0.4958 0.1788 0.0754 0.2542 0.0000 210.7651 210.7651 0.0600 0.0000 212.2658

2022 0.5865 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 1.0683 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1,418.655
0

1,418.655
0

0.1215 0.0000 1,421.692
1

2023 0.5190 3.2850 4.7678 0.0147 0.8497 0.0971 0.9468 0.2283 0.0912 0.3195 0.0000 1,342.440
9

1,342.440
9

0.1115 0.0000 1,345.228
7

2024 4.1592 0.1313 0.2557 5.0000e-
004

0.0221 6.3900e-
003

0.0285 5.8700e-
003

5.9700e-
003

0.0118 0.0000 44.6354 44.6354 7.8300e-
003

0.0000 44.8311

Maximum 4.1592 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 1.0683 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1,418.655
0

1,418.655
0

0.1215 0.0000 1,421.692
1

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 9-1-2021 11-30-2021 1.4091 1.4091

2 12-1-2021 2-28-2022 1.3329 1.3329

3 3-1-2022 5-31-2022 1.1499 1.1499

4 6-1-2022 8-31-2022 1.1457 1.1457

5 9-1-2022 11-30-2022 1.1415 1.1415

6 12-1-2022 2-28-2023 1.0278 1.0278

7 3-1-2023 5-31-2023 0.9868 0.9868

8 6-1-2023 8-31-2023 0.9831 0.9831
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Energy 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 3,896.073
2

3,896.073
2

0.1303 0.0468 3,913.283
3

Mobile 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 207.8079 0.0000 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 556.6420 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18
07

12,531.15
19

15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47
51

Unmitigated Operational

9 9-1-2023 11-30-2023 0.9798 0.9798

10 12-1-2023 2-29-2024 2.8757 2.8757

11 3-1-2024 5-31-2024 1.6188 1.6188

Highest 2.8757 2.8757
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Energy 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 3,896.073
2

3,896.073
2

0.1303 0.0468 3,913.283
3

Mobile 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 207.8079 0.0000 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 556.6420 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18
07

12,531.15
19

15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47
51

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021 10/12/2021 5 30

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 11/9/2021 5 20

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 5 45

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving 12/13/2023 1/30/2024 5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

OffRoad Equipment

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0496 0.0000 0.0496 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0233 0.0233 0.0216 0.0216 0.0000 51.0012 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601

Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 7.5100e-
003

0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0012 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.9300e-
003

0.0634 0.0148 1.8000e-
004

3.9400e-
003

1.9000e-
004

4.1300e-
003

1.0800e-
003

1.8000e-
004

1.2600e-
003

0.0000 17.4566 17.4566 1.2100e-
003

0.0000 17.4869

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.2000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

6.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.6800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6900e-
003

4.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.5281 1.5281 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.5293

Total 2.6500e-
003

0.0639 0.0209 2.0000e-
004

5.6200e-
003

2.0000e-
004

5.8200e-
003

1.5300e-
003

1.9000e-
004

1.7200e-
003

0.0000 18.9847 18.9847 1.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0161

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0496 0.0000 0.0496 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 7.5100e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0233 0.0233 0.0216 0.0216 0.0000 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600

Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 7.5100e-
003

0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.9300e-
003

0.0634 0.0148 1.8000e-
004

3.9400e-
003

1.9000e-
004

4.1300e-
003

1.0800e-
003

1.8000e-
004

1.2600e-
003

0.0000 17.4566 17.4566 1.2100e-
003

0.0000 17.4869

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.2000e-
004

5.3000e-
004

6.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.6800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.6900e-
003

4.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

4.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.5281 1.5281 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.5293

Total 2.6500e-
003

0.0639 0.0209 2.0000e-
004

5.6200e-
003

2.0000e-
004

5.8200e-
003

1.5300e-
003

1.9000e-
004

1.7200e-
003

0.0000 18.9847 18.9847 1.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0161

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0993 0.0000 0.0993 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.0204 0.0204 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7061

Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7061

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.8000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.8700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3500e-
003

3.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2234

Total 5.8000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.8700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3500e-
003

3.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2234

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0993 0.0000 0.0993 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.0204 0.0204 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060

Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060

Mitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/12/2021 2:26 PMPage 13 of 44

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

9-343



3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 5.8000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.8700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3500e-
003

3.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2234

Total 5.8000e-
004

4.3000e-
004

4.8700e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.3500e-
003

3.6000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.2234

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1741 0.0000 0.1741 0.0693 0.0000 0.0693 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0347 0.0347 0.0000 103.5405 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3776

Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5405 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3776

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.2200e-
003

9.0000e-
004

0.0103 3.0000e-
005

2.8300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.8600e-
003

7.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5828

Total 1.2200e-
003

9.0000e-
004

0.0103 3.0000e-
005

2.8300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.8600e-
003

7.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5828

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1741 0.0000 0.1741 0.0693 0.0000 0.0693 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0347 0.0347 0.0000 103.5403 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3775

Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5403 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3775

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.2200e-
003

9.0000e-
004

0.0103 3.0000e-
005

2.8300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.8600e-
003

7.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5828

Total 1.2200e-
003

9.0000e-
004

0.0103 3.0000e-
005

2.8300e-
003

2.0000e-
005

2.8600e-
003

7.5000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

7.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.5828

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0807 0.0000 0.0807 0.0180 0.0000 0.0180 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

5.7200e-
003

5.7200e-
003

5.2600e-
003

5.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

0.0807 5.7200e-
003

0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e-
003

0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.1000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.7400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

0.0000 5.3000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4590

Total 2.1000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.7400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

0.0000 5.3000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4590

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0807 0.0000 0.0807 0.0180 0.0000 0.0180 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

5.7200e-
003

5.7200e-
003

5.2600e-
003

5.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e-
004

0.0807 5.7200e-
003

0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e-
003

0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e-
003

0.0000 19.2414

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.1000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.7400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

0.0000 5.3000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4590

Total 2.1000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.7400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.2000e-
004

0.0000 5.3000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4590

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1324 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1324 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0527 1.6961 0.4580 4.5500e-
003

0.1140 3.1800e-
003

0.1171 0.0329 3.0400e-
003

0.0359 0.0000 441.9835 441.9835 0.0264 0.0000 442.6435

Worker 0.3051 0.2164 2.5233 7.3500e-
003

0.7557 6.2300e-
003

0.7619 0.2007 5.7400e-
003

0.2065 0.0000 663.9936 663.9936 0.0187 0.0000 664.4604

Total 0.3578 1.9125 2.9812 0.0119 0.8696 9.4100e-
003

0.8790 0.2336 8.7800e-
003

0.2424 0.0000 1,105.977
1

1,105.977
1

0.0451 0.0000 1,107.103
9

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1321 293.1321 0.0702 0.0000 294.8877

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.4100e-
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1321 293.1321 0.0702 0.0000 294.8877

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0527 1.6961 0.4580 4.5500e-
003

0.1140 3.1800e-
003

0.1171 0.0329 3.0400e-
003

0.0359 0.0000 441.9835 441.9835 0.0264 0.0000 442.6435

Worker 0.3051 0.2164 2.5233 7.3500e-
003

0.7557 6.2300e-
003

0.7619 0.2007 5.7400e-
003

0.2065 0.0000 663.9936 663.9936 0.0187 0.0000 664.4604

Total 0.3578 1.9125 2.9812 0.0119 0.8696 9.4100e-
003

0.8790 0.2336 8.7800e-
003

0.2424 0.0000 1,105.977
1

1,105.977
1

0.0451 0.0000 1,107.103
9

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2789 286.2789 0.0681 0.0000 287.9814

Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2789 286.2789 0.0681 0.0000 287.9814

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0382 1.2511 0.4011 4.3000e-
003

0.1113 1.4600e-
003

0.1127 0.0321 1.4000e-
003

0.0335 0.0000 417.9930 417.9930 0.0228 0.0000 418.5624

Worker 0.2795 0.1910 2.2635 6.9100e-
003

0.7377 5.9100e-
003

0.7436 0.1960 5.4500e-
003

0.2014 0.0000 624.5363 624.5363 0.0164 0.0000 624.9466

Total 0.3177 1.4420 2.6646 0.0112 0.8490 7.3700e-
003

0.8564 0.2281 6.8500e-
003

0.2349 0.0000 1,042.529
4

1,042.529
4

0.0392 0.0000 1,043.509
0

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2785 286.2785 0.0681 0.0000 287.9811

Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e-
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2785 286.2785 0.0681 0.0000 287.9811

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0382 1.2511 0.4011 4.3000e-
003

0.1113 1.4600e-
003

0.1127 0.0321 1.4000e-
003

0.0335 0.0000 417.9930 417.9930 0.0228 0.0000 418.5624

Worker 0.2795 0.1910 2.2635 6.9100e-
003

0.7377 5.9100e-
003

0.7436 0.1960 5.4500e-
003

0.2014 0.0000 624.5363 624.5363 0.0164 0.0000 624.9466

Total 0.3177 1.4420 2.6646 0.0112 0.8490 7.3700e-
003

0.8564 0.2281 6.8500e-
003

0.2349 0.0000 1,042.529
4

1,042.529
4

0.0392 0.0000 1,043.509
0

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.8000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

2.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6160

Total 2.8000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

2.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6160

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.7100e-
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.0500e-
003

3.0500e-
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.2100e-
003

0.0000 13.1227

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.8000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

2.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6160

Total 2.8000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

2.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

7.3000e-
004

1.9000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6160

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 4.4000e-
004

2.9000e-
004

3.5100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2400e-
003

3.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0100

Total 4.4000e-
004

2.9000e-
004

3.5100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2400e-
003

3.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0100

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e-
003

5.1500e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e-
003

0.0000 22.2073

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 4.4000e-
004

2.9000e-
004

3.5100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2400e-
003

3.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0100

Total 4.4000e-
004

2.9000e-
004

3.5100e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.2400e-
003

3.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0100

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 4.1372 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1600e-
003

0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.4800e-
003

4.9300e-
003

0.0596 1.9000e-
004

0.0209 1.6000e-
004

0.0211 5.5500e-
003

1.5000e-
004

5.7000e-
003

0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 17.1394

Total 7.4800e-
003

4.9300e-
003

0.0596 1.9000e-
004

0.0209 1.6000e-
004

0.0211 5.5500e-
003

1.5000e-
004

5.7000e-
003

0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 17.1394

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 4.1372 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1600e-
003

0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.4745

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 7.4800e-
003

4.9300e-
003

0.0596 1.9000e-
004

0.0209 1.6000e-
004

0.0211 5.5500e-
003

1.5000e-
004

5.7000e-
003

0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 17.1394

Total 7.4800e-
003

4.9300e-
003

0.0596 1.9000e-
004

0.0209 1.6000e-
004

0.0211 5.5500e-
003

1.5000e-
004

5.7000e-
003

0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e-
004

0.0000 17.1394

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

Unmitigated 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065

General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445,703 445,703

Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707,488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1,112,221 1,112,221

Total 8,050.95 8,164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 8.40 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Regional Shopping Center 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2,512.646
5

