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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Appendix L contains responses to all comment letters received on the November 2009 Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  One-hundred, ninety-two comment letters were received during 
the comment period, which closed January 19, 2010. A copy of each letter with bracketed comment 
numbers on the right margin is followed by the response for each comment as indexed in the letter.  The 
comment letters are listed in Table 1.  

Table 1.  Comment Letters – J Street Drain 

Letter No. Commenter Letter Date 
1 State Clearinghouse 1/21/10 
2 United States Fish and Wildlife Service 12/11/09 
3 California Department of Transportation 12/9/09 
4 California Regional Water Quality Control Board 12/15/09 
5 California Department of Fish and Game 1/19/10 
6 Resource Management Agency, Environmental Health Division (1 of 2) 12/11/09 
7 Resource Management Agency, Environmental Health Division (2 of 2) 12/21/09 
8 Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 1/11/10 
9 Ormond Beach Observers 1/15/10 
10 Ventura Audubon Society, Inc. 12/14/09 
11 Ventura Coastkeeper (1 of 2) 1/15/10 
12 Ventura Coastkeeper (2 of 2) 1/15/10 
13 Loewenthal, Hillshafer & Rosen LLP 1/15/10 
 Declaration of Kevin P. Carter 1/13/10 
 Declaration of Inna Fischer 1/11/10 
 Declaration of Marion Kelemen 12/29/09 
 Declaration of Cornelia Ortiz Undated 
 Declaration of Louis W. Perry 1/7/10 
 Declaration of Amy Segawa 1/11/10 
 Robert A. Banfill 12/23/09 

14 Carolyn Beaver 11/17/09 
15 Maurice Billman 1/12/10 
16 Linda Calderon 11/12/09 
17 David and Lynn Cannon 1/12/10 
18 Rebecca M. Fetters 11/13/09 
19 Thomas Fleishman 11/11/09 
20 Patricia Fomin 11/16/09 
21a Karl Twyman 11/11/09 
21b Karl Twyman 11/16/09 
22 Al Galluzzo 11/12/09 
23 Rebecca Ginter  11/16/09 
24 Larry Godwin 11/18/09 
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Typewritten Text
Exhibit 1 - Appendix L



Appendix L Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-2 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter No. Commenter Letter Date 
25 Marlon Kelemen (Surfside III JSDP Committee) 1/12/10 
26 Dexter Kelly 11/17/09 
27 Valerie Lameka 11/17/09 
28 Richard B. MacDonough 11/7/09 
29 Jerry Markell 11/7/09 
30 Pat & Jim Muirhead 11/5/09 
31 Terry Smith 11/17/09 
32 Maxine Witman 11/17/09 
33 Terry Smith 12/14/09 
34 Terry Smith 1/6/10 
35 Peggy Sornborger 1/11/10 
36 Frances Woolston 1/5/10 
37 Marion Kelemen 11/17/09 (recd) 
38 Shannon D. Barbour 1/10/10 
39 Jessica Barbour 1/10/10 
40 Rita Morris 1/10/10 
41 Ted Segawa 1/10/10 
42 William Shanks 1/17/10 (recd) 
43 William Shanks 1/10/10 
44 Michelle Shanks 1/10/10 

Information Meeting Response Card 
45 Bob Banfill 11/17/09 
46 C. Beaver 11/17/09 
47 Maurice Billman 11/17/09 
48 Susan Carr 11/17/09 
49 Marilyn Chavez 11/17/09 
50 A. Galluzzo 11/17/09 
51 Lynn and Marcus Haile 11/17/09 
52 Michelle Hoffman 11/17/09 
53 Marion Kelemen 11/17/09 
54 Dexter Kelly 11/17/09 
55 Louis (Skip) Perry 11/17/09 
56 Anthony Truex 11/17/09 
57 Linda Veatch 11/17/09 
58 John Welker 11/17/09 
59 Myrle Anne Welker 11/17/09 

Petition Forms 
60 James H. Stewart, Mister Parliamentarian (independent certification of petition forms) 1/6/10 
61 Craig and Marianne Acerboni 11/30/09 
62 Melanie Adam 12/1/09 
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Letter No. Commenter Letter Date 
63 Joyce Alcorn 12/2/09 
64 Linda Aldous and Carol Longhom 11/28/09 
65 Linda Aldous and Carol Longhom 12/4/09 
66 Beverly Alexander 12/3/09 
67 Melissa Allman 12/2/09 
68 Charles Ansel 12/1/09 
69 Catherine Bandy 12/2/09 
70 Shannon D. and Jessica Barbour 12/8/09 
71 Nancy Barker 11/28/09 
72 Nancy Barker 11/28/09 
73 Tom E. Barwick 12/3/09 
74 Maureen Bates 12/1/09 
75 Donna Bayet 11/28/09 
76 James Bell 12/1/09 
77 Karen Bell 12/1/09 
78 William A. Betts 12/1/09 
79 Nancy and Robert Black 11/30/09 
80 Sandra G. Briggs 12/1/09 
81 Earl and Susan Brody 12/2/09 
82 David and Lynn Cannon 11/30/09 
83 David and Lynn Cannon 12/16/09 
84 Janet D. Cauble 11/30/09 
85 Marilyn Chavez 12/5/09 
86 Connie Clift 12/2/09 
87 Lisa Costello and Antonio Garcia 12/13/09 
88 Edward D. and Cheryl Crozier 12/3/09 
89 Antonio Cova and Janet Stewart-Cova 11/29/09 
90 Rosemarie Cowan 12/1/09 
91 Marilyn Cuial-Fithian 12/3/09 
92 Patrick and Diane Dalton 12/3/09 
93 Paul Dileski 12/3/09 
94 Burton Doling Undated 
95 Linda Duenas and Richard Chiorino 12/2/09 
96 William Elder 12/12/09 
97 Rosemarie E. Elms 12/6/09 
98 Penny Foote 12/4/09 
99 Frank Galgano 12/1/09 
100 Al and Sandy Galluzzo 12/15/09 
101 Steve and Robin Ginter 11/30/09 
102 Margaret Goyak 11/29/09 
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Letter No. Commenter Letter Date 
103 Berta Graciano and Joseph Buchman 12/3/09 
104 Ira Green 12/28/09 
105 Ira Green 12/28/09 
106 Ira Green 12/28/09 
107 Ralph and Caroline Grierson 12/15/09 
108 Nathan and (illegible) Gruenbaum 11/30/09 
109 Gwen Hardinghaus 11/30/09 
110 Michelle Hoffman 12/8/09 
111 Dorothy J. Holden 11/30/09 
112 Donna E. Holt 12/7/09 
113 Martin and Rosalie Holzman 11/30/09 
114 William and Jacqueline Hornbeck 12/2/09 
115 Mary House 12/2/09 
116 Edmond and Betty Hui Undated 
117 Remo Iezza 11/30/09 
118 Remo Iezza Undated 
119 Cheri Jasinski 11/29/09 
120 Stephen Joyce 12/06/09 
121 Marion Kelemen 12/1/09 
122 Dexter Kelly and Eliz Rinnander 12/4/09 
123 Perdita R. Klehmet 12/2/09 
124 Carmela L. Knieriem 12/4/09 
125 Rod and Linda Kodman 12/2/09 
126 Donald Kohantab 11/30/09 
127 Gordon and Ann Lindeen 12/2/09 
128 Maxine Litman Undated 
129 Patty Littmann 11/29/09 
130 Peter Latta and Beverly K. Bryan 12/2/09 
131 Judy A. Lund 11/30/09 
132 R. MacDonough 12/4/09 
133 Judy and Larry MacLaren 12/1/09 
134 Deanna Maddox 12/8/09 
135 Michael Madrigal 11/30/09 
136 Jerry Markell 11/30/09 
137 Romelia Marquez 12/1/09 
138 Kay Mosko 12/3/09 
139 Errol D. McCue 12/1/09 
140 Robert McDonough 11/29/09 
141 Brian McKee 12/9/09 
142 Tonijo and Lawrence Menasco 12/2/09 
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Letter No. Commenter Letter Date 
143 Shirley Milton 12/1/09 
144 Shirley Milton 12/2/09 
145 Shirley Milton 12/1/09 
146 M. Minihane 11/30/09 
147 Robert B. Moreland 11/29/09 
148 Rita A. Morris 12/3/09 
149 Dave and Carmen Morse 12/2/09 
150 James and Patricia Muirhead 12/1/09 
151 Kathy and Joe Murrillo 11/30/09 
152 Larry and Lynne Navis 11/30/09 
153 Jon Ohlrich 11/27/09 
154 John and Cornelia Ortiz 12/3/09 
155 Mary W. Ostrander 11/30/09 
156 Phyllis Pepe 12/3/09 
157 Louis and Lynn Perry 12/7/09 
158 Elbert E. Phillips 11/28/09 
159 Elbert E. Phillips 11/28/09 
160 Polly S. Pride Undated 
161 Charles and Lisa Richlin 11/30/09 
162 Bill and Chris Riegler 11/28/09 
163 Lawton D. Powers, Trustee Valentine Trust 12/2/09 
164 Linda Rosenberger 12/8/09 
165 Marvelle Ross 12/9/09 
166 Julie and Ron St. Armand 11/29/09 
167 Abbie Salt 11/30/09 
168 Don and Rosalie Schneider 11/30/09 
169 Ted J. Segawa 12/23/09 
170 Kay Shamsa Undated 
171 William and Michelle Shanks 12/4/09 
172 David F. Sheehan 12/3/09 
173 Howard and Patricia Small 11/28/09 
174 Terry Ann Smith 11/29/09 
175 Columbia Stenberg 12/3/09 
176 Gretchen Sterling 12/2/09 
177 Richard and Purna Straka Undated 
178 Ron Theaker 12/16/09 
179 Katherine Thompson 12/8/09 
180 Anthony Truex 12/7/09 
181 Cathi J. Tuando 12/1/09 
182 Linda Veatch 12/4/09 
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Letter No. Commenter Letter Date 
183 Susann E. Ventzke 9/29/09 
184 Jean Wahlstrom 11/30/09 
185 Anne and Mike Weaver 11/30/09 
186 Ryan Wedemeyer 12/9/09 
187 John and Myrle Welker 12/2/09 
188 Thomas Wong 12/5/09 
189 Thomas and Frances Woolston 12/4/09 
190 George Wright Undated 
191 Robert R. and Norma A. Yeaton 11/29/09 
192 John Gaddis 11/30/09 
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Letter 1 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
January 2010 
 
1. The letter acknowledges that the Ventura County Watershed Protection District (District) has 

complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). No further response is required.  
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Letter 2 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Department of the Interior 
December 11, 2009 
 
1. This comment provides introductory remarks and a summary of the proposed project and the 

previously proposed Emergency Action Plan. The Emergency Action Plan has been revised and is 
now referred to as the Beach Elevation Management Plan (BEMP). Please refer to Section 3.0 of 
the 2011 Recirculated DEIR (RDEIR) for a description of the BEMP. 

 
2. This comment provides a summary of the USFWS’ responsibilities with administering the 

Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended, including Sections 7, 9, and 10. This comment does 
not address the adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no additional response is 
required. 

 
3. This comment expresses the USFWS’ concerns regarding the potential effects of the demolition 

and construction components of the proposed project on the federally endangered tidewater goby 
and the California least tern. Since the release of the DEIR in November 2009, ongoing 
consultation between the District and USFWS has occurred. The consultation history is outlined 
below, as well as in the revised Biological Technical Report for the proposed project, which is 
included as Appendix D of the 2011 RDEIR. 

 
• On February 3, 2010, a meeting with District staff, HDR personnel and Chris Dellith and 

Roger Root of the USFWS was held.  Aspects of the project affecting the tidewater goby, 
a federally protected species were discussed.  It was determined that breaching the lagoon 
in the originally proposed location near Oxnard Industrial Drain would be disruptive to 
nesting birds and could be determined as causing take of gobies.  It was preferable to plan 
for beach grooming at a location of lower biological sensitivity to facilitate a natural 
breach during storm events.  Such an event should only occur during the winter rainy 
season, which is outside of the avian breeding season.  Concerns were expressed by Mr. 
Dellith about construction plans for the actual drain mouth and its potential to impact 
gobies.  It was agreed that Dr. Camm Swift, a marine biologist, would be consulted about 
construction sequencing and procedures.   

 
• On October 7, 2010, discussions and a site visit with Reed Smith, the avian consultant to 

the CDFG, tasked with monitoring California least terns and western snowy plovers, 
confirmed the findings of the Davenport (2008) study.  Least terns are on site during May 
through September.  By October, they have migrated out of the area.  They nest south of 
the project, near the Reliant Energy power plant in a loose colony numbering about 60 
pair.  They forage in the lagoon and offshore.  Occasionally, three to five pair nest 
between the lagoon and the shore. 

The snowy plovers nest in dune areas that are lightly vegetated.  The main breeding area 
is over one-half mile south of the site near the power plant where about 30 pair regularly 
nest.  One to four nests are found each year in the dunes between the lagoon and the 
shoreline.  Plovers nest from April to September. Unlike the terns, they also winter in the 
area.  Throughout the year they forage by running along the beach above the waterline in 
search of insects. 
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• On August 2, 2011, a meeting with District staff, HDR personnel and Chris Dellith of 
USFWS was held. A refined Beach Elevation Maintenance Plan (BEMP) was presented to 
Mr. Dellith. The BEMP incorporated input previously provided by Mr. Dellith.  Mr. Dellith 
agreed that the BEMP would reduce impacts to California least tern, western snowy plover, 
and tidewater goby because the plan would be implemented outside of the nesting season for 
the avian species, and outside the peak breeding season for gobies.  If implementation must 
occur between March 15 and September 15, a qualified biologist would ensure that no nesting 
birds are present prior to implementation, further protecting California least tern and western 
snowy plover. 

 
Additionally, the USFWS lists adverse impacts they feel could still occur as a result of the project 
implementation despite the conservation measures included in the 2009 DEIR: 
 

a. Breeding substrate composition for the tidewater goby would be altered by grading operations, 
culvert installation, and sediment deposition.  To address this concern, mitigation measure BIO-1 
has been modified to include the following additional language: “OW habitat restoration shall 
include replacement on the lagoon bottom of the top 12 inches of original soil to ensure suitable 
conditions for tidewater gobies and benthic fauna.”  BIO-1 would be implemented upon 
completion of construction.  Sediment deposition during construction was mitigated in the 
original DEIR with BIO-4: “To prevent a decrease in the foraging success of California least 
terns and tidewater goby, silt fencing shall be installed prior to project construction between the 
project area and waters of Ormond Lagoon.  For project activities within waters of Ormond 
Lagoon, dual silt fencing shall be installed around each work area to prevent/decrease the 
clouding of water within the lagoon as a result of potential runoff.”  Finally, Dr. Camm Swift, a 
biologist who has extensive experience with this species, helped develop more detailed 
construction sequencing plans for implementation of BIO-5 (see Section 3.5 of the RDEIR).  The 
plans would ensure separation between the active construction site and tidewater gobies.  Block 
nets would be installed upstream and downstream of the future coffer dam, all fish within the 
intervening area would be relocated downstream of the future coffer dam, dual silt fencing would 
be installed on the coffer dam side of each block net, then earth would be placed between the 
layers of silt fencing to create the coffer dam without discharging sediment into adjacent 
tidewater-goby occupied areas.    

 
b. Tidewater goby eggs may be smothered by increased sediment deposition. As discussed above, 

BIO-4 requires installation of silt fencing between the active construction area and tidewater goby 
breeding areas to prevent release of sediments into environmentally sensitive areas. In addition, 
BIO-5 was revised to include the following language: “To avoid impacts to tidewater goby eggs, 
Phase 1 project initiation through coffer dam installation shall be completed before May 1, as the 
peak breeding season for this species extends from late spring through early summer, and again in 
late summer through early fall.”  To describe post-construction conditions, the Sediment 
Transport Study for Proposed Outlet at Ormond Beach Lagoon was prepared for the proposed 
project in August 2011. The findings of the report are included in Section 4.3 of the 2011 RDEIR. 
Based on the analysis, a total inflowing sediment load potential of 17 tons per year was calculated 
for J Street Drain and Hueneme Drain. This load is minimal compared to the total load 
(5,000 tons) moving from the lagoon to the Pacific Ocean in the two consecutive 2-year storm 
events. Annual inflowing load represented approximately 0.30 percent of the out-flowing storm 
sediment load. Therefore, the build up of sediment within the lagoon is considered less than 
significant. Additionally, on August 2, 2011, a meeting with District staff, HDR personnel and 
Chris Dellith of USFWS was held. A refined Beach Elevation Maintenance Plan (BEMP) was 
presented to Mr. Dellith. The BEMP incorporated input previously provided by Mr. Dellith, 
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including concern over breaching the lagoon in the absence of storm water flows.  With the 
revision to limit activity to beach elevation management, which would facilitate subsequent 
natural breaching in response to storm events, Mr. Dellith agreed that the BEMP would reduce 
potential impacts to tidewater goby.   

 
c. Hazardous materials, such as fuels, oils, and lubricants, could enter the lagoon and pollute the 

water which could reduce the health and survival of tidewater gobies resulting in mortality. The 
2011 RDEIR includes a revised discussion of hazardous materials in Section 4.8 Hazardous 
Materials and Wastes.  Materials and waste hazardous to humans, wildlife, and sensitive 
environments would be present during project construction, including diesel fuel, gasoline, 
equipment fluids, concrete, cleaning solutions and solvents, lubricant oils, adhesives, human 
waste, and chemical toilets. The potential exists for direct impacts to the environment from 
accidental spills of small amounts of hazardous materials or waste from construction equipment; 
however, existing federal and state standards are in place for the handling, storage and transport 
of these materials and waste.  Compliance with the federal and state standards is required, thus a 
less than significant impact is anticipated during construction. Additionally, J Street Drain and 
Hueneme Drain runoff would be entirely separated from the active construction area through 
installation of a temporary flow bypass, minimizing potential contact between hazardous 
materials and the lagoon.   Water resources mitigation measures WQ-1 through WQ-4 would 
address concerns about potential release of hazardous materials into the lagoon, and reduce these 
possible impacts below a significant level.   