2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2,512.646
5

2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
7

1,383.426
7

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
7

1,383.426
7

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

408494 2.2000e-
003

0.0188 8.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
004

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

0.0000 21.7988 21.7988 4.2000e-
004

4.0000e-
004

21.9284

Apartments Mid 
Rise

1.30613e
+007

0.0704 0.6018 0.2561 3.8400e-
003

0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0000 696.9989 696.9989 0.0134 0.0128 701.1408

General Office 
Building

468450 2.5300e-
003

0.0230 0.0193 1.4000e-
004

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

0.0000 24.9983 24.9983 4.8000e-
004

4.6000e-
004

25.1468

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

8.30736e
+006

0.0448 0.4072 0.3421 2.4400e-
003

0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0000 443.3124 443.3124 8.5000e-
003

8.1300e-
003

445.9468

Hotel 1.74095e
+006

9.3900e-
003

0.0853 0.0717 5.1000e-
004

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

0.0000 92.9036 92.9036 1.7800e-
003

1.7000e-
003

93.4557

Quality 
Restaurant

1.84608e
+006

9.9500e-
003

0.0905 0.0760 5.4000e-
004

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

0.0000 98.5139 98.5139 1.8900e-
003

1.8100e-
003

99.0993

Regional 
Shopping Center

91840 5.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
003

3.7800e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.9009 4.9009 9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

4.9301

Total 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
8

1,383.426
8

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8

Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

408494 2.2000e-
003

0.0188 8.0100e-
003

1.2000e-
004

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

1.5200e-
003

0.0000 21.7988 21.7988 4.2000e-
004

4.0000e-
004

21.9284

Apartments Mid 
Rise

1.30613e
+007

0.0704 0.6018 0.2561 3.8400e-
003

0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0000 696.9989 696.9989 0.0134 0.0128 701.1408

General Office 
Building

468450 2.5300e-
003

0.0230 0.0193 1.4000e-
004

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

1.7500e-
003

0.0000 24.9983 24.9983 4.8000e-
004

4.6000e-
004

25.1468

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

8.30736e
+006

0.0448 0.4072 0.3421 2.4400e-
003

0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0000 443.3124 443.3124 8.5000e-
003

8.1300e-
003

445.9468

Hotel 1.74095e
+006

9.3900e-
003

0.0853 0.0717 5.1000e-
004

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

6.4900e-
003

0.0000 92.9036 92.9036 1.7800e-
003

1.7000e-
003

93.4557

Quality 
Restaurant

1.84608e
+006

9.9500e-
003

0.0905 0.0760 5.4000e-
004

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

6.8800e-
003

0.0000 98.5139 98.5139 1.8900e-
003

1.8100e-
003

99.0993

Regional 
Shopping Center

91840 5.0000e-
004

4.5000e-
003

3.7800e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.9009 4.9009 9.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

4.9301

Total 0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
8

1,383.426
8

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8

Mitigated
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

106010 33.7770 1.3900e-
003

2.9000e-
004

33.8978

Apartments Mid 
Rise

3.94697e
+006

1,257.587
9

0.0519 0.0107 1,262.086
9

General Office 
Building

584550 186.2502 7.6900e-
003

1.5900e-
003

186.9165

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.58904e
+006

506.3022 0.0209 4.3200e-
003

508.1135

Hotel 550308 175.3399 7.2400e-
003

1.5000e-
003

175.9672

Quality 
Restaurant

353120 112.5116 4.6500e-
003

9.6000e-
004

112.9141

Regional 
Shopping Center

756000 240.8778 9.9400e-
003

2.0600e-
003

241.7395

Total 2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

106010 33.7770 1.3900e-
003

2.9000e-
004

33.8978

Apartments Mid 
Rise

3.94697e
+006

1,257.587
9

0.0519 0.0107 1,262.086
9

General Office 
Building

584550 186.2502 7.6900e-
003

1.5900e-
003

186.9165

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.58904e
+006

506.3022 0.0209 4.3200e-
003

508.1135

Hotel 550308 175.3399 7.2400e-
003

1.5000e-
003

175.9672

Quality 
Restaurant

353120 112.5116 4.6500e-
003

9.6000e-
004

112.9141

Regional 
Shopping Center

756000 240.8778 9.9400e-
003

2.0600e-
003

241.7395

Total 2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Unmitigated 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6700e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.3998 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0206 0.1763 0.0750 1.1200e-
003

0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0000 204.1166 204.1166 3.9100e-
003

3.7400e-
003

205.3295

Landscaping 0.3096 0.1187 10.3054 5.4000e-
004

0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0000 16.8504 16.8504 0.0161 0.0000 17.2540

Total 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6600e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4137 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.3998 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0206 0.1763 0.0750 1.1200e-
003

0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0000 204.1166 204.1166 3.9100e-
003

3.7400e-
003

205.3295

Landscaping 0.3096 0.1187 10.3054 5.4000e-
004

0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0000 16.8504 16.8504 0.0161 0.0000 17.2540

Total 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6600e-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Mitigated
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Unmitigated 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.62885 / 
1.02688

10.9095 0.0535 1.3400e-
003

12.6471

Apartments Mid 
Rise

63.5252 / 
40.0485

425.4719 2.0867 0.0523 493.2363

General Office 
Building

7.99802 / 
4.90201

53.0719 0.2627 6.5900e-
003

61.6019

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

10.9272 / 
0.697482

51.2702 0.3580 8.8200e-
003

62.8482

Hotel 1.26834 / 
0.140927

6.1633 0.0416 1.0300e-
003

7.5079

Quality 
Restaurant

2.42827 / 
0.154996

11.3934 0.0796 1.9600e-
003

13.9663

Regional 
Shopping Center

4.14806 / 
2.54236

27.5250 0.1363 3.4200e-
003

31.9490

Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.62885 / 
1.02688

10.9095 0.0535 1.3400e-
003

12.6471

Apartments Mid 
Rise

63.5252 / 
40.0485

425.4719 2.0867 0.0523 493.2363

General Office 
Building

7.99802 / 
4.90201

53.0719 0.2627 6.5900e-
003

61.6019

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

10.9272 / 
0.697482

51.2702 0.3580 8.8200e-
003

62.8482

Hotel 1.26834 / 
0.140927

6.1633 0.0416 1.0300e-
003

7.5079

Quality 
Restaurant

2.42827 / 
0.154996

11.3934 0.0796 1.9600e-
003

13.9663

Regional 
Shopping Center

4.14806 / 
2.54236

27.5250 0.1363 3.4200e-
003

31.9490

Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

 Unmitigated 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

11.5 2.3344 0.1380 0.0000 5.7834

Apartments Mid 
Rise

448.5 91.0415 5.3804 0.0000 225.5513

General Office 
Building

41.85 8.4952 0.5021 0.0000 21.0464

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

428.4 86.9613 5.1393 0.0000 215.4430

Hotel 27.38 5.5579 0.3285 0.0000 13.7694

Quality 
Restaurant

7.3 1.4818 0.0876 0.0000 3.6712

Regional 
Shopping Center

58.8 11.9359 0.7054 0.0000 29.5706

Total 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Unmitigated
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

11.5 2.3344 0.1380 0.0000 5.7834

Apartments Mid 
Rise

448.5 91.0415 5.3804 0.0000 225.5513

General Office 
Building

41.85 8.4952 0.5021 0.0000 21.0464

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

428.4 86.9613 5.1393 0.0000 215.4430

Hotel 27.38 5.5579 0.3285 0.0000 13.7694

Quality 
Restaurant

7.3 1.4818 0.0876 0.0000 3.6712

Regional 
Shopping Center

58.8 11.9359 0.7054 0.0000 29.5706

Total 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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11.0 Vegetation

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 36,000.00 0

Hotel 50.00 Room 1.67 72,600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqft 1.29 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2028Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16 57.65

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65 4.13

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03 6.41

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70 9.43

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PMPage 3 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

9-377



2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2561 46.4415 31.4494 0.0636 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 6,163.416
6

6,163.416
6

1.9475 0.0000 6,212.103
9

2022 4.5441 38.8811 40.8776 0.1240 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 1.5052 5.1421 0.0000 12,493.44
03

12,493.44
03

1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57
07

2023 4.1534 25.7658 38.7457 0.1206 7.0088 0.7592 7.7679 1.8799 0.7136 2.5935 0.0000 12,150.48
90

12,150.48
90

0.9589 0.0000 12,174.46
15

2024 237.0219 9.5478 14.9642 0.0239 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 0.4319 0.4621 0.0000 2,313.180
8

2,313.180
8

0.7166 0.0000 2,331.095
6

Maximum 237.0219 46.4415 40.8776 0.1240 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,493.44
03

12,493.44
03

1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57
07

Unmitigated Construction
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2561 46.4415 31.4494 0.0636 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 6,163.416
6

6,163.416
6

1.9475 0.0000 6,212.103
9

2022 4.5441 38.8811 40.8776 0.1240 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 1.5052 5.1421 0.0000 12,493.44
03

12,493.44
03

1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57
07

2023 4.1534 25.7658 38.7457 0.1206 7.0088 0.7592 7.7679 1.8799 0.7136 2.5935 0.0000 12,150.48
90

12,150.48
90

0.9589 0.0000 12,174.46
15

2024 237.0219 9.5478 14.9642 0.0239 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 0.4319 0.4621 0.0000 2,313.180
8

2,313.180
8

0.7166 0.0000 2,331.095
5

Maximum 237.0219 46.4415 40.8776 0.1240 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,493.44
03

12,493.44
03

1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57
07

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

Total 41.1168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18
16

76,811.18
16

2.8282 0.4832 77,025.87
86

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

Total 41.1168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18
16

76,811.18
16

2.8282 0.4832 77,025.87
86

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021 10/12/2021 5 30

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 11/9/2021 5 20

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 5 45

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving 12/13/2023 1/30/2024 5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1273 4.0952 0.9602 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 0.2795 0.0732 0.0120 0.0852 1,292.241
3

1,292.241
3

0.0877 1,294.433
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0487 0.0313 0.4282 1.1800e-
003

0.1141 9.5000e-
004

0.1151 0.0303 8.8000e-
004

0.0311 117.2799 117.2799 3.5200e-
003

117.3678

Total 0.1760 4.1265 1.3884 0.0131 0.3810 0.0135 0.3946 0.1034 0.0129 0.1163 1,409.521
2

1,409.521
2

0.0912 1,411.801
5

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1273 4.0952 0.9602 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 0.2795 0.0732 0.0120 0.0852 1,292.241
3

1,292.241
3

0.0877 1,294.433
7

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0487 0.0313 0.4282 1.1800e-
003

0.1141 9.5000e-
004

0.1151 0.0303 8.8000e-
004

0.0311 117.2799 117.2799 3.5200e-
003

117.3678

Total 0.1760 4.1265 1.3884 0.0131 0.3810 0.0135 0.3946 0.1034 0.0129 0.1163 1,409.521
2

1,409.521
2

0.0912 1,411.801
5

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 140.7359 140.7359 4.2200e-
003

140.8414

Total 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 140.7359 140.7359 4.2200e-
003

140.8414

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 140.7359 140.7359 4.2200e-
003

140.8414

Total 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 140.7359 140.7359 4.2200e-
003

140.8414

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0649 0.0417 0.5710 1.5700e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 156.3732 156.3732 4.6900e-
003

156.4904

Total 0.0649 0.0417 0.5710 1.5700e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 156.3732 156.3732 4.6900e-
003

156.4904

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0649 0.0417 0.5710 1.5700e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 156.3732 156.3732 4.6900e-
003

156.4904

Total 0.0649 0.0417 0.5710 1.5700e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 156.3732 156.3732 4.6900e-
003

156.4904

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 150.8754 150.8754 4.2400e-
003

150.9813

Total 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 150.8754 150.8754 4.2400e-
003

150.9813

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 150.8754 150.8754 4.2400e-
003

150.9813

Total 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 150.8754 150.8754 4.2400e-
003

150.9813

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4079 13.2032 3.4341 0.0364 0.9155 0.0248 0.9404 0.2636 0.0237 0.2873 3,896.548
2

3,896.548
2

0.2236 3,902.138
4

Worker 2.4299 1.5074 21.0801 0.0607 6.0932 0.0493 6.1425 1.6163 0.0454 1.6617 6,042.558
5

6,042.558
5

0.1697 6,046.800
0

Total 2.8378 14.7106 24.5142 0.0971 7.0087 0.0741 7.0828 1.8799 0.0691 1.9490 9,939.106
7

9,939.106
7

0.3933 9,948.938
4

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4079 13.2032 3.4341 0.0364 0.9155 0.0248 0.9404 0.2636 0.0237 0.2873 3,896.548
2

3,896.548
2

0.2236 3,902.138
4

Worker 2.4299 1.5074 21.0801 0.0607 6.0932 0.0493 6.1425 1.6163 0.0454 1.6617 6,042.558
5

6,042.558
5

0.1697 6,046.800
0

Total 2.8378 14.7106 24.5142 0.0971 7.0087 0.0741 7.0828 1.8799 0.0691 1.9490 9,939.106
7

9,939.106
7

0.3933 9,948.938
4

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3027 10.0181 3.1014 0.0352 0.9156 0.0116 0.9271 0.2636 0.0111 0.2747 3,773.876
2

3,773.876
2

0.1982 3,778.830
0

Worker 2.2780 1.3628 19.4002 0.0584 6.0932 0.0479 6.1411 1.6163 0.0441 1.6604 5,821.402
8

5,821.402
8

0.1529 5,825.225
4

Total 2.5807 11.3809 22.5017 0.0936 7.0088 0.0595 7.0682 1.8799 0.0552 1.9350 9,595.279
0

9,595.279
0

0.3511 9,604.055
4

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3027 10.0181 3.1014 0.0352 0.9156 0.0116 0.9271 0.2636 0.0111 0.2747 3,773.876
2

3,773.876
2

0.1982 3,778.830
0

Worker 2.2780 1.3628 19.4002 0.0584 6.0932 0.0479 6.1411 1.6163 0.0441 1.6604 5,821.402
8

5,821.402
8

0.1529 5,825.225
4

Total 2.5807 11.3809 22.5017 0.0936 7.0088 0.0595 7.0682 1.8799 0.0552 1.9350 9,595.279
0

9,595.279
0

0.3511 9,604.055
4

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 109.0150 109.0150 2.8600e-
003

109.0866

Total 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 109.0150 109.0150 2.8600e-
003

109.0866

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 109.0150 109.0150 2.8600e-
003

109.0866

Total 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 109.0150 109.0150 2.8600e-
003

109.0866

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 105.6336 105.6336 2.6300e-
003

105.6992

Total 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 105.6336 105.6336 2.6300e-
003

105.6992

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 105.6336 105.6336 2.6300e-
003

105.6992

Total 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 105.6336 105.6336 2.6300e-
003

105.6992

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,126.758
3

1,126.758
3

0.0280 1,127.458
3

Total 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,126.758
3

1,126.758
3

0.0280 1,127.458
3

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,126.758
3

1,126.758
3

0.0280 1,127.458
3

Total 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,126.758
3

1,126.758
3

0.0280 1,127.458
3

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

Unmitigated 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065

General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445,703 445,703

Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707,488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1,112,221 1,112,221

Total 8,050.95 8,164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 8.40 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Regional Shopping Center 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1119.16 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35784.3 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1283.42 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22759.9 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4769.72 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5057.75 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

251.616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.11916 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35.7843 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1.28342 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22.7599 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4.76972 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5.05775 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.251616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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11.0 Vegetation

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 36,000.00 0

Hotel 50.00 Room 1.67 72,600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqft 1.29 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

9

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 33

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Southern California Edison

2028Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

702.44 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use - 

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16 57.65

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65 4.13

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03 6.41

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95 62.64

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70 9.43

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25 0.00

tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tblWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PMPage 3 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

9-412



2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2621 46.4460 31.4068 0.0635 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 6,154.337
7

6,154.337
7

1.9472 0.0000 6,203.018
6

2022 4.7966 38.8851 39.6338 0.1195 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 1.5052 5.1421 0.0000 12,035.34
40

12,035.34
40

1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60
13

2023 4.3939 25.8648 37.5031 0.1162 7.0088 0.7598 7.7685 1.8799 0.7142 2.5940 0.0000 11,710.40
80

11,710.40
80

0.9617 0.0000 11,734.44
97

2024 237.0656 9.5503 14.9372 0.0238 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 0.4319 0.4621 0.0000 2,307.051
7

2,307.051
7

0.7164 0.0000 2,324.962
7

Maximum 237.0656 46.4460 39.6338 0.1195 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,035.34
40

12,035.34
40

1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60
13

Unmitigated Construction
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2021 4.2621 46.4460 31.4068 0.0635 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 6,154.337
7

6,154.337
7

1.9472 0.0000 6,203.018
6

2022 4.7966 38.8851 39.6338 0.1195 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 1.5052 5.1421 0.0000 12,035.34
40

12,035.34
40

1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60
13

2023 4.3939 25.8648 37.5031 0.1162 7.0088 0.7598 7.7685 1.8799 0.7142 2.5940 0.0000 11,710.40
80

11,710.40
80

0.9617 0.0000 11,734.44
97

2024 237.0656 9.5503 14.9372 0.0238 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 0.4319 0.4621 0.0000 2,307.051
7

2,307.051
7

0.7164 0.0000 2,324.962
7

Maximum 237.0656 46.4460 39.6338 0.1195 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,035.34
40

12,035.34
40

1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60
13

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Total 40.7912 67.7872 202.7424 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37
87

74,422.37
87

2.8429 0.4832 74,637.44
17

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mobile 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Total 40.7912 67.7872 202.7424 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37
87

74,422.37
87

2.8429 0.4832 74,637.44
17

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021 10/12/2021 5 30

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 11/9/2021 5 20

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 5 45

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving 12/13/2023 1/30/2024 5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped 
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00 158 0.38

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 247 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00 158 0.38

Grading Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247 0.40

Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 367 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 231 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37

Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Paving Pavers 2 8.00 130 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 132 0.36

Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48

Trips and VMT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0.2797 0.0732 0.0122 0.0854 1,269.855
5

1,269.855
5

0.0908 1,272.125
2

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0532 0.0346 0.3963 1.1100e-
003

0.1141 9.5000e-
004

0.1151 0.0303 8.8000e-
004

0.0311 110.4707 110.4707 3.3300e-
003

110.5539

Total 0.1835 4.1800 1.4144 0.0128 0.3810 0.0137 0.3948 0.1034 0.0131 0.1165 1,380.326
2

1,380.326
2

0.0941 1,382.679
1

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0.2797 0.0732 0.0122 0.0854 1,269.855
5

1,269.855
5

0.0908 1,272.125
2

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0532 0.0346 0.3963 1.1100e-
003

0.1141 9.5000e-
004

0.1151 0.0303 8.8000e-
004

0.0311 110.4707 110.4707 3.3300e-
003

110.5539

Total 0.1835 4.1800 1.4144 0.0128 0.3810 0.0137 0.3948 0.1034 0.0131 0.1165 1,380.326
2

1,380.326
2

0.0941 1,382.679
1

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 132.5649 132.5649 3.9900e-
003

132.6646

Total 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 132.5649 132.5649 3.9900e-
003

132.6646

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 132.5649 132.5649 3.9900e-
003

132.6646

Total 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e-
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e-
003

0.0374 132.5649 132.5649 3.9900e-
003

132.6646

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 147.2943 147.2943 4.4300e-
003

147.4051

Total 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 147.2943 147.2943 4.4300e-
003

147.4051

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PMPage 14 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

9-423



3.4 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 147.2943 147.2943 4.4300e-
003

147.4051

Total 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 147.2943 147.2943 4.4300e-
003

147.4051

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 142.1207 142.1207 4.0000e-
003

142.2207

Total 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 142.1207 142.1207 4.0000e-
003

142.2207

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6,011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Grading - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 142.1207 142.1207 4.0000e-
003

142.2207

Total 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 142.1207 142.1207 4.0000e-
003

142.2207

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4284 13.1673 3.8005 0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 0.9412 0.2636 0.0245 0.2881 3,789.075
0

3,789.075
0

0.2381 3,795.028
3

Worker 2.6620 1.6677 19.4699 0.0571 6.0932 0.0493 6.1425 1.6163 0.0454 1.6617 5,691.935
4

5,691.935
4

0.1602 5,695.940
8

Total 3.0904 14.8350 23.2704 0.0926 7.0087 0.0749 7.0836 1.8799 0.0699 1.9498 9,481.010
4

9,481.010
4

0.3984 9,490.969
1

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.4284 13.1673 3.8005 0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 0.9412 0.2636 0.0245 0.2881 3,789.075
0

3,789.075
0

0.2381 3,795.028
3

Worker 2.6620 1.6677 19.4699 0.0571 6.0932 0.0493 6.1425 1.6163 0.0454 1.6617 5,691.935
4

5,691.935
4

0.1602 5,695.940
8

Total 3.0904 14.8350 23.2704 0.0926 7.0087 0.0749 7.0836 1.8799 0.0699 1.9498 9,481.010
4

9,481.010
4

0.3984 9,490.969
1

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3183 9.9726 3.3771 0.0343 0.9156 0.0122 0.9277 0.2636 0.0116 0.2752 3,671.400
7

3,671.400
7

0.2096 3,676.641
7

Worker 2.5029 1.5073 17.8820 0.0550 6.0932 0.0479 6.1411 1.6163 0.0441 1.6604 5,483.797
4

5,483.797
4

0.1442 5,487.402
0

Total 2.8211 11.4799 21.2591 0.0893 7.0088 0.0601 7.0688 1.8799 0.0557 1.9356 9,155.198
1

9,155.198
1

0.3538 9,164.043
7

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209
9

0.6079 2,570.406
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.3183 9.9726 3.3771 0.0343 0.9156 0.0122 0.9277 0.2636 0.0116 0.2752 3,671.400
7