d. Tidewater gobies may be killed or injured from trampling by workers, being crushed during the 
placement of the coffer dam.  Dr. Camm Swift’s construction sequencing and procedures (see 
Section 3.5 of the RDEIR), which provide additional detail regarding implementation of 
mitigation measure BIO-5, ensures that all tidewater gobies would be removed from the work 
area by qualified biologists prior to the entry of construction workers and placement of the coffer 
dam.  Therefore, this does not represent a significant impact. 

 
e. Desiccation and suffocation of undetected tidewater gobies trapped behind the dewatered sections 

the coffer dam. See response to comment (d). Qualified biologists would inspect the project work 
areas thoroughly before, during, and after dewatering to ensure that all native fish are relocated to 
the lagoon.  This process is expected to take several days or weeks, and would be overseen by a 
suitable number of qualified biologists for the entire area affected.  Mitigation measure BIO-5 has 
been updated to incorporate the above language. 

 
f. Tidewater gobies could be entrapped in seine nets or dip nets resulting in injury or mortality. See 

responses to comments (d) and (e).  Qualified biologists would conduct goby relocations to 
ensure careful handling and prevention of injury or mortality. 

 
g. Increased predation during the relocation process or tidewater gobies may die as a result of the 

actual handling itself. See responses to comments (d) through (f).  Qualified biologists would 
conduct goby relocations to ensure the relocation process does not result in increased predation or 
mortality of gobies. 

 
h. As water is being pumped out of the dammed area, undetected tidewater gobies may be injured or 

killed by impingement onto the pump screen. These impacts would only occur during demolition 
of the drain and construction, and while tidewater gobies are in exclusion nets. See responses to 
comments (d) through (g).  Qualified biologists would monitor the dewatering process to ensure 
gobies are not injured or killed by impingement onto pump screens or exclusion nets.  During 



Appendix L Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-17 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

demolition and construction, all tidewater gobies would have already been moved to the lagoon 
downstream of the coffer dam, and would not be affected by dewatering pumps. 

 
4. In this comment, the USFWS states that demolition and construction activities would result in 

diminished foraging opportunities for California least terns, which could potentially result in 
excessive energy expenditures for individuals that are nesting on Ormond Beach. 

 
 As identified in the BTR (Appendix D) and Section 4.2 of the DEIR, foraging habitat for the 

California least tern occurs within the project survey area. Should construction occur within the 
breeding season, direct (temporary dewatering of 0.31 acre of foraging habitat) and indirect 
impacts (i.e., construction noise, lighting, etc.) to the species may occur.  The temporary loss of 
0.31 acre of foraging habitat would not be considered significant because of the continued 
availability of the majority of existing foraging habitat within the lagoon and the Nature 
Conservancy wetlands, as well as the Pacific Ocean, all of which are located in closer proximity 
to nesting areas observed from 2008 through 2010 than the project impact area.   
 
Sediment eroded as a result of construction activities may enter the lagoon and potentially 
increase the turbidity of the water.  This would significantly impact the ability of California least 
terns to forage in the lagoon.  Therefore, impacts to the California least tern foraging habitat 
would be considered significant and require mitigation. Mitigation Measures BIO-2 through BIO-
4 are identified in Section 4.2 and presented below. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 was revised and 
new language was added as a result of the ongoing consultation between the District, California 
Department of Fish and Game, and USFWS.  The following mitigation measure was added to 
address potential lighting impacts (BIO-6): “Although night construction is not anticipated, in the 
event that it becomes necessary, all lighting will be shielded to prevent illumination of the 
beach.”  

 
BIO-2 To prevent a decrease in the foraging success of California least terns, temporary 

construction fencing (“snow fencing”) shall be installed surrounding the project site 
to delineate the construction footprint.   

BIO-3 To prevent a decrease in the nesting and foraging success of the California least tern 
and western snowy plover, phase 1 construction activities adjacent to California least 
tern and western snowy plover habitat shall occur outside of the breeding season 
(March to September) to the extent feasible.  If construction activities must occur 
during the breeding season, phase 1 project initiation through coffer dam installation 
shall be completed before May 1 to avoid direct impacts to foraging terns.  In 
addition, a preemptive nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
to determine if any nesting terns or plovers are located near proposed activities.  If 
nesting birds are found, all construction activities shall be prohibited within a 300-
foot buffer area surrounding the nest location during the breeding season until the 
young have fledged.  The qualified biologist shall ensure that the buffer area is 
appropriately defined with flagging and/or other means of suitable identification. The 
District shall consult with USFWS and CDFG in the event that nesting California 
least terns or western snowy plover are observed within 500 feet of the project area.  
If no nesting birds are found, construction activities could be conducted during the 
breeding season without restriction.  
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BIO-4 To prevent a decrease in the foraging success of California least terns and tidewater 
goby, silt fencing shall be installed prior to project construction between the project 
area and waters of Ormond Lagoon.  For project activities within waters of Ormond 
Lagoon, dual silt fencing shall be installed around each work area to prevent/decrease 
the clouding of water within the lagoon as a result of potential runoff. 

5. This comment states USFWS’ concerns over major storm events resulting from global climate 
change that could trigger EAP implementation, outside of what is considered the normal rainy 
season. Implementation of the EAP as a result of an off-season major storm event could 
negatively impact the tidewater goby, California least tern, and western snowy plover. The 
Emergency Action Plan has been revised and is now referred to as the Beach Elevation 
Management Plan (BEMP). Please refer to Section 3.0 of the 2011 RDEIR for a description of the 
BEMP. The BEMP would be implemented outside of the tern and plover nesting and tidewater 
goby peak breeding season.  If implementation must occur between March 15 and September 15, 
a qualified biologist would ensure that no nesting birds are present prior to implementation, 
further protecting California least tern and western snowy plover, as mandated in the Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) of the District’s Final Program EIR for Environmental Protection 
Measures for the Ongoing Routine Operations and Maintenance Program Project No. 80030 
(adopted by the Ventura County Board of Supervisors in May 2008).  Furthermore, to avoid 
potential tern and plover nests, the selected beach grooming site is located northwest of the 
nesting areas observed from 2008 through 2010.  Adverse effects to tidewater goby are avoided 
by limiting activities to beach grooming.  The lagoon would breach only if subsequent storm 
runoff were sufficient to raise the water surface elevation above 6.5 feet (NGVD 1929).  
Although the concern is that under a global climate change regime the lagoon may breach during 
the traditional dry season (April through September), the requirement for storm runoff to enter the 
lagoon before breaching could occur would mimic existing rainy season processes.  Dry season 
breaching is considered significant because it is not accompanied by fresh water input.  This 
would not be the case as a result of BEMP implementation. 

 
6. This comment outlines the potential threat to the tidewater goby as a result of EAP 

implementation. Please refer to responses 3 and 5 above.  The BEMP replaces the EAP, and 
would not involve direct breaching of the lagoon.  Lagoon breaching would occur as a result of 
storm water runoff raising the water surface elevation, rather than as a direct result of District 
actions.  Increased storm water runoff during the dry season would be a change in natural 
processes beyond the District’s control. 

 
7. This comment outlines the potential threat to the California least tern as a result of EAP 

implementation, especially if the EAP were implemented between March and September. Please 
refer to responses 5 and 6 above. 

 
8. This comment is a closing statement that includes contact information for the USFWS. As 

discussed above, the District has been coordinating regularly with the USFWS on their biological 
resources concerns. The District looks forward to continuing the dialogue.  
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Letter 3 
California Department of Transportation 
December 9, 2009 
 
1. This comment provides introductory remarks and a summary of the project. This comment does 

not address the adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no additional response is 
required. 

 
2. Caltrans recommends limiting construction related truck trips on State Highways to off-peak 

commute periods. Construction related impacts are discussed in Section 4.5 of DEIR. The DEIR 
did not indicate that State Highways would be impacted; however, Mitigation Measure TR-1 
states that the District shall prepare a construction worksite traffic control plan for review and 
approval by the Ventura County Transportation Department and cities prior to soliciting bids for 
the construction contract. If construction related truck trips on Interstate 101 or Pacific Coast 
Highway are included in the traffic control plan, the plan would limit them to non-peak traffic 
hours.  The District will reduce the temporary roadway impacts to the greatest extent possible 
during construction.  

 
3. This comment states that a transportation permit is needed for transport of over-size or over-

weight vehicles on State Highways. Section 4.5 of the DEIR did not indicate that construction 
related truck routes would include any State Highways; however, the District understands that an 
over-size/over-weight transportation permit is required on State Highways. The District will work 
with Caltrans to obtain the necessary permit in the event the truck route includes transportation on 
State Highways.  

 
4. Caltrans suggests that the construction contractor should avoid “platooning” of truck trips on 

State Highways, including at intersections, ramps and mainline facilities. The traffic impacts 
associated with construction of the proposed project are discussed in Section 4.5 of the DEIR. 
According to the analysis, the haul truck trips are expected to result in delays and congestion at 
the project intersections. The intermittent road closures and haul truck trips during construction 
may disrupt traffic flow and cause delays, increasing traffic congestion. Mitigation Measure TR-1 
states that the District shall prepare a construction worksite traffic control plan. This plan will 
include proper scheduling of truck trips to avoid “platooning” on State highways, intersections, 
ramps, and mainline facilities.  The District will reduce the temporary roadway impacts to the 
greatest extent possible during construction. 