3,671.400
7

0.2096 3,676.641
7

Worker 2.5029 1.5073 17.8820 0.0550 6.0932 0.0479 6.1411 1.6163 0.0441 1.6604 5,483.797
4

5,483.797
4

0.1442 5,487.402
0

Total 2.8211 11.4799 21.2591 0.0893 7.0088 0.0601 7.0688 1.8799 0.0557 1.9356 9,155.198
1

9,155.198
1

0.3538 9,164.043
7

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 102.6928 102.6928 2.7000e-
003

102.7603

Total 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 102.6928 102.6928 2.7000e-
003

102.7603

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584
1

2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2023

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 102.6928 102.6928 2.7000e-
003

102.7603

Total 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e-
003

0.1141 9.0000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e-
004

0.0311 102.6928 102.6928 2.7000e-
003

102.7603

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 1.0000e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 2.4700e-
003

99.5663

Total 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 1.0000e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 2.4700e-
003

99.5663

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Off-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Paving - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 1.0000e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 2.4700e-
003

99.5663

Total 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 1.0000e-
003

0.1141 8.8000e-
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e-
004

0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 2.4700e-
003

99.5663

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,061.381
8

1,061.381
8

0.0264 1,062.041
0

Total 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,061.381
8

1,061.381
8

0.0264 1,062.041
0

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e-
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,061.381
8

1,061.381
8

0.0264 1,062.041
0

Total 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e-
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,061.381
8

1,061.381
8

0.0264 1,062.041
0

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Unmitigated 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80
05

47,917.80
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065

General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445,703 445,703

Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707,488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1,112,221 1,112,221

Total 8,050.95 8,164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452
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Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 5.90 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 8.40 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

16.60 8.40 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 8.40 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 8.40 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 8.40 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Regional Shopping Center 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1119.16 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35784.3 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1283.42 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22759.9 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4769.72 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5057.75 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

251.616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.11916 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e-
004

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

8.3400e-
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.4100e-
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35.7843 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4,234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1.28342 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e-
004

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

9.5600e-
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e-
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22.7599 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546
0

Hotel 4.76972 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.8100e-
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5.05775 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.251616 2.7100e-
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

1.8700e-
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e-
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00
00

18,000.00
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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11.0 Vegetation

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PMPage 35 of 35

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

9-444



Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,623
Amortized (MT CO2e/year) 120.77

Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,024
Amortized (MT CO2e/year) 100.80

% Decrease in Construction-related GHG Emissions 17%

Local Hire Provision Net Change

With Local Hire Provision

Without Local Hire Provision

Attachment C
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 SOIL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE 

 2656 29th Street, Suite 201 
 Santa Monica, California 90405 

 Attn: Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. 
 Mobil: (310) 795-2335 

Office: (310) 452-5555 
 Fax: (310) 452-5550 

 Email: prosenfeld@swape.com 
 

 

   
Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Page 1 of  10 June 2019 
 

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Chemical Fate and Transport & Air Dispersion Modeling 

Principal Environmental Chemist  Risk Assessment & Remediation Specialist 

 

Education 

Ph.D. Soil Chemistry, University of Washington, 1999. Dissertation on volatile organic compound filtration. 

M.S. Environmental Science, U.C. Berkeley, 1995. Thesis on organic waste economics. 

B.A. Environmental Studies, U.C. Santa Barbara, 1991.  Thesis on wastewater treatment. 

 

Professional Experience 
  
Dr. Rosenfeld has over 25 years’ experience conducting environmental investigations and risk assessments for 

evaluating impacts to human health, property, and ecological receptors. His expertise focuses on the fate and 

transport of environmental contaminants, human health risk, exposure assessment, and ecological restoration. Dr. 

Rosenfeld has evaluated and modeled emissions from unconventional oil drilling operations, oil spills, landfills, 

boilers and incinerators, process stacks, storage tanks, confined animal feeding operations, and many other industrial 

and agricultural sources. His project experience ranges from monitoring and modeling of pollution sources to 

evaluating impacts of pollution on workers at industrial facilities and residents in surrounding communities. 

 

Dr. Rosenfeld has investigated and designed remediation programs and risk assessments for contaminated sites 

containing lead, heavy metals, mold, bacteria, particulate matter, petroleum hydrocarbons, chlorinated solvents, 

pesticides, radioactive waste, dioxins and furans, semi- and volatile organic compounds, PCBs, PAHs, perchlorate, 

asbestos, per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFOA/PFOS), unusual polymers, fuel oxygenates (MTBE), among 

other pollutants. Dr. Rosenfeld also has experience evaluating greenhouse gas emissions from various projects and is 

an expert on the assessment of odors from industrial and agricultural sites, as well as the evaluation of odor nuisance 

impacts and technologies for abatement of odorous emissions.  As a principal scientist at SWAPE, Dr. Rosenfeld 

directs air dispersion modeling and exposure assessments.  He has served as an expert witness and testified about 

pollution sources causing nuisance and/or personal injury at dozens of sites and has testified as an expert witness on 

more than ten cases involving exposure to air contaminants from industrial sources. 
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Professional History: 

Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE); 2003 to present; Principal and Founding Partner 
UCLA School of Public Health; 2007 to 2011; Lecturer (Assistant Researcher) 
UCLA School of Public Health; 2003 to 2006; Adjunct Professor 
UCLA Environmental Science and Engineering Program; 2002-2004; Doctoral Intern Coordinator 
UCLA Institute of the Environment, 2001-2002; Research Associate 
Komex H2O Science, 2001 to 2003; Senior Remediation Scientist 
National Groundwater Association, 2002-2004; Lecturer 
San Diego State University, 1999-2001; Adjunct Professor 
Anteon Corp., San Diego, 2000-2001; Remediation Project Manager 
Ogden (now Amec), San Diego, 2000-2000; Remediation Project Manager 
Bechtel, San Diego, California, 1999 – 2000; Risk Assessor 
King County, Seattle, 1996 – 1999; Scientist 
James River Corp., Washington, 1995-96; Scientist 
Big Creek Lumber, Davenport, California, 1995; Scientist 
Plumas Corp., California and USFS, Tahoe 1993-1995; Scientist 
Peace Corps and World Wildlife Fund, St. Kitts, West Indies, 1991-1993; Scientist 
 

Publications: 
  
Remy, L.L., Clay T., Byers, V., Rosenfeld P. E. (2019) Hospital, Health, and Community Burden After Oil 
Refinery Fires, Richmond, California 2007 and 2012. Environmental Health. 18:48 
 
Simons, R.A., Seo, Y. Rosenfeld, P., (2015) Modeling the Effect of Refinery Emission On Residential Property 
Value. Journal of Real Estate Research. 27(3):321-342 
 
Chen, J. A, Zapata A. R., Sutherland A. J., Molmen, D.R., Chow, B. S., Wu, L. E., Rosenfeld, P. E., Hesse, R. C., 
(2012) Sulfur Dioxide and Volatile Organic Compound Exposure To A Community In Texas City Texas Evaluated 
Using Aermod and Empirical Data.   American Journal of Environmental Science, 8(6), 622-632. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. & Feng, L. (2011). The Risks of Hazardous Waste.  Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.  
 
Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2011). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best 
Practices in the Agrochemical Industry, Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.  
 
Gonzalez, J., Feng, L., Sutherland, A., Waller, C., Sok, H., Hesse, R., Rosenfeld, P. (2010). PCBs and 
Dioxins/Furans in Attic Dust Collected Near Former PCB Production and Secondary Copper Facilities in Sauget, IL. 
Procedia Environmental Sciences. 113–125. 
 
Feng, L., Wu, C., Tam, L., Sutherland, A.J., Clark, J.J., Rosenfeld, P.E. (2010). Dioxin and Furan Blood Lipid and 
Attic Dust Concentrations in Populations Living Near Four Wood Treatment Facilities in the United States.  Journal 
of Environmental Health. 73(6), 34-46. 
 
Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2010). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best 
Practices in the Wood and Paper Industries. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing. 
 
Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2009). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best 
Practices in the Petroleum Industry. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing. 
 
Wu, C., Tam, L., Clark, J., Rosenfeld, P. (2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in populations living 
near four wood treatment facilities in the United States. WIT Transactions on Ecology and the Environment, Air 
Pollution, 123 (17), 319-327.  
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Tam L. K.., Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008). A Statistical Analysis Of Attic Dust And Blood Lipid 
Concentrations Of Tetrachloro-p-Dibenzodioxin (TCDD) Toxicity Equivalency Quotients (TEQ) In Two 
Populations Near Wood Treatment Facilities. Organohalogen Compounds, 70, 002252-002255. 
 
Tam L. K.., Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008). Methods For Collect Samples For Assessing Dioxins 
And Other Environmental Contaminants In Attic Dust: A Review.  Organohalogen Compounds, 70, 000527-
000530. 
 
Hensley, A.R. A. Scott, J. J. J. Clark, Rosenfeld, P.E. (2007). Attic Dust and Human Blood Samples Collected near 
a Former Wood Treatment Facility.  Environmental Research. 105, 194-197. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., J. J. J. Clark, A. R. Hensley, M. Suffet. (2007). The Use of an Odor Wheel Classification for 
Evaluation of Human Health Risk Criteria for Compost Facilities.  Water Science & Technology 55(5), 345-357. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E.,  M. Suffet. (2007). The Anatomy Of Odour Wheels For Odours Of Drinking Water, Wastewater, 
Compost And The Urban Environment.  Water Science & Technology 55(5), 335-344. 
 
Sullivan, P. J. Clark, J.J.J., Agardy, F. J., Rosenfeld, P.E. (2007). Toxic Legacy, Synthetic Toxins in the Food, 
Water, and Air in American Cities.  Boston Massachusetts: Elsevier Publishing 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet I.H. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash. Water Science 
and Technology. 49(9),171-178. 
  
Rosenfeld P. E., J.J. Clark, I.H. (Mel) Suffet (2004). The Value of An Odor-Quality-Wheel Classification Scheme 
For The Urban Environment. Water Environment Federation’s Technical Exhibition and Conference (WEFTEC) 
2004. New Orleans, October 2-6, 2004. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet, I.H. (2004). Understanding Odorants Associated With Compost, Biomass Facilities, 
and the Land Application of Biosolids. Water Science and Technology. 49(9), 193-199. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet I.H. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash, Water Science 
and Technology, 49( 9), 171-178. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M. A., Sellew, P. (2004). Measurement of Biosolids Odor and Odorant Emissions from 
Windrows, Static Pile and Biofilter. Water Environment Research. 76(4), 310-315. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., Grey, M and Suffet, M. (2002). Compost Demonstration Project, Sacramento California Using 
High-Carbon Wood Ash to Control Odor at a Green Materials Composting Facility. Integrated Waste Management 
Board Public Affairs Office, Publications Clearinghouse (MS–6), Sacramento, CA Publication #442-02-008.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry.  (2001). Characterization of odor emissions from three different biosolids. Water 
Soil and Air Pollution. 127(1-4), 173-191. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Henry C. L., (2000).  Wood ash control of odor emissions from biosolids application. Journal 
of Environmental Quality. 29, 1662-1668. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry and D. Bennett. (2001). Wastewater dewatering polymer affect on biosolids odor 
emissions and microbial activity. Water Environment Research. 73(4), 363-367. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. (2001). Activated Carbon and Wood Ash Sorption of Wastewater, Compost, and 
Biosolids Odorants. Water Environment Research, 73, 388-393. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and Henry C. L., (2001). High carbon wood ash effect on biosolids microbial activity and odor. 
Water Environment Research. 131(1-4), 247-262. 
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Chollack, T. and P. Rosenfeld. (1998). Compost Amendment Handbook For Landscaping. Prepared for and 
distributed by the City of Redmond, Washington State. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E.  (1992).  The Mount Liamuiga Crater Trail. Heritage Magazine of St. Kitts, 3(2). 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E.  (1993). High School Biogas Project to Prevent Deforestation On St. Kitts.  Biomass Users 
Network, 7(1). 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E.  (1998). Characterization, Quantification, and Control of Odor Emissions From Biosolids 
Application To Forest Soil. Doctoral Thesis. University of Washington College of Forest Resources. 