 
5. This comment provides the contact number for Caltrans. This comment does not address the 

adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no additional response is required. 
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Letter 4 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region 
December 15, 2009 
 
1. This comment provides introductory remarks and provides a summary of the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (RWQCB) role. The comment provides a summary of Resolution No. 
2005-002, which the Board approved in 2005. Since this comment does not address the adequacy 
of the environmental document, no additional response is required. 

 
2. This comment addresses the alternatives analyzed in the EIR. The RWQCB suggests that an 

additional alternative should be considered which combines increased capacity via a modified 
trapezoidal channel or an additional boxed underground channel with natural habitat. Five 
channel alternatives were considered and analyzed in the DEIR. Alternative E consists of a soft 
(or earthen) bottom trapezoidal channel configuration. Alternatives A and D include box culverts, 
with landscaping or a low flow channel above the box culvert. The Alternative D low flow 
channel above the box culverts would function as a vegetated swale, providing a combination of  
habitat and boxed underground channel as requested in this comment.  Alternatives A and D were 
determined to cost substantially more than the Preferred Alternative due to the increased 
construction, landscaping, and right-of-way costs. Alternative E would not meet project 
objectives regarding Ormond Beach Lagoon and tidewater goby since the greater project footprint 
and natural channel configuration have the potential to introduce greater quantities of polluted 
runoff, particularly turbid flows, into tidewater goby habitat and/or groundwater supply.  
Conversely, converting the existing concrete channel to an earthen channel could increase the 
area of potential breeding habitat for tidewater goby, as this species burrows into channel or 
lagoon sediments to deposit eggs.  Alternative E would cost more than the Preferred Alternative 
due to the increased costs of construction and maintenance associated with removal of homes and 
maintaining the natural channel.  Further, Alternative E would require substantially more rights-
of-way and would eliminate a portion of J Street. For a comparison of the Alternatives analyzed, 
please refer to Section 5.0 of the RDEIR. 

 
3. This comment suggests that mitigation for the loss of habitat be included. The Board is concerned 

that converting a trapezoidal channel to a deeper rectangular channel would result in a loss of 
habitat and the potential for habitat restoration. 

 
 As discussed in Section 4.2 of the DEIR and the Biological Technical Report (Appendix D), the 

majority of the proposed J Street Drain project consists of urban development. Within the 
northern survey area, the Drain is a concrete lined ditch with surrounding residential and 
commercial development. Project implementation within the northern survey area would occur 
entirely within the channel right-of-way, which is developed. The existing channel does not 
support vegetation communities; therefore, the modifications to the channel would not impact 
vegetation communities. 

 
 At the channel outlet into the Ormond Beach Lagoon, construction of the proposed project would 

occur within and adjacent to sensitive vegetation communities and would result in potentially 
significant indirect impacts to these habitats (erosion, intrusion of workers/equipment, etc.), as 
well as temporary direct impact to open water habitat. Mitigation is identified in Section 4.2 for 
impacts to sensitive vegetation communities. Below is the revised mitigation measure for 
temporary loss of unvegetated open water habitat as provided within the 2011 RDEIR. 
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Mitigation Measure 
 
BIO-1 During construction, the sensitive vegetation communities adjacent to the project 

alignment shall be flagged as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) and 
construction fencing shall be installed to avoid indirect impacts to these areas.  
Staging areas shall be identified during construction for lay down areas, equipment 
storage, etc., to avoid indirect impacts to the ESA.  Biological monitoring shall occur 
during construction activities to prevent indirect impacts. Temporarily disturbed OW 
habitat, which falls under CDFG, USACE, and RWQCB jurisdiction, would be 
restored at a 1:1 ratio upon completion of construction.  OW habitat restoration shall 
include replacement on the lagoon bottom of the top 12 inches of original soil to 
ensure suitable conditions for tidewater gobies and benthic fauna. 

 
4. This comment asks how long it will take for any rock riprap areas to be filled with sediment and 

suggests that the loss of earthen bottom habitat should also be considered and mitigated.  Rock 
protection at the channel outlet to the lagoon currently exists and is partially exposed due to scour 
from the channel flows. The proposed rip rap protection will be of the same length as the existing 
rip rap protection and would be covered with lagoon bottom sediments upon completion of 
construction, before the channel is re-watered.   

 
5. In this comment, the RWQCB inquires as to where the sediment and debris removed from the 

flood control structures will be placed. Minimal sediment is produced by this system. As 
described in Section 3.0 of the DEIR, accumulated sediment and debris will be removed from the 
channel during project operation similar to current maintenance procedures, as required by the 
Countywide Municipal Stormwater Permit re-issued by the RWQCB to Ventura County and its 
cities on July 8, 2010 (Permit CAS004002, Order No. R4-2010-0108). This material is disposed 
in a county landfill. Sediment and debris removal and recycling or disposal during the 
construction phase is discussed further in Section 4.10 of the DEIR. Table 4.10-1 quantifies the 
amount of soil and concrete volume for transport due to project construction. As shown in Table 
4.10-1, when all phases of construction are considered, it is anticipated that 139,569 cubic yards 
(cy) of soil material and 7,816 cy of concrete material will be transported offsite.  

 
In accordance with the Ventura County Ordinance 4155, the proposed project would recycle soils 
and concrete resulting from demolition of the existing channel construction of the new J Street 
Drain.  The construction of the proposed J Street Drain would involve demolition of concrete 
channel and excavation of channel to the appropriate depth during which the dirt would either be 
stockpiled for backfill or transported off site.  It is anticipated that concrete/ demolition debris 
would be recycled at Del Norte Transfer Facility in Oxnard and excess soil would be either 
reused or hauled to Chiquita Canyon Disposal Facility for use as daily soil cover. The 
construction contract specifications would include a requirement that all recyclable construction 
materials generated during the demolition and construction phases of the project be reused on 
site, or recycled at a permitted recycling facility. The operation of the proposed project would 
include maintenance activities similar to those currently in place and would not be characterized 
as generating a new source of solid waste. 

 
6. This comment provides contact information for the RWQCB. Since this comment does not 

address the adequacy of the environmental document, no additional response is required. 
 
7. This is an attachment of RWQCB Resolution No. 2005-002 and does not specifically address the 

adequacy of the environmental document. No additional response is required. 
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Letter 5 
California Department of Fish and Game 
January 19, 2010 
 
1. This comment provides introductory remarks, a summary of the project, and the CDFG’s role as 

Trustee Agency and Responsible Agency under CEQA. CDFG lists stressors affecting wildlife 
and habitats within the project area as identified in the California Wildlife Action Plan. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental document; therefore, no additional 
response is required. 

 
2. In this comment, CDFG states that they concur with biological Mitigation Measures BIO-1 

through BIO-5 but have recommendations for biological Mitigation Measures BIO-2 and BIO-3. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is included in the comment. CDFG concurred with the Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1, no additional response is required.  However, BIO-1 has been modified in the 
RDEIR to provide additional clarity and resource protection:   
 
“During construction, the sensitive vegetation communities adjacent to the project alignment shall 
be flagged as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) and construction fencing shall be installed 
to avoid indirect impacts to these areas.  Staging areas shall be identified during construction for 
lay down areas, equipment storage, etc., to avoid indirect impacts to the ESA.  Biological 
monitoring shall occur during construction activities to prevent indirect impacts. Temporarily 
disturbed OW habitat, which falls under CDFG, USACE, and RWQCB jurisdiction, would be 
restored at a 1:1 ratio upon completion of construction.  OW habitat restoration shall include 
replacement on the lagoon bottom of the top 12 inches of original soil to ensure suitable 
conditions for tidewater gobies and benthic fauna.” 

 
3. This comment recommends addition of the following text to Mitigation Measure BIO-2: 
 

“Construction activities should occur outside of the nesting season to minimize impacts on 
foraging terns. If construction activities occur when California least terns or western snowy 
plover are foraging in the lagoon, the District shall consult with CDFG staff to determine a plan 
of action to minimize impacts. The buffer surrounding the nest location shall be of sufficient area 
that the nesting birds are not disturbed by noise, vibration, and general construction traffic or 
activities.”  
 
Because some of the suggested language is already either included in Mitigation Measure BIO-3 
or conflicts with language in BIO-3 with which the CDFG concurs, the District will not revise 
BIO-2 to eliminate the potential for confusion during implementation of the two measures.  
Instead, BIO-3 will be modified (see response to comment 4). Consultation “with CDFG staff to 
determine a plan of action to minimize impacts” has not been written into the mitigation measure 
as this action is already mandated by Sections 1600 and 2081 of the California Fish and Game 
Code.  These sections regulate streambed alterations and “take” of State listed threatened and 
endangered species.  The District must obtain authorization under both of the above regulations 
before it may construct the project.     

 
4. This comment includes Mitigation Measure BIO-3 and CDFG’s recommended revisions. The 

CDFG does concur with the District that construction activity adjacent to California least tern and 
western snowy plover habitat should occur outside of the breeding season. The revised mitigation 
measure is included in the 2011 RDEIR.  It includes the new language suggested by CDFG as 
well as other revisions to clarify or enhance protections and reads as follows: 
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BIO-3 To prevent a decrease in the nesting and foraging success of the California least tern 
and western snowy plover, phase 1 construction activities adjacent to California least 
tern and western snowy plover habitat shall occur outside of the breeding season 
(March to September) to the extent feasible.  If construction activities must occur 
during the breeding season, phase 1 project initiation through coffer dam installation 
shall be completed before May 1 to avoid direct impacts to foraging terns.  In 
addition, a preemptive nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
to determine if any nesting terns or plovers are located near proposed activities.  If 
nesting birds are found, all construction activities shall be prohibited within a 300-
foot buffer area surrounding the nest location during the breeding season until the 
young have fledged.  The qualified biologist shall ensure that the buffer area is 
appropriately defined with flagging and/or other means of suitable identification. The 
District shall consult with USFWS and CDFG in the event that nesting California 
least terns or western snowy plovers are observed within 500 feet of the project area.   
If no nesting birds are found, construction activities could be conducted during the 
breeding season without restriction. 

5. The CDFG recommends biological field surveys for Belding’s savannah sparrow, a state listed 
endangered species, be conducted to adequately determine if they are utilizing the project site. 
CDFG recommends that five surveys, between mid-February and the end of April be conducted 
within suitable habitat on and immediately surround the project site. 

 
 According to the Biological Technical Report (Appendix D of the EIR), no Belding’s savannah 

sparrows were identified within the project area during any of the biological field surveys 
conducted for the proposed project.  Given the number and timing of survey activities, Belding’s 
savannah sparrow should have been detected if it was breeding within the survey area.  Therefore, 
since no Belding’s savannah sparrows were identified at the time of survey, it is not anticipated 
that this species would occur within the project area. 

 
 A baseline biological field survey of the project site and a portion of the surrounding area 

including the Ormond Lagoon were surveyed by HDR Senior Biologist Shannon Allen and HDR 
Assistant Biologist Allegra Simmons on April 28, 2008 between the hours of 0830 to 1700 and 
on April 29, 2008 between the hours of 0830 to 1750. 

 
 Additionally, as referenced in Appendix D of the BTR: focused surveys for Light-footed clapper 

rail, which included habitat that would have been shared by Belding’s savannah sparrow, 
included seven survey visits between April 18, 2008 and June 15, 2008.  No Belding’s savannah 
sparrows were detected.  An additional suite of five surveys is not warranted, however a pre-
construction biological survey will be conducted, as stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-7.  The 
purpose of this survey would be to document all birds present at the site, including Belding’s 
savannah sparrow.  

 
6. The CDFG acknowledges the thorough assessment of potential federal and state jurisdictional 

wetland areas on the project site. No additional response is required. 
 
7. This comment provides contact information for CDFG. Since there is no comment on the 

adequacy of the environmental document, no additional response is necessary.  
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Letter 6 
Resource Management Agency, Environmental Health Division 
December 11, 2009 
 
1. This comment requests that Section 4.11.1on page 4.10-1of the 2009 DEIR be revised as follows: 

“…over 1,400 2,000 potential mosquito breeding sources throughout the County….” The 
requested changes have been incorporated into Section 4.11 of the 2011 RDEIR. 

 
2. This comment requests that Section 4.11.1on page 4.10-2 of the 2009 DEIR be revised as 

follows: “A product the program used in the past is Altosid, which is also a biological larvicide 
used as an insect growth regulator. Another product used by the program is Altosid, which is an 
insect growth regulator.  Another control method used in the past was releasing of mosquito fish 
at source locations. Another biological control method used is the releasing of mosquito fish at 
source locations.” The requested changes have been incorporated into Section 4.11 of the 2011 
RDEIR. 

 
3. This comment requests that Section 4.11.4 on page 4.10-6 of the 2009 DEIR be revised as 

follows: “…and could transport transmit encephalitis…”   
 
 In addition, the comment requests that page 4.10-7 of the 2009 DEIR be revised as follows: 

“Therefore, the larvicides used by the Ventura County Vector Control Program undergo extensive 
testing prior to registration and are virtually nontoxic to humans and do not pose risks to wildlife, 
non-target species, or the environment when applied according to label instructions.” The 
requested changes have been incorporated into Section 4.11 of the 2011 RDEIR. 
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Letter 7 
Resource Management Agency, Environmental Health Division 
December 21, 2009 
 
1. This comment remarks on channel design and states that a rectangular channel is more conducive 

to limiting mosquito breeding.  
 
 In response to concerns over mosquito breeding, the District contracted with Larry Walker 

Associates to prepare a Mosquito Technical Study for the J Street Drain project. The technical 
study provides an analysis of the mosquito production potential of the proposed project compared 
with the current J Street Drain and the proposed alternatives. The complete report is included in 
Appendix I of the 2011 RDEIR. 

 
 Mosquitoes generally require calm, stagnant water for breeding as opposed to open, exposed 

water.  Flowing waters or waters with surface disturbance from wind, waves, or animals are not 
suitable habitat for mosquito breeding.  Similarly, waters deep enough to sustain populations of 
fish and other aquatic organisms are not suitable habitat.  Wetlands and salt marshes, especially 
those with unmanaged, dense, emergent vegetation are notorious mosquito breeding habitats. 

 
 Section 4.11 of the RDEIR discusses vector control and mosquitoes. As discussed, the proposed 

project would increase the surface area and amount of standing water in the drain. However, the 
proposed project would convert the existing trapezoidal concrete channel into an open rectangular 
channel with a bottom that will be approximately four feet deeper and the resulting channel walls 
would be vertical. While the proposed project would result in increased water surface area of 
standing water, the converted channel would provide less suitable habitat for mosquitoes due to 
deeper water and less shallow edges. In addition, J Street Drain presents an easier vector source to 
treat compared to shallow vegetated wetlands to the east and southeast due to the fact that 
mosquitoes prefer shallow water. 

 
2. This comment verifies that all mosquito breeding sources in the surfside area are inspected by the 

Environmental Health Division (EHD) on a routine basis and treated as needed. EHD states that 
mosquito control in the Surfside III area occurs more often in the wetland sources than the J 
Street Drain channel. No additional response is required. 
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Letter 8 
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
January 11, 2010 
 
1. This comment provides introductory remarks and a brief summary of the project. Since this 

comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental document, no additional response is 
necessary. 

 
2. This comment provides a brief discussion regarding the air quality impacts analyzed in the 2009 

DEIR. The Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) concurs with the findings 
and mitigation measures presented in air quality analysis of the 2009 DEIR; however, the air 
district recommends adding a mitigation measure.  The following mitigation measure is included 
in the 2011 RDEIR: 

  
AQ-3 All project construction and site preparation operations shall be conducted in 

compliance with all applicable VCAPCD Rules and Regulations with emphasis on 
Rule 50 (Opacity), Rule 51 (Nuisance), and Rule 55 (Fugitive Dust), as well as Rule 
10 (Permit Required). 

 
 Additionally, an Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions report was prepared in July 2011. 

Section 4.4 and Section 4.12 of the 2011 RDEIR incorporate the findings of these reports. The 
reports are included in Appendix J of the 2011 RDEIR. 
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Letter 9 
Ormond Beach Observers 
January 15, 2010 
 
1. This comment provides an introductory statement and summary of the organization’s mission. 

Ormond Beach Observers (OBO) notes Ormond Beach Wildlife Patrol (OBWP) daily presence 
on Ormond Beach and summarizes observations and reports made by OBWP throughout the 
1990s regarding alterations to area streams and the Ormond Lagoon. Because this comment does 
not address the adequacy of the environmental document, no additional response is necessary. 

 
2. Ormond Beach Observers disagrees with the project goals and description, compliance with local, 

state and federal policies and findings regarding impacts to biological resources, area hydrology, 
public safety, growth inducing impacts and cumulative impacts. OBO disagrees with the 
Emergency Action Plan and recommends the No Project Alternative. The Emergency Action Plan 
has been revised and is now referred to as the Beach Elevation Management Plan (BEMP). Please 
refer to Section 3.0 of the 2011 RDEIR for a description of the BEMP.  

 
 Biological Resources: Please refer to the responses provided in Letter 2 (USFWS) and Letter 5 

(CDFG) above. Ongoing consultation with USFWS and CDFG will ensure impacts to biological 
resources will be reduced to the greatest extent feasible. The Biological Technical Report 
(Appendix B) and Section 4.2 of the 2011 RDEIR have been revised to reflect the results of the 
consultations. 

 
 Hydrology: Please refer to Section 4.3 of the 2011 RDEIR for a revised discussion on water 

resources and hydraulic hazards.  A Sediment Transport Study for Proposed Outlet at Ormond 
Beach Lagoon (August 2011) was prepared for the proposed project. The results are summarized 
in Section 4.3. Based on the findings of the study, the proposed project would not significantly 
alter the area hydrology. 

 
 Public Safety: Section 4.8 and Section 4.11 of the 2011 RDEIR have been revised to reflect 

additional studies regarding hazardous materials and mosquito concerns, respectively.  
 