 
Rosenfeld, P. E. (1994).  Potential Utilization of Small Diameter Trees on Sierra County Public Land. Masters 
thesis reprinted by the Sierra County Economic Council. Sierra County, California. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E. (1991).  How to Build a Small Rural Anaerobic Digester & Uses Of Biogas In The First And Third 
World. Bachelors Thesis. University of California. 
 

Presentations: 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., Sutherland, A; Hesse, R.; Zapata, A. (October 3-6, 2013). Air dispersion modeling of volatile 
organic emissions from multiple natural gas wells in Decatur, TX. 44th Western Regional Meeting, American 
Chemical Society. Lecture conducted from Santa Clara, CA.  
 
Sok, H.L.; Waller, C.C.; Feng, L.; Gonzalez, J.; Sutherland, A.J.; Wisdom-Stack, T.; Sahai, R.K.; Hesse, R.C.; 
Rosenfeld, P.E. (June 20-23, 2010). Atrazine: A Persistent Pesticide in Urban Drinking Water. 
 Urban Environmental Pollution.  Lecture conducted from Boston, MA. 
 
Feng, L.; Gonzalez, J.; Sok, H.L.; Sutherland, A.J.; Waller, C.C.; Wisdom-Stack, T.; Sahai, R.K.; La, M.; Hesse, 
R.C.; Rosenfeld, P.E. (June 20-23, 2010). Bringing Environmental Justice to East St. Louis, 
Illinois. Urban Environmental Pollution. Lecture conducted from Boston, MA. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. (April 19-23, 2009). Perfluoroctanoic Acid (PFOA) and Perfluoroactane Sulfonate (PFOS) 
Contamination in Drinking Water From the Use of Aqueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the United 
States. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting, Lecture conducted 
from Tuscon, AZ. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. (April 19-23, 2009). Cost to Filter Atrazine Contamination from Drinking Water in the United 
States” Contamination in Drinking Water From the Use of Aqueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the 
United States. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting. Lecture 
conducted from Tuscon, AZ.  
 
Wu, C., Tam, L., Clark, J., Rosenfeld, P. (20-22 July, 2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in 
populations living near four wood treatment facilities in the United States. Brebbia, C.A. and Popov, V., eds., Air 
Pollution XVII: Proceedings of the Seventeenth International Conference on Modeling, Monitoring and 
Management of Air Pollution. Lecture conducted from Tallinn, Estonia. 
 
Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). Moss Point Community Exposure To Contaminants From A Releasing 
Facility. The 23rd Annual International Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platform lecture conducted from 
University of Massachusetts, Amherst MA.  
 
Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). The Repeated Trespass of Tritium-Contaminated Water Into A 
Surrounding Community Form Repeated Waste Spills From A Nuclear Power Plant. The 23rd Annual International 
Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platform lecture conducted from University of Massachusetts, Amherst 
MA.  
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Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007).  Somerville Community Exposure To Contaminants From Wood Treatment 
Facility Emissions. The 23rd Annual International Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Lecture conducted 
from University of Massachusetts, Amherst MA.  
 
Rosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Production, Chemical Properties, Toxicology, & Treatment Case Studies of 1,2,3-
Trichloropropane (TCP).  The Association for Environmental Health and Sciences (AEHS) Annual Meeting. Lecture 
conducted from San Diego, CA. 
 
Rosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Blood and Attic Sampling for Dioxin/Furan, PAH, and Metal Exposure in Florala, 
Alabama.  The AEHS Annual Meeting. Lecture conducted from San Diego, CA. 
 
Hensley A.R., Scott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J.  (August 21 – 25, 2006). Dioxin Containing Attic Dust And 
Human Blood Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment Facility.  The 26th International Symposium on 
Halogenated Persistent Organic Pollutants – DIOXIN2006. Lecture conducted from Radisson SAS Scandinavia 
Hotel in Oslo Norway. 
 
Hensley A.R., Scott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J.  (November 4-8, 2006). Dioxin Containing Attic Dust And 
Human Blood Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment Facility.  APHA 134 Annual Meeting & 
Exposition.  Lecture conducted from Boston Massachusetts.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (October 24-25, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA and Related Chemicals. 
Mealey’s C8/PFOA. Science, Risk & Litigation Conference.  Lecture conducted from The Rittenhouse Hotel, 
Philadelphia, PA.   
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Brominated Flame Retardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human 
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation PEMA Emerging Contaminant Conference.  Lecture conducted from Hilton 
Hotel, Irvine California.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Fate, Transport, Toxicity, And Persistence of 1,2,3-TCP. PEMA 
Emerging Contaminant Conference. Lecture conducted from Hilton Hotel in Irvine, California.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 26-27, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PDBEs.  Mealey’s Groundwater 
Conference. Lecture conducted from Ritz Carlton Hotel, Marina Del Ray, California.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (June 7-8, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA and Related Chemicals. 
International Society of Environmental Forensics: Focus On Emerging Contaminants.  Lecture conducted from 
Sheraton Oceanfront Hotel, Virginia Beach, Virginia.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (July 21-22, 2005). Fate Transport, Persistence and Toxicology of PFOA and Related 
Perfluorochemicals. 2005 National Groundwater Association Ground Water And Environmental Law Conference. 
Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland.   
 
Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (July 21-22, 2005). Brominated Flame Retardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human 
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation.  2005 National Groundwater Association Ground Water and 
Environmental Law Conference.  Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland.   
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. and Rob Hesse R.G. (May 5-6, 2004). Tert-butyl Alcohol Liability 
and Toxicology, A National Problem and Unquantified Liability. National Groundwater Association. Environmental 
Law Conference.  Lecture conducted from Congress Plaza Hotel, Chicago Illinois.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (March 2004).  Perchlorate Toxicology. Meeting of the American Groundwater Trust.  
Lecture conducted from Phoenix Arizona.  
 
Hagemann, M.F.,  Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and Rob Hesse (2004).  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.  
Meeting of tribal representatives. Lecture conducted from Parker, AZ.  
 

9-451



   
Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Page 6 of  10 June 2019 
 

 
 

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (April 7, 2004). A National Damage Assessment Model For PCE and Dry Cleaners. 
Drycleaner Symposium. California Ground Water Association. Lecture conducted from Radison Hotel, Sacramento, 
California.  
 
Rosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M., (June 2003) Two stage biofilter for biosolids composting odor control. Seventh 
International In Situ And On Site Bioremediation Symposium Battelle Conference Orlando, FL.  
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. (February 20-21, 2003) Understanding Historical Use, Chemical 
Properties, Toxicity and Regulatory Guidance of 1,4 Dioxane. National Groundwater Association. Southwest Focus  
Conference. Water Supply and Emerging Contaminants.. Lecture conducted from Hyatt Regency Phoenix Arizona. 
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (February 6-7, 2003). Underground Storage Tank Litigation and Remediation. California 
CUPA Forum. Lecture conducted from Marriott Hotel, Anaheim California. 
 
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (October 23, 2002) Underground Storage Tank Litigation and Remediation. EPA 
Underground Storage Tank Roundtable. Lecture conducted from Sacramento California.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet, M. (October 7- 10, 2002). Understanding Odor from Compost, Wastewater and 
Industrial Processes. Sixth Annual Symposium On Off Flavors in the Aquatic Environment. International Water 
Association. Lecture conducted from Barcelona Spain.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet, M. (October  7- 10, 2002). Using High Carbon Wood Ash to Control Compost Odor. 
Sixth Annual Symposium On Off Flavors in the Aquatic Environment. International Water Association. Lecture 
conducted from Barcelona Spain.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A. (September 22-24, 2002). Biocycle Composting For Coastal Sage Restoration. 
Northwest Biosolids Management Association. Lecture conducted from Vancouver Washington..  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A. (November 11-14, 2002). Using High-Carbon Wood Ash to Control Odor at a 
Green Materials Composting Facility. Soil Science Society Annual Conference.  Lecture conducted from 
Indianapolis, Maryland. 
 
Rosenfeld. P.E. (September 16, 2000). Two stage biofilter for biosolids composting odor control. Water 
Environment Federation. Lecture conducted from Anaheim California. 
 
Rosenfeld. P.E. (October 16, 2000). Wood ash and biofilter control of compost odor. Biofest. Lecture conducted 
from Ocean Shores, California. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E. (2000). Bioremediation Using Organic Soil Amendments. California Resource Recovery 
Association. Lecture conducted from Sacramento California.  
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. Harrison.  (1998).  Oat and Grass Seed Germination and Nitrogen and Sulfur 
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Environment Federation 12th 
Annual Residuals and Biosolids Management Conference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevue 
Washington. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry.  (1999).  An evaluation of ash incorporation with biosolids for odor reduction. Soil 
Science Society of America. Lecture conducted from Salt Lake City Utah. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. Harrison.  (1998). Comparison of Microbial Activity and Odor Emissions from 
Three Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil. Brown and Caldwell. Lecture conducted from Seattle Washington. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry.  (1998).  Characterization, Quantification, and Control of Odor Emissions from 
Biosolids Application To Forest Soil.  Biofest. Lecture conducted from Lake Chelan, Washington. 
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Rosenfeld, P.E, C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Oat and Grass Seed Germination and Nitrogen and Sulfur 
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Environment Federation 12th 
Annual Residuals and Biosolids Management Conference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevue 
Washington. 
 
Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. B. Harrison, and R. Dills.  (1997). Comparison of Odor Emissions From Three 
Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil.  Soil Science Society of America. Lecture conducted from Anaheim 
California. 
 

Teaching Experience: 
 
UCLA Department of Environmental Health (Summer 2003 through 20010) Taught Environmental Health Science 
100 to students, including undergrad, medical doctors, public health professionals and nurses.  Course focused on 
the health effects of environmental contaminants. 
 
National Ground Water Association, Successful Remediation Technologies. Custom Course in Sante Fe, New 
Mexico. May 21, 2002.  Focused on fate and transport of fuel contaminants associated with underground storage 
tanks.  
 