 Hazardous Materials:  A groundwater modeling study was performed and measures are proposed 

to address this potential problem.  The numerical model of the groundwater system beneath the J 
Street Channel was used to evaluate potential impacts to groundwater in response to dewatering 
that will be necessary to construct the drain particularly with regards to whether metal 
contaminants in groundwater may migrate toward the channel and possibly enter into the 
dewatering stream. As a result of the numerical groundwater model, it is expected that dewatering 
will pull impacted groundwater toward the line of pumping wells that will be placed along the 
channel for dewatering purposes.  However, the maximum expected distance of migration from 
the Halaco Site in response to proposed construction dewatering is approximately 300 feet, or less 
than one-fifth of the distance between the Halaco Site and the channel.  A distance of half the 
maximum (or 150 feet) is more realistic given the conservative assumptions used in the model 
(specifically the use of a high hydraulic conductivity in the ‘maximum’ scenario). Regardless of 
the actual distance that contaminated groundwater may flow in the direction of the channel, the 
cessation of dewatering is expected to halt migration of impacted groundwater toward the 
channel.  In this situation, the groundwater will resume the natural gradient toward the Pacific 
shoreline. Dewatering at the site would result in a temporary impact with regards to the potential 
migration of heavy metals within the groundwater plume from the Halaco site.  Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-1 requires the use of sheet piling during construction to address this impact.  
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Through numerical modeling, the use of sheet piling was demonstrated to isolate groundwater 
from the Halaco Site and prevent migration of Halaco contaminants to the channel.  In addition, 
the use of sheet piling will reduce the overall volume of water required to be withdrawn in order 
to construct the channel. 

 
 Mosquito:  In response to the concern over increased surface water area, the District contracted 

with Larry Walker Associates to prepare a Mosquito Technical Study for the J Street Drain 
project. The technical study provides an analysis of the mosquito production potential of the 
proposed project compared with the current J Street Drain and the proposed alternatives. The 
complete report is included in Appendix I of the 2011 RDEIR. 

 
 Mosquitoes generally require calm, stagnant water for breeding as opposed to open, exposed 

water.  Flowing waters or waters with surface disturbance from wind, waves, or animals are not 
suitable habitat for mosquito breeding.  Similarly, waters deep enough to sustain populations of 
fish and other aquatic organisms are not suitable habitat.  Wetlands and salt marshes, especially 
those with unmanaged, dense, emergent vegetation are notorious mosquito breeding habitats. 

 
 Section 4.11 of the RDEIR discusses vector control and mosquitoes. The RDEIR noted that the 

proposed project would increase the surface area and amount of standing water in the drain. 
However, the proposed project would convert the existing trapezoidal concrete channel into an 
open rectangular channel with a bottom that will be approximately four feet deeper and the 
resulting channel walls would be vertical. While the proposed project would result in increased 
water surface area of standing water, the converted channel would provide less suitable habitat 
for mosquitoes due to deeper water and less shallow edges. In addition, J Street Drain presents an 
easier vector source to treat compared to shallow vegetated wetlands to the east and southeast due 
to the fact that mosquitoes prefer shallow water. 

  
 Growth Inducing Impacts: Section 6.0 of the DEIR discusses growth inducing impacts. As 

identified in Section 6.0, the J Street Drain project is proposed to accommodate existing 100-year 
flood flows.  Implementation of the project would not eliminate any obstacles to population 
growth since the project would meet an existing demand for improved surface water drainage 
facilities in an area that is already developed.  The project would only address 100-year flooding 
in the J Street Drain watershed (Figure 3.0-2a); flooding within the Oxnard Industrial Drain 
watershed, which includes large areas of undeveloped land east of the J Street Drain, would not 
be resolved with the proposed project.  Furthermore, the project would not encourage new 
development in the area because this improvement would not include any surplus capacity for 
new development.  Additionally, the project would not encourage economic growth since 
commercial or business components are not proposed as part of the project.  Therefore, the J 
Street Drain project would not be growth-inducing and growth-inducing impacts would be less 
than significant. 

 
 Cumulative Impacts: Each environmental analysis section includes a discussion of cumulative 

impacts for each issue area. Please refer to the individual issue area discussions for the 
cumulative analyses. Cumulative impacts were determined to be either less than significant or 
reduced to a level below significance with mitigation incorporated. Table 1.8-1 in Section 1.0 of 
the EIR provides a summary of the impacts, mitigation measures and the levels of significance 
identified before and after mitigation. 
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3. This comment provides a list of the project objectives from the 2009 DEIR. The project 
objectives were modified. The revised project objectives are identified in Section 3.0 of the 2011 
RDEIR.  

 
4. Ormond Beach Observers disagrees with the 2009 DEIR assumption that there is no connectivity 

between Ormond and Mugu Lagoons. OBO states that there is documented connectivity between 
the two lagoons. The discussion of Perkins Drain in Section 4.3 of the RDEIR has been revised to 
reflect hydrologic connectivity between the Ormond Beach Lagoon and Mugu Lagoon via the 
wetland area east of the Halaco slag pile, a series of agricultural ditches, and overland flow.  

 
5. Ormond Beach Observers disagrees with the District’s Flood Control Protection plan. OBO states 

that projects have been permitted adjacent to the J Street Drain for the past few years without 
opposition from the District; therefore, it is inappropriate to alter sensitive habitat in order to 
remedy the problem.   The most recent development the District is aware of within the J Street 
Drain watershed has occurred in the City of Port Hueneme south of Hueneme Road.  Land 
development in this area is subject to approval by the City of Port Hueneme; the District does not 
have approval authority.  Under its flood control ordinance, the District has regulatory authority 
over direct impacts to red-line channels, including J Street Drain.  None of the recent 
developments directly affected J Street Drain.   
 
Much of the J Street Drain watershed was developed between the 1950s and the 1970s.  Since 
that time, Ventura County records demonstrate a trend of increasing rainfall.  The channel, which 
was considered sufficient to convey the 100-year flood during the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency floodplain mapping study conducted in the early 1980s, was shown to be 
under-sized in a 2005 study conducted by the District.  This is largely due to the more complete 
rainfall record used in the 2005 floodplain analysis (see Section 3.1 of the RDEIR). 

 
6. This comment states that the project will significantly alter the functional characteristics of 

Ormond Beach Lagoon and lead to multiple “take” of state and federally listed species.  
 
 Ormond Beach Lagoon Functionality:  The proposed project will not permanently alter the 

footprint or functionality of the Ormond Beach Lagoon, as the lagoon will persist after project 
construction, but its depth would increase by approximately 2.5 feet after two two-year or one 
five-year storm event.  The deeper lagoon would be able to support a slightly larger population of 
aquatic species, which would in turn enhance foraging opportunities for endangered California 
least terns and other birds. 

 
 “Take” of State and Federally Listed Species:  Please see the responses to the USFWS (Letter 2) 

and CDFG (Letter 5) comment letters. 
 

 
7. This comment states that alterations to the area hydrology could hinder Ormond Beach Lagoon 

restoration plans. The volume of water in Ormond Beach Lagoon would not be decreased by the 
proposed project.  The RDEIR has been updated to replace the original EAP with the new BEMP.  
The EAP allowed for occasional breaching of the lagoon to prevent upstream flooding.  The 
BEMP would not result in direct breaching of the lagoon, but rather would facilitate natural 
breaching in the event storm water runoff raises the lagoon water surface elevation above 6.5 feet 
(NGVD 1929).  This is designed to mimic natural processes in response to storm water inflows, 
which occur once or more during the rainy season.  The natural breaches quickly fill with sand 
pushed in by the tides or blown in by the winds, causing runoff from J Street, Hueneme, and 
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Oxnard Industrial Drains to collect once more in the lagoon.  This process would continue after 
project construction.  As shown in Figure 4.11-1, the estimated surface water area after 
construction of phase 1 would increase by one acre at 6.5 feet water surface elevation; therefore, 
the lagoon would not reduce in size or volume.  The lagoon bottom between the outlet and the 
natural breach location is expected to deepen naturally by approximately 2.5 feet after the first 
two two-year storms or the first five-year storm following construction, but this would increase 
the volume of water in the lagoon.  Natural deepening of the lagoon is not expected to hinder 
Ormond Beach Lagoon restoration plans. 

 
8. This comment states that the project would result in “take” of tidewater gobies.  The proposed 

project would result in the potential take of tidewater gobies, and the District would first obtain 
authorization from the USFWS under the Federal Endangered Species Act before beginning 
construction. Since the release of the DEIR in November 2009, ongoing consultation between the 
District and USFWS has occurred. Please refer to the responses provided in Letter 2 (USFWS) 
and Letter 5 (CDFG) above.  The consultation history is outlined in the revised Biological 
Technical Report for the proposed project, which is included as Appendix D of the 2011 RDEIR.  
 
Construction sequencing plans have been added to clarify methods for protecting tidewater gobies 
during construction (see Figures 3.0-6 through 3.0-9 in the RDEIR).  Also, Mitigation Measure 
BIO-5 has been revised to increase protection for gobies during construction.  Replacement of the 
EAP with the BEMP further reduces potential impacts to gobies. 

 
9. This comment states that the requirements of the Emergency Action Plan will force the District to 

take unneeded and harmful actions to avoid liability. The Emergency Action Plan has been 
replaced with the Beach Elevation Management Plan (BEMP). Section 3.0 of the 2011 RDEIR 
provides a description of the new BEMP.  Section 4.2, Biological Resources, of the 2011 RDEIR 
has been revised to reflect the changes resulting from the new BEMP.  

 
 During BEMP activation, a qualified biologist would be on site to monitor activities and avoid 

impacts to coastal habitat and wildlife.  The grooming site and access to the site would be located 
on open sandy beach, northwest of California least tern and western snowy plover nesting areas 
documented from 2008 to 2010.  Implementation of the BEMP would occur during the rainy 
season, or outside the nesting season.  Because the BEMP would not involve direct breaching of 
the lagoon, tidewater gobies would not be directly impacted. 

 
10. Ormond Beach Observers disagrees with the water quality analysis and disagrees with the 

assumption that increased volume of water would have no effect. Section 4.3 of the 2011 RDEIR 
discusses the additional information with regards to water quality and hydraulic hazards. 
Construction of the proposed project would involve dewatering, demolition, and excavation 
activities which may result in potential impacts to water quality.  The proposed project would 
require consultation with the USACE to obtain a Section 404 Permit and associated Section 401 
Water Quality Certification via the RWQCB.  A separate dewatering permit would be obtained 
from RWQCB.  However, discharges of groundwater to surface water are covered under Order 
No. R4-2008-0032, General NPDES and Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of 
Groundwater from Construction and Project Dewatering to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds 
of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (adopted by the State Board on June 5, 2008).  Therefore, 
the District would need to submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) and comply with the permit 
requirements including waste discharge requirements (WDR) and implement a monitoring and 
reporting program.  
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 Finally, the RWQCB will require coverage under the Construction General Stormwater Permit 
which addresses the potential pollutants discharged to stormwater by construction activities.  To 
comply with the permit, a Notice of Intent (NOI) must be submitted to the RWQCB and a 
SWPPP must be prepared and kept on site. The purpose of the SWPPP is to identify and 
document appropriate BMP installation to minimize erosion and construction site runoff pollution 
during the length of construction. Mitigation is identified in Section 4.3 of the 2011 RDEIR to 
ensure impacts are reduced to a less than significant level.  
 
During operation, the project would not generate additional pollutants within the J Street Drain 
watershed.  Polluted floodwaters that currently enter the drain over a slightly longer duration 
would in the future enter the drain over a shorter period due to the channel’s greater capacity.  
This would not represent a substantial change in the existing water quality. 

 
11. OBO disagrees with the District’s hydrologic assumption that no hydrologic connection exists 

between Mugu and Ormond lagoons. Please see response to comment #4 above. 
 
12. Ormond Beach Observers believes the project threatens the entire portion of Hueneme and 

Ormond Beach that qualify as environmentally sensitive habitat under Section 30240 of the 
Coastal Act. OBO feels the 2009 DEIR should be revised and re-circulated. That 2009 DEIR has 
been revised and is being recirculated (2011 RDEIR). Coordination with the California Coastal 
Commission will occur as part of the permitting process. As discussed in Section 4.2 of the 2011 
RDEIR and the Biological Technical Report (Appendix D), the majority of the proposed J Street 
Drain project consists of urban development. Within the northern survey area, the Drain is a 
concrete lined ditch with surrounding residential and commercial development. Project 
implementation within the northern survey area would occur entirely within the channel right-of-
way, which is developed. The existing channel does not support vegetation communities; 
therefore, the modifications to the channel would not impact vegetation communities. 

 
 Construction of the proposed project would occur within unvegetated open water habitat and 

adjacent to other sensitive vegetation communities and would result in potentially significant 
indirect impacts to these habitats (erosion, intrusion of workers/equipment, etc.). Mitigation is 
identified in Section 4.2 for temporary impacts to sensitive vegetation communities. Once the 
project is completed, all sensitive habitat areas would function as they did before project 
construction, preserving the existing sensitive habitat values over the long term.  Below is the 
revised mitigation within the 2011 RDEIR. 

 
 Mitigation Measure  
 

BIO-1 During construction, the sensitive vegetation communities adjacent to the project 
alignment shall be flagged as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) and 
construction fencing shall be installed to avoid indirect impacts to these areas.  
Staging areas shall be identified during construction for lay down areas, equipment 
storage, etc., to avoid indirect impacts to the ESA.  Biological monitoring shall occur 
during construction activities to prevent indirect impacts. Temporarily disturbed OW 
habitat, which falls under the CDFG, USACE, and RWQCB jurisdiction, would be 
restored at a 1:1 ratio upon completion of construction.  OW habitat restoration shall 
include replacement on the lagoon bottom of the top 12 inches of original soil to 
ensure suitable conditions for tidewater gobies and benthic fauna. 
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 As discussed in Section 4.2 of the 2011 RDEIR, operation of the proposed project entails the 
functioning of the J Street Drain with increased capacity and some maintenance activities.  
Therefore, operational activities are not anticipated to impact vegetation communities or habitats 
because the drain, a concrete-lined channel, would generally function as it does under existing 
conditions and no new impacts would result from the increased drain capacity.  Some 
maintenance activities, such as sediment removal and vegetation control, have the potential to 
result in operational impacts to the OW habitat found in the southern survey area.  However, best 
management practices (BMPs) established in the District’s Final Program EIR for Environmental 
Protection Measures for the Ongoing Routine Operations and Maintenance Program would be 
implemented to avoid significant impacts.   Specifically, BMP-2, as described in Table 1.9-1 in 
Section 1.0 of the EIR, requires measures to prevent downstream water quality impacts (e.g., to 
open water habitat) during concrete channel cleaning.  BMP-3 requires stabilization of temporary 
stockpiles during channel cleanouts to prevent migration of sediments into the channel.  BMP-15 
requires the District to mitigate/replace native wetland or riparian vegetation removed from areas 
adjacent to the facility.   Implementation of BMP-2, BMP-3, and BMP-15 would preclude 
significant impacts to vegetation communities/habitats associated with maintenance activities.   

 
 Furthermore, the modification of the bed, bank, and/or vegetation in a natural drainage (and 

certain man-made drainages) is regulated by the CDFG under Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and 
Game Code. Such modifications require a Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA), which would 
preclude impacts to vegetation communities without appropriate mitigation. Additionally, 
activities that result in the discharge of dredged or fill material in watercourses (such as bank 
stabilization and excavation) are also regulated by the USACE under Section 404 of the CWA. 
Issuance of a 404 permit also requires a 401 Water Quality Certification by the RWQCB.  
Approval and issuance of a 404 permit and 401 Water Quality Certification would ensure that 
vegetation communities/habitats are not significantly impacted by the function of the J Street 
Drain. The CDFG, USACE, and RWQCB are public agencies committed to protecting and 
preserving natural resources. The proposed project is required from a regulatory standpoint to 
coordinate and comply with the regulations and policies of these agencies. Therefore, by 
coordinating with the CDFG, USACE, and RWQCB and complying with applicable regulations 
and VCWPD Operations and Maintenance BMPs, operational impacts to vegetation 
communities/habitats would be less than significant. 
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Letter 10 
The Ventura Audubon Society, Inc. 
December 14, 2009 
 
1. This comment addresses water level in the Ormond Beach Lagoon during heavy rainfall events. 

Ventura Audubon Society states that by channeling runoff water to the lagoon, the project will 
reduce the amount of water that soaks into the ground and substantially increase the amount of 
water that enters the lagoon. The J Street Drain watershed is largely urbanized.  Areas where 
rainfall can percolate into the soil include landscaped and unpaved portions of residential, 
commercial, and industrial properties, parks, and schools.  The availability of these areas for 
rainfall absorption would not change as a result of the project.  The water that would reach the J 
Street Drain is largely flow that runs immediately off of rooftops, concrete, and asphalt paving 
and therefore cannot soak into the ground.  Flows from storm events larger than the existing 
channel capacity (10-year flood) and up to the 100-year flood would be conveyed by the larger 
channel through the lagoon and directly into the ocean, as the beach berm breaches during storm 
events smaller than the channel’s existing capacity.  Therefore, although the amount of water 
entering the lagoon would increase, this water would not remain within the lagoon. 