National Ground Water Association; Successful Remediation Technologies Course in Chicago Illinois. April 1, 
2002. Focused on fate and transport of contaminants associated with Superfund and RCRA sites. 
 
California Integrated Waste Management Board, April and May, 2001. Alternative Landfill Caps Seminar in San 
Diego, Ventura, and San Francisco. Focused on both prescriptive and innovative landfill cover design. 
 
UCLA Department of Environmental Engineering, February 5, 2002. Seminar on Successful Remediation 
Technologies focusing on Groundwater Remediation. 
 
University Of Washington, Soil Science Program, Teaching Assistant for several courses including: Soil Chemistry, 
Organic Soil Amendments, and Soil Stability.  
 
U.C. Berkeley, Environmental Science Program Teaching Assistant for Environmental Science 10. 
 

Academic Grants Awarded: 
 
California Integrated Waste Management Board. $41,000 grant awarded to UCLA Institute of the Environment. 
Goal: To investigate effect of high carbon wood ash on volatile organic emissions from compost. 2001. 
 
Synagro Technologies, Corona California: $10,000 grant awarded to San Diego State University.  
Goal: investigate effect of biosolids for restoration and remediation of degraded coastal sage soils. 2000. 
 
King County, Department of Research and Technology, Washington State. $100,000 grant awarded to University of 
Washington: Goal: To investigate odor emissions from biosolids application and the effect of polymers and ash on 
VOC emissions. 1998. 
 
Northwest Biosolids Management Association, Washington State.  $20,000 grant awarded to investigate effect of 
polymers and ash on VOC emissions from biosolids. 1997. 
 
James River Corporation, Oregon:  $10,000 grant was awarded to investigate the success of genetically engineered 
Poplar trees with resistance to round-up. 1996. 
 
United State Forest Service, Tahoe National Forest:  $15,000 grant was awarded to investigating fire ecology of the 
Tahoe National Forest. 1995. 
 

Kellogg Foundation, Washington D.C.  $500 grant was awarded to construct a large anaerobic digester on St. Kitts 
in West Indies. 1993 
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Deposition and/or Trial Testimony: 
 
In the United States District Court For The District of New Jersey 

Duarte et al, Plaintiffs, vs. United States Metals Refining Company et. al. Defendant.  
Case No.: 2:17-cv-01624-ES-SCM 
Rosenfeld Deposition. 6-7-2019 

 
In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division 

M/T Carla Maersk, Plaintiffs, vs. Conti 168., Schiffahrts-GMBH & Co. Bulker KG MS “Conti Perdido” 
Defendant.  
Case No.: 3:15-CV-00106 consolidated with 3:15-CV-00237 
Rosenfeld Deposition. 5-9-2019 

 
In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Los Angeles – Santa Monica 
 Carole-Taddeo-Bates et al., vs. Ifran Khan et al., Defendants  

Case No.: No. BC615636 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 1-26-2019 
 
In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Los Angeles – Santa Monica 
 The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments et al. vs El Adobe Apts. Inc. et al., Defendants  

Case No.: No. BC646857 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 10-6-2018; Trial 3-7-19 
  
In United States District Court For The District of Colorado 
 Bells et al. Plaintiff vs. The 3M Company et al., Defendants  

Case: No 1:16-cv-02531-RBJ 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 3-15-2018 and 4-3-2018 
 
In The District Court Of Regan County, Texas, 112th Judicial District 
 Phillip Bales et al., Plaintiff vs. Dow Agrosciences, LLC, et al., Defendants  

Cause No 1923 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 11-17-2017 
 
In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Contra Costa 
 Simons et al., Plaintiffs vs. Chevron Corporation, et al., Defendants  

Cause No C12-01481 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 11-20-2017 
 
In The Circuit Court Of The Twentieth Judicial Circuit, St Clair County, Illinois 
 Martha Custer et al., Plaintiff vs. Cerro Flow Products, Inc., Defendants  

Case No.: No. 0i9-L-2295 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-23-2017 
  
In The Superior Court of the State of California, For The County of Los Angeles 
 Warrn Gilbert and Penny Gilber, Plaintiff vs. BMW of North America LLC  
 Case No.:  LC102019 (c/w BC582154) 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-16-2017, Trail 8-28-2018 
 
In the Northern District Court of Mississippi, Greenville Division 
 Brenda J. Cooper, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. Meritor Inc., et al., Defendants 
 Case Number: 4:16-cv-52-DMB-JVM 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2017 
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In The Superior Court of the State of Washington, County of Snohomish 
 Michael Davis and Julie Davis et al., Plaintiff vs. Cedar Grove Composting Inc., Defendants  

Case No.: No. 13-2-03987-5 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, February 2017 
 Trial, March 2017 
 
 In The Superior Court of the State of California, County of Alameda 
 Charles Spain., Plaintiff vs. Thermo Fisher Scientific, et al., Defendants  
 Case No.: RG14711115 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, September 2015 
 
In The Iowa District Court In And For Poweshiek County 
 Russell D. Winburn, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Doug Hoksbergen, et al., Defendants  
 Case No.: LALA002187 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015 
 
In The Iowa District Court For Wapello County 
 Jerry Dovico, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Valley View Sine LLC, et al., Defendants  
 Law No,: LALA105144 - Division A 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015 
 
In The Iowa District Court For Wapello County 
 Doug Pauls, et al.,, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Richard Warren, et al., Defendants  
 Law No,: LALA105144 - Division A 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015 
 
In The Circuit Court of Ohio County, West Virginia 
 Robert Andrews, et al. v. Antero, et al. 
 Civil Action N0. 14-C-30000 
 Rosenfeld Deposition, June 2015 
 
In The Third Judicial District County of Dona Ana, New Mexico 
 Betty Gonzalez, et al. Plaintiffs vs. Del Oro Dairy, Del Oro Real Estate LLC, Jerry Settles and Deward 
 DeRuyter, Defendants 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2015 
 
In The Iowa District Court For Muscatine County 
 Laurie Freeman et. al. Plaintiffs vs. Grain Processing Corporation, Defendant 
 Case No 4980 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: May 2015  
 
In the Circuit Court of the 17th Judicial Circuit, in and For Broward County, Florida 

Walter Hinton, et. al. Plaintiff, vs. City of Fort Lauderdale, Florida, a Municipality, Defendant. 
Case Number CACE07030358 (26) 
Rosenfeld Deposition: December 2014 

 
In the United States District Court Western District of Oklahoma 

Tommy McCarty, et al., Plaintiffs, v. Oklahoma City Landfill, LLC d/b/a Southeast Oklahoma City 
Landfill, et al. Defendants. 
Case No. 5:12-cv-01152-C 
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2014 
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In the County Court of Dallas County Texas 
 Lisa Parr et al, Plaintiff, vs. Aruba et al, Defendant.  
 Case Number cc-11-01650-E 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: March and September 2013 
 Rosenfeld Trial: April 2014 
 
In the Court of Common Pleas of Tuscarawas County Ohio 
 John Michael Abicht, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. Republic Services, Inc., et al., Defendants 
 Case Number: 2008 CT 10 0741 (Cons. w/ 2009 CV 10 0987)  
 Rosenfeld Deposition: October 2012 
 
In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division 
 Kyle Cannon, Eugene Donovan, Genaro Ramirez, Carol Sassler, and Harvey Walton, each Individually and 
 on behalf of those similarly situated, Plaintiffs, vs. BP Products North America, Inc., Defendant. 
 Case 3:10-cv-00622 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: February 2012 
 Rosenfeld Trial: April 2013 
 
In the Circuit Court of Baltimore County Maryland 
 Philip E. Cvach, II et al., Plaintiffs vs. Two Farms, Inc. d/b/a Royal Farms, Defendants 
 Case Number: 03-C-12-012487 OT 
 Rosenfeld Deposition: September 2013 
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1640 5th St.., Suite 204 Santa 
Santa Monica, California 90401 

Tel: (949) 887‐9013 
Email: mhagemann@swape.com 

Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP 
Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization 

Industrial Stormwater Compliance 
Investigation and Remediation Strategies 
Litigation Support and Testifying Expert 

CEQA Review 

Education: 
M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984.
B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982.

Professional Certifications: 
California Professional Geologist  
California Certified Hydrogeologist 
Qualified SWPPP Developer and Practitioner 

Professional Experience: 
Matt has 25 years of experience in environmental policy, assessment and remediation. He spent nine 
years with the U.S. EPA in the RCRA and Superfund programs and served as EPA’s Senior Science 
Policy Advisor in the Western Regional Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from 
perchlorate and MTBE. While with EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of 
the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base closure. He led numerous enforcement 
actions under provisions of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) while also working 
with permit holders to improve hydrogeologic characterization and water quality monitoring. 

Matt has worked closely with U.S. EPA legal counsel and the technical staff of several states in the 
application and enforcement of RCRA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations. Matt 
has trained the technical staff in the States of California, Hawaii, Nevada, Arizona and the Territory of 
Guam in the conduct of investigations, groundwater fundamentals, and sampling techniques. 

Positions Matt has held include: 
• Founding Partner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (2003 – present);
• Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 – 2014;
• Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H2O Science, Inc. (2000 ‐‐ 2003); 
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• Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 – 2004); 
• Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989– 

1998); 
• Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998 – 2000); 
• Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993 – 

1998); 
• Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 – 1995); 
• Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 – 1998); and 
• Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 – 1986). 

 
Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst: 
With SWAPE, Matt’s responsibilities have included: 

• Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of over 100 environmental impact reports 
since 2003 under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water 
resources, water quality, air quality, Valley Fever, greenhouse gas emissions, and geologic 
hazards.  Make recommendations for additional mitigation measures to lead agencies at the 
local and county level to include additional characterization of health risks and 
implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from toxins 
and Valley Fever. 

• Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities. 
• Manager of a project to provide technical assistance to a community adjacent to a former 

Naval shipyard under a grant from the U.S. EPA. 
• Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns.  
• Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications 

for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission. 
• Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S. 
• Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in 

Southern California drinking water wells. 
• Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the 

review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas 
stations throughout California. 

• Expert witness on two cases involving MTBE litigation. 
• Expert witness and litigation support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a school. 
• Expert witness in litigation at a former plywood plant. 

 
With Komex H2O Science Inc., Matt’s duties included the following: 

• Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony 
by the former U.S. EPA Administrator and General Counsel. 

• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 
of MTBE use, research, and regulation. 

• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 
of perchlorate use, research, and regulation. 

• Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking 
water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony 
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies. 

• Research to support litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by 
MTBE in California and New York. 
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• Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production‐related contamination in Mississippi. 
• Lead author for a multi‐volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los 

Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines. 
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• Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with 
clients and regulators. 

 
Executive Director: 
As Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange 
County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of 
wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange 
County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection 
of wastewater and control of the discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the 
development of countywide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the 
discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality, including 
Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with business 
institutions including the Orange County Business Council. 

 
Hydrogeology: 
As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to 
characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point 
Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army 
Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot.  Specific activities were as follows: 

• Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of 
monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and 
groundwater. 

• Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory 
analysis at military bases. 

• Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation 
development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund 
Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum. 