 
2. The Ventura Audubon Society suggests including the outer beach seaward of the lagoon in the 

project area due to the potential movement of heavy equipment along this portion of the beach as 
a part of the Emergency Action Plan.  The Emergency Action Plan has been replaced with the 
Beach Elevation Management Plan (BEMP). The BEMP proposes an access route onto the beach 
to provide periodic grooming of the sand berm blocking the lagoon outlet before predicted storm 
events if the berm elevation exceeds an elevation of 6.5 feet (NGVD 1929).  The location of the 
access would follow the same pathway that lifeguards and beach maintenance vehicles currently 
use on a daily basis to reach the groomed portion of the beach.  The grooming location is on 
unvegetated, open sandy beach northwest of California least tern and western snowy plover 
nesting sites observed from 2008 through 2010.  Both the BEMP access route and grooming 
location are part of the J Street Drain project area.  Although the route is disturbed from daily use, 
it occurs adjacent to potentially sensitive habitat.  As outlined in the Project Description, Section 
3.0 of the 2011 RDEIR, any implementation of the BEMP would be overseen by a qualified 
biologist to ensure that direct impacts to sensitive species and their habitats are avoided to the 
maximum extent practicable.  On August 2, 2011, a meeting with District staff, HDR personnel 
and Chris Dellith of USFWS was held. A refined Beach Elevation Maintenance Plan (BEMP) 
was presented to Mr. Dellith. The BEMP incorporated input previously provided by Mr. Dellith.  
Mr. Dellith agreed that as compared to the EAP, the BEMP would reduce potential impacts to 
California least tern, western snowy plovers, and tidewater goby because the plan would be 
implemented during the rainy season, or outside of the tern and plover nesting seasons and the 
goby peak breeding season.  If implementation must occur between March 15 and September 15 
due to unusual weather and beach conditions, a qualified biologist would ensure that no nesting 
birds are present prior to implementation, further protecting California least tern and western 
snowy plover. 

 
3. This comment addresses the potential for significant adverse impacts to California least terns and 

western snowy plover should the outer beach be added to the project area. The Ventura Audubon 
Society summarizes the potential impacts to terns and plovers due to raised water levels after 
heavy rainfall and implementation of the Emergency Action Plan. The Emergency Action Plan 
has been replaced by the Beach Elevation Management Plan (BEMP). Please see response to 
comment number 2 above.  Also, the lagoon is not expected to encroach into known tern and 
plover nesting areas as a result of greater runoff flowing through the enlarged J Street Drain 
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because the lagoon would breach during storms smaller than the existing drain capacity.  As a 
result, increased runoff would pass through the lagoon and flow directly into the ocean.  

 
4. The Ventura Audubon Society disagrees with Mitigation Measure BIO-3 which states “If no 

nesting birds are found, construction activities could be conducted during the breeding season.”  
The Audubon Society feels that no construction activities should be conducted in any habitat that 
has been identified as potential plover and tern nesting area during breeding season. They suggest 
that surveys be conducted twice per week between March and mid-September. As stated in the 
response to comment number 2 above, a qualified biologist would oversee BEMP implementation 
during the breeding season to ensure nesting areas are avoided.  Because the project construction 
area does not overlap tern and plover nesting sites documented between 2008 and 2010, 
construction is not expected to directly affect potential nesting areas.  As a result, the need for 
twice weekly surveys from March through September is not warranted.  Mitigation Measures 
BIO-1 and BIO-3 have been revised to provide further clarity and resource protection in response 
to your, CDFG, USFWS, and Ormond Beach Observers comments: 

 
BIO-1 During construction, the sensitive vegetation communities adjacent to the project 

alignment shall be flagged as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) and 
construction fencing shall be installed to avoid indirect impacts to these areas.  
Staging areas shall be identified during construction for lay down areas, equipment 
storage, etc., to avoid indirect impacts to the ESA.  Biological monitoring shall occur 
during construction activities to prevent indirect impacts. Temporarily disturbed OW 
habitat, which falls under CDFG, USACE, and RWQCB jurisdiction, would be 
restored at a 1:1 ratio upon completion of construction.  OW habitat restoration shall 
include replacement on the lagoon bottom of the top 12 inches of original soil to 
ensure suitable conditions for tidewater gobies and benthic fauna. 

 
BIO-3 To prevent a decrease in the nesting and foraging success of the California least tern 

and western snowy plover, phase 1 construction activities adjacent to California least 
tern and western snowy plover habitat shall occur outside of the breeding season 
(March to September) to the extent feasible.  If construction activities must occur 
during the breeding season, phase 1 project initiation through coffer dam installation 
shall be completed before May 1 to avoid direct impacts to foraging terns.  In 
addition, a preemptive nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
to determine if any nesting terns or plovers are located near proposed activities.  If 
nesting birds are found, all construction activities shall be prohibited within a 300-
foot buffer area surrounding the nest location during the breeding season until the 
young have fledged.  The qualified biologist shall ensure that the buffer area is 
appropriately defined with flagging and/or other means of suitable identification. The 
District shall consult with USFWS and CDFG in the event that nesting California 
least terns or western snowy plover are observed within 500 feet of the project area.   
If no nesting birds are found, construction activities could be conducted during the 
breeding season without restriction. 

 
 The revised mitigation measures are included in the 2011 RDEIR.  
 
5. This comment addresses the Emergency Action Plan and the movement of heavy equipment 

along the beach following the same path used by lifeguards. The Ventura Audubon Society states 
that following this path does not exempt the operators of the equipment from “adequate care in 
traveling the beach.” According to the Audubon Society, the lifeguards have been instructed in 
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proper caution in driving in ungroomed portions of the beach during nesting season. The 
Emergency Action Plan has been replaced by the Beach Elevation Management Plan (BEMP). 
Section 3.0 of the 2011 RDEIR provides a description of the new BEMP.  The BEMP defines a 
maximum safe beach height, and provides for a coordinated response to groom the sand berm at a 
pre-specified location immediately prior to a predicted storm event if the sand berm exceeds an 
elevation of 6.5 feet (NGVD 1929). 

 
 The grooming would be performed by a tracked dozer designated by the O&M Deputy Director 

in coordination with the District Director or his/her designee. Once the O&M Deputy Director 
determines that the BEMP threshold criteria have been met, the dozer shall be pre-positioned at 
the south side parking lot of Port Hueneme Beach Park. As soon as the BEMP is enacted, the 
dozer operator accompanied by District environmental staff would move the dozer to the 
designated beach grooming location, and shave the sand berm down to the maximum safe beach 
elevation. The dozer access path to the groom location would be the same as the one currently 
used by lifeguards from Port Hueneme Beach Park.  Access to the beach from this point would 
avoid the nesting sites used by California least terns and western snowy plovers from 2008 
through 2010. The grooming width would measure approximately100 feet parallel to the 
coastline. The removed sands would be placed on the beach adjacent to the groomed area.  The 
grooming procedure would be completed within several hours, including removal of equipment 
from the beach.  The designated grooming area would be permanently marked with rods driven 
deep into the sand.  Elevation markings would be depicted on the rods.  The grooming location 
would be coordinated with USFWS and CDFG to avoid potential impact to habitat areas. 

 
 During the grooming operation, the work site would be secured by the District to prevent 

interruption by or injury of the general public. Members of the Ventura County Sheriff 
Department or lifeguards, as well as their designees, may assume responsibility for the protective 
duty. 

 
 During BEMP activation, a qualified biologist would be on site to monitor activities and avoid 

impacts to coastal habitat and wildlife to the greatest extent feasible.  Advance coordination and 
permitting with the California Coastal Commission (CCC), CDFG, Los Angeles RWQCB, US 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and USFWS would be required.   

 
6. This comment provides a closing statement and contact information for the Ventura Audubon 

Society. Since this comment does not address the adequacy of the 2009 DEIR, no additional 
response is required.  
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Letter 11 
Ventura Coastkeeper 
January 15, 2010 
 
1. This comment includes introductory remarks, a summary of Ventura Coastkeeper’s (VCK) 

mission and their connection with the Wishtoyo Foundation. Ventura Coastkeeper feels that it is 
particularly important that the J Street Drain project and the EIR adequately protect the ecological 
integrity and water quality of the Ormond Beach Wetlands and Ventura County’s coastal marine 
waters, while protecting the well being of residents. Water quality and biological resources were 
addressed in 2009 DEIR. The District concurs on protecting resources.  

 
 Incorporation of the identified mitigation measures in Section 4.2 of the EIR would reduce all 

potentially significant impacts to sensitive habitats, sensitive wildlife species, wetlands, 
jurisdictional areas, and nesting birds/raptors to below a level of significance.  Section 4.3 of the 
EIR concludes that with implementation of Mitigation Measures WQ-1 through WQ-4 and 
implementation of appropriate BMPs, water quality impacts would be reduced to below a level of 
significance. 

 
2. Ventura Coast Keeper applauds the project’s objectives listed in the DEIR. The District 

appreciates VCK’s support.  Since the comment does not address the adequacy of the 2009 DEIR, 
no additional response is required. 

 
3. VCK feels that the 2009 DEIR is legally inadequate and states that the 2009 DEIR fails to 

identify, and adequately mitigate to a less than significant level, the project’s environmental 
impacts derived from increased trash pollution within the project area.  
 
The proposed project would not cause an increase in the volume of trash entering the J Street 
Drain and Ormond Beach Lagoon.  First, the proposed project would not result in a change in the 
watershed character that would increase available trash, such as change in the land use type (e.g., 
from residential to commercial).  No new development or increase in tourism (site visitors) would 
be facilitated by the project, so no increase or change in available trash is expected to occur as a 
result of the project.  Second, the proposed increase in the channel capacity shortens the time in 
which the existing volume of storm water is conveyed.  The overall volume does not increase 
over existing conditions, the same volume simply enters and passes through the enlarged channel 
at a faster rate.  Therefore, water would pool in streets and parking lots for a shorter period of 
time and over a smaller land area during storm events because it will be able to drain into the new 
channel sooner than under existing conditions.  Potentially, slightly less trash may be picked up 
and conveyed by storm waters