 
At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of 
groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to 
show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adopted and published by the State of Hawaii and 
County of Maui. 

 
As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific activities included 
the following: 

• Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for 
the protection of drinking water. 

• Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities 
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports, 
conducted public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very 
concerned about the impact of designation. 
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• Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments, 
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water 
transfer. 

 
Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program.  Duties were as follows: 

• Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance 
with Subtitle C requirements. 

• Reviewed and wrote ʺpart Bʺ permits for the disposal of hazardous waste. 
• Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed 

the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S. 
EPA legal counsel. 

• Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor’s investigations of waste sites. 
 

With the National Park Service, Matt directed service‐wide investigations of contaminant sources to 
prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks: 

• Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NRDA, and the 
Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants. 

• Conducted watershed‐scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and 
Olympic National Park. 

• Identified high‐levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico 
and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA. 

• Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a 
national workgroup. 

• Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while 
serving on a national workgroup. 

• Co‐authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal 
watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation‐ 
wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks. 

• Contributed to the Federal Multi‐Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water 
Action Plan. 

 
Policy: 
Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 9. Activities included the following: 

• Advised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the 
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking 
water supplies. 

• Shaped EPA’s national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing 
to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in 
Water: Critical Information and Research Needs. 

• Improved the technical training of EPAʹs scientific and engineering staff. 
• Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 scientists and engineers in 

negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific 
principles into the policy‐making process. 

• Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents. 
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Geology: 
With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for 
timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows: 

• Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical 
models to determine slope stability. 

• Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource 
protection. 

• Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the 
city of Medford, Oregon. 

 
As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later 
listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern 
Oregon.  Duties included the following: 

• Supervised year‐long effort for soil and groundwater sampling. 
• Conducted aquifer tests. 
• Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal. 

 
Teaching: 
From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university 
levels: 

• At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in 
environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater 
contamination. 

• Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students. 
• Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin. 

 
Matt taught physical  geology  (lecture  and  lab and introductory geology at Golden  West  College  in 
Huntington Beach, California from 2010 to 2014. 

 
Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations: 
Hagemann, M.F., 2008.  Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA.  Presentation to the Public 
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2008.  Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA.  Invited presentation to U.S. 
EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2005.  Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and 
Public Participation.  Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las 
Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee). 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2004.  Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at 
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles. 
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Brown, A., Farrow, J., Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004.  An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE 
Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. 
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater 
Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2004.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, 
Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee). 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in the Southwestern U.S. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy  
of Sciences, Irvine, CA. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.  Invited presentation to a 
tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.  Invited presentation to a 
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water 
Supplies.  Invited presentation to the Inter‐Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant. 
Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination.  Invited 
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water.  Presentation to a meeting of 
the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater.  Presentation to a 
meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address 
Impacts to Groundwater.   Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental 
Journalists. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundwater 
(and Who Will Pay).  Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage 
Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells.  Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and 
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2001.   From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater.   Unpublished 
report. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 2001.   Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water. 
Unpublished report. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2001.  Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage 
Tanks.  Unpublished report. 

 
Hagemann,  M.F.,  and  VanMouwerik,  M.,  1999. Potential W a t e r   Quality  Concerns  Related  
to Snowmobile Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

 
VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related to Personal Watercraft 
Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1999, Is Dilution the Solution to Pollution in National Parks? The George Wright 
Society Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund 
Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., and Gill, M., 1996, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett Field Naval Air 
Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic 
Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui, 
October 1996. 

 
Hagemann, M. F., Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu, 
Hawaii. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air 
and Waste Management Association Publication VIP‐61. 

 
Hagemann,  M.F.,  1994.  Groundwater Ch ar ac te r i z a t i o n  and  Cl ean up a t  Closing  Military  Bases  
in California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 

 
Hagemann, M.F. and Sabol, M.A., 1993. Role of the U.S. EPA in the High Plains States Groundwater 
Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennial Symposium on the Artificial Recharge of 
Groundwater. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1993. U.S. EPA Policy on the Technical Impracticability of the Cleanup of DNAPL‐ 
contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of 
Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35. 

 
Other Experience: 
Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geologist licensing examination, 2009‐ 
2011. 
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Letter 39 
 
COMMENTER: Michael Tsai 
 
DATE:   February 15, 2022 
 
Response 39.1 
 
The commenter, on behalf of “Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters,” describes the client, 
states his client reserves the right to supplement the comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR (in 
addition to during public hearings), and requests forwarding of any and all notices for the 
project under CEQA.  
 
As requested, the City will forward CEQA public notices to the commenter. This comment does 
not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does 
not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated 
Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No 
changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. Individual responses regarding the 
commenter’s concerns on environmental impacts are addressed in responses 40.2 through 40.15 
below.  
 
Response 39.2 
 
The commenter suggests that the City consider requiring the project applicant to use local hires 
and a skilled and trained workforce with specific training experience. The commenter provides 
explanation and a letter attachment that describes how skilled and trained workforce 
requirements yield sustainable economic development, air pollution reductions, VMT 
reductions, and GHG reductions.  
 
The commenter’s suggestions to require the applicant hire local skilled workers are noted. As 
discussed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, impacts related to air quality during construction, 
greenhouse gases, and VMT were found to be less than significant without mitigation. 
Therefore, mitigation to further reduce less than significant air quality during construction, 
GHG, and VMT impacts is not required for the proposed project. This comment does not affect 
the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide 
new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, 
and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 39.3 
 
The commenter suggests that the City require the project to be built to standards exceeding 
those required by the 2019 California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) to mitigate 
the project’s environmental impacts and to advance progress towards the State of California’s 
environmental goals.  
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The proposed project already incorporates requirements to exceed CALGreen standards. As 
discussed in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the EIR, the project is required to implement Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2(b), which requires residential and commercial land uses to increase efficiency 
15% beyond Title 24. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 39.4 
 
The commenter provides background information and the commenter’s own interpretation 
concerning CEQA and the EIR process. 
 
This comment is noted but raises no issues with respect to the Recirculated Draft EIR. This 
comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated 
Draft EIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in 
the Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated 
Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 39.5 
 
The commenter provides the commenter’s interpretation of the requirements for recirculation of 
an EIR under CEQA and suggests that because of significant new information, the City should 
revise and recirculate the Recirculated Draft EIR.  
 
The commenter does not provide evidence to support the need for a second recirculation. As 
discussed in the individual responses to the commenter’s letter, the City has determined that no 
significant new information has been raised and that recirculation of the Recirculated Draft EIR 
is not warranted. Please refer to responses 40.2 to 40.4 above. This comment does not affect the 
analysis completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide 
new information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, 
and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 39.6 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the Recirculated Draft EIR should identify a significant 
impact related to the public health risk of COVID-19 on construction workers. The commenter 
provides a recommended list of construction site work practices to reduce public health risk. 
 
While the City acknowledges that COVID-19 is a serious public health issue, public health 
effects related to infectious diseases such as COVID-19 are not specifically included on the 
environmental checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and public health effects are 
typically considered under CEQA only insofar as they relate to environmental impacts that are 
the focus of CEQA (e.g., air pollutant emissions, noise) rather than infectious diseases. As noted 
by one court, CEQA requires an analysis of a “project's impact on the environment—and not the 
environment's impact on the project.” California Building Industry Assn. v. Bay Area Air Quality 
Management Dist. [2015] 62 Cal.4th 369, 377. Moreover, there is no evidence to suggest that on-
site project-specific construction activity would increase the potential for exposure to COVID-
19. Further, it is not known what conditions regarding COVID-19 will be when project 
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construction occurs. However, construction contractors would be subject to any state or local 
restrictions/guidelines in place at that time (including but not limited to California 
Occupational Safety and Health Act regulations1). This comment does not affect the analysis 
completed or conclusions provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide new 
information or evidence related to the analysis completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and 
does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response 39.7 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the transportation analysis is insufficient and inconsistent 
with SB 32 and 2030 GHG targets. The commenter suggests that the proposed project increase of 
VMT is inconsistent with the 2017 Oxnard Scoping Plan and SB 32 targets. The commenter 
opines that the Recirculated Draft EIR concludes that impacts would be less than significant or 
less than significant without mitigation throughout all transportation impact metrics, but does 
not address this inconsistency nor offer sufficient mitigation measures for an increase in CO2E.  
 
The commenter is incorrect in the characterization of VMT for the project. Although the GHG 
section notes the VMT associated with the project, this does not mean VMT would increase on a 
city, regional, or statewide level. A VMT analysis was performed for the proposed project and 
impacts were found to be less than significant, meaning the project would not significantly 
contribute to a VMT increase. Please see the revised Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, of 
the Final EIR for a summary of the impact analysis and findings. Further, Section 4.6, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions/Climate Change, provides an analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with SB 
32 and 2030 GHG targets and found that impacts would be less than significant. No changes to 
the Recirculated Draft EIR are required.  
 
Response 39.8 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the Recirculated Draft EIR is inconsistent with the 
SCAG’s 2020–2045 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy Connect 
Socal (“2020–2045 RTP/SCS”). The commenter suggests that the EIR fails to review and discuss 
this inconsistency with the RTP/SCS goal to promote conservation of agricultural lands even 
though the project is converting nearly 161.12 acres of the current agricultural land to industrial 
and urban land uses. 
 
Contrary to the claim of the commenter, the Recirculated Draft EIR does discuss consistency 
with the 2040 RTP/SCS’s policy to protect natural and farm lands in Table 4.6-10 in Section 4.6, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change. However, it is also noted (as well as in Response 40.13) 
that SCAG approved an updated 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. Therefore, Table 4.6-10 in the Final EIR 
has been updated to analyze consistency with the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. As noted in the revised 
table, the TCSP area is primarily composed of agricultural land currently cultivated with row 
crops and the project would involve conversion of agricultural land. As discussed in Section 4.2, 
Agricultural Resources, development of the TCSP area was assumed in the City’s General Plan 

 
1 United States Department of Labor – Occupational Safety and Health Administration. COVID-19. Accessible at: 
https://www.osha.gov/SLTC/covid-19/standards.html. 
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and impacts associated with the conversion of agricultural land were determined to be 
significant and unavoidable. Therefore, this area has been already planned for development. 
Further, the TCSP would provide parklands and improve access to park lands, consistent with 
the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS land use strategy to promote a green region. Overall, the project would 
not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases or otherwise conflict with state goals for reducing GHG 
emissions in California.  
 
Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d) requires that an EIR discuss inconsistencies with 
applicable plans. A project is considered consistent with the provisions and general policies of 
an applicable City or regional land use plan if it is consistent with the overall intent of the plan 
and would not preclude the attainment of its primary goals. A project does not need to be in 
perfect conformity with each and every policy.2 More specifically, according to the ruling in 
Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Association v. City of Oakland, state law does not require an exact 
match between a project and the applicable general plan. Rather, to be “consistent,” the project 
must be “compatible with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs specified in 
the applicable plan,” meaning that a project must be in “agreement or harmony” with the 
applicable land use plan to be consistent with that plan. If a project is determined to be 
inconsistent with specific objectives or policies of a land use plan, but not inconsistent overall 
with the land use goals of that plan and would not preclude the attainment of the primary 
intent of the plan, that project would be considered generally consistent with the plan on an 
overall basis. 
 
Response 39.9 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the EIR improperly defers Mitigation Measure AG-1 
because Option #1 in the measure does not specify the amount or a professional standard in 
determining how much the agricultural in-lieu of fee would be assessed against the project. The 
commenter suggests that Mitigation Measure AG-1 should be modified to add a formula or set 
a specific amount for the agricultural in-lieu of fee to be paid by the Project. 
 
Per Mitigation Measure AG-1, the final fee amount shall be determined by the City of Oxnard at 
its discretion. In addition, as stated in Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed project 
would involve approval of a Development Agreement (DA) between the City of Oxnard and 
Phase 1 landowners for the Specific Plan Area. The DA would provide the framework for 
financial commitments paid to the City. Part of the financial commitments include payment of 
fees related to mitigation measures including AG-1. The details of the DA would be finalized 
and reviewed and approved at the same time as review and approval of the Specific Plan. 
Therefore, deferral of mitigation would not occur as the mitigation financing would be 
approved with approval of the Specific Plan. Further, as acknowledged in the EIR, impacts 
related to the conversion of agricultural lands would be significant and unavoidable, even with 
mitigation. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
 

 
2 Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Association v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 719. 
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Response 39.10 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the Recirculated Draft EIR is required to review all 
feasible, practical, and effective mitigation measures as the Draft EIR concludes that the project 
would have significant and unavoidable impacts to agricultural resources. The commenter 
claims that the Draft EIR fails to provide a feasibility analysis for mitigation measures that could 
conceivably reduce the Project’s impacts to agricultural land to less than significant levels.  
 
As explained in Section 4.2, Agriculture, the EIR considered feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce impacts associated with the conversion of important farmland. Contrary to what the 
commenter says, the EIR does include a mitigation measure towards purchasing agricultural 
easements on important farmland in the Oxnard Plain area of Ventura County. Off-site 
preservation of important farmland through the purchase of agricultural conservation 
easements, or in-lieu payments to a qualified land trust, may mitigate impacts from the 
conversion of farmland on-site. An agricultural conservation easement is an easement that is 
recorded against an agricultural use property establishing such agricultural use as the only use 
of the property in perpetuity. Land trusts, both public and private, have been created 
throughout the State to negotiate, acquire, hold and manage agricultural conservation 
easements within the region specific to the land trust. Research indicates that obtaining 
agricultural conservation easements in the City or County of Ventura cannot be reasonably 
achieved for several reasons. Foremost, the owners of the remaining important farmland in the 
City have not expressed an active interest in conservation easements because all of the 
remaining important farmland in the City is within the CURB line and is either already slated 
for development for non-agricultural use or is planned for conversion in the long-term. In 
addition, the land trusts in Ventura County have not demonstrated that they are able to obtain 
significant agricultural conservation easements because, to date, the land trusts have obtained a 
total of two easements amounting to only three acres. Accordingly, it is not reasonable to 
conclude that the pursuit of conservation easements would result in any success or actual 
mitigation, particularly within the City or Ventura County. No other feasible mitigation 
measures have been identified. This information has been clarified in Section 4.2 of the Final 
EIR.  
 
Response 39.11 
 
The commenter claims that the EIR does not provide substantial evidence that Mitigation 
Measure AG-1 Option 1 would be effective at reducing the impact of the loss of agricultural 
land and that this measure would not mitigate the loss of agricultural land.  
 
As stated in Section 2.0, Project Description, the TCSP area was designated for development in 
the Oxnard 2030 General Plan. The 2030 General Plan includes policies that support continued 
agricultural uses, buffers between urban and agricultural uses, and establishment of a farmland 
protection program. These policies provide partial mitigation for the agricultural conversion 
resulting from buildout of the 2030 General Plan. However, there are no mitigation measures 
that prevent the loss of farmland within the City of Oxnard Planning Area. Additionally, the 
2030 General Plan EIR addresses the loss of farmland throughout the City of Oxnard, including 
the project location, and concludes that there is no additional feasible mitigation available.  
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As described in Response 40.12, the EIR considers and identifies feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce impacts associated with the conversion of agricultural land. Mitigation Measure AG-1 
Option #1 would involve funding to be used towards the provision of farmworker housing. 
Farmworkers are needed to support and sustain agricultural production, but as local and 
regional housing prices increase, farmworkers face a shortage of affordable housing. Therefore, 
supporting local farmworker housing would also support the viability of agricultural 
operations in Ventura County. Although the EIR identifies feasible mitigation measures that 
would reduce impacts related to the conversion of agricultural land, the EIR concludes the 
impact to important farmland would remain significant and unavoidable even with 
implementation of either mitigation option due to the permanent, irreversible loss of important 
farmland within the TCSP area. Payment of fees associated with either mitigation option would 
not result in residual environmental impacts. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are 
required as a result of this comment. 
 
Response 39.12 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the Recirculated Draft EIR fails to state where the 
document is publicly available or provide for inspection of the document, since the hyperlinks 
fail to bring the reader to the cited resources, pursuant to the requirements cited above in 
section 15150. 
 
As required by CEQA, referenced documents will be included in the Administrative Record. In 
response to this comment the link provided in Section 8.0, References, of the Final EIR has been 
corrected. To the extent that hyperlinks contained in comment letters navigate the reader 
directly to a specific document, the City will provide those documents. However, in the event 
that a hyperlink leads the reader to a general website, the City is not required to “spend time 
searching for documents that the commenter asserts can be found through a general Web site.” 
Consolidated Irrigation Dist. v. Superior Court, 205 Cal. App. 4th 697, 724 (2012). No changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
 
Response 39.13 
 
The commenter states that the Recirculated Draft EIR reviews the Project’s consistency with 
SCAG’s 2016–2040 RTP/ SCS rather than the current 2020–2045 RTP / SCS. 
 
In response to this comment, Table 4.6-10 in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate 
Change, has been updated to reflect the recently adopted 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. Please see the 
revisions in the Final EIR. These revisions do not change the findings or conclusions of the EIR.  
 
Response 39.14 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the EIR’s land use compatibility analysis is insufficient, 
especially as it relates to airport land use compatibility. The commenter suggests that the EIR 
fails to sufficiently discuss and review the project’s inconsistencies with the applicable Airport 
Land Use Plan. The commenter claims that LU-2 suggests the project is potentially inconsistent 
with applicable land use plans but fails to mitigate beyond citing other sections of the EIR. The 
commenter claims LU-3 recognizes the project as being “generally consistent” but does not 
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elaborate. The commenter states an opinion that there are inconsistencies in whether the 
existing structures or proposed structures will constitute an obstruction to the airport. The 
commenter also claims that the EIR fails to implement the required analysis concerning 
hazards.  
 
The commenter claims that Impact LU-3 recognizes the project as being generally consistent 
with the Ventura County Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) but does not elaborate 
further. Contrary to the commenter’s claim, the impact analysis under Impact LU-3 provides a 
detailed analysis of consistency with applicable CLUP requirements for both the TCSP area and 
the additional annexation area. It is unclear what inconsistencies the commenter may be 
referring to. As concluded in Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, and in Section 4.7, Hazards and 
Hazardous Material, with implementation of mitigation impacts related to airport hazards and 
consistency with the CLUP would be less than significant. Further, as acknowledged in a letter 
dated July 11, 2022, the Ventura County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) made the 
determination that the proposed TCSP is consistent with the ACLUP.As discussed under 
Impact LU-2, the analysis notes potential inconsistencies with other applicable land use policies, 
but notes that with mitigation measures required in other sections in the EIR, impacts would be 
mitigated and inconsistencies with such policies would not occur. Therefore, the analysis under 
Impact LU-2 does appropriately mitigate potential impacts. No revisions to the EIR are 
required.  
 
Response 39.15 
 
The commenter concludes by stating that the City should revise and recirculate the Recirculated 
Draft EIR and states the City should contact the commenter if there are any questions or 
concerns on their comments.  
 
Please refer to Responses 40.1 through 40.14. As discussed therein, no significant environmental 
impacts warranting recirculation of the Recirculated Draft EIR have been identified.  
 
Response to Attachment A 
 
As a part of Comment 40.2, the commenter references an attachment dated March 8, 2021 and 
authored by Matt Hagemann and Paul E. Rosenfeld of SWAPE regarding “Local Hire 
Requirements and Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling.” This letter includes over two 
hundred pages of CalEEMod calculations and technical data. Please see Response 40.2.  
The commenter’s SWAPE attachment generally relates to, but is not tailored to, this project or 
the Recirculated Draft EIR. As such, the City is not required to provide a response to this 
attachment. Environmental Protection Information Center v. California Dept. of Forestry & Fire 
Protection, 44 Cal. 4th 459, 483-484 (2008) (holding that an agency has no duty to consider all 
non-project-specific secondary materials submitted in support of the comments). Nonetheless, 
the City hereby provides a response to this attachment as it relates to the comment letter.  
 
The SWAPE attachment describes the California Emissions Estimator Model (“CalEEMod”) and 
states that there is a direct relationship between vehicle miles traveled and vehicle GHG 
emissions. The SWAPE attachment provides default worker trip lengths for various air basins, 
which range from 10.8 to 19.8 miles. The SWAPE attachment then applies a 10-mile trip length 
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for workers for a project in the City of Claremont, compares it to the default trip length, and 
calculates the reduction in GHG emissions for 10-mile shorter trip length. The SWAPE 
attachment notes: “This serves as an example of the potential impacts of local hire requirements 
on estimated project-level GHG emissions, though it does not indicate that local hire 
requirements would result in reduced construction-related GHG emission for all projects.” 
(Attachment A, p. 4.) 
 
The comments and analysis in the SWAPE attachment will be submitted to the decisionmakers 
for their consideration. The commenter indicates in Comment 40.2 that the City of Hayward 
General Plan includes a provision to “promote local hiring” and has adopted a Skilled Labor 
Force policy into its Downtown Specific Plan and municipal code. Similarly, any City 
requirements for local hiring would need to be considered legislatively by the City Council for 
application to all similarly situated projects.  
 
As discussed in the Recirculated Draft EIR and in Response 40.2, impacts related to construction 
air pollution emissions, greenhouse gases, and VMT were found to be less than significant 
without mitigation. Therefore, mitigation to further reduce less than significant air quality, 
GHG, and VMT impacts is not required for the proposed project. 
 
Response to Attachment B 
 
The commenter includes as an attachment the resume of air quality and GHG expert Paul E. 
Rosenfeld.  
 
This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the 
Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis 
completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the 
Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
 
Response to Attachment C 
 
The commenter includes as an attachment the resume of air quality and GHG expert Matt 
Hagemann.  
 
This comment does not affect the analysis completed or conclusions provided in the 
Recirculated Draft EIR, does not provide new information or evidence related to the analysis 
completed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and does not reflect on the adequacy or content of the 
Recirculated Draft EIR. No changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR are required. 
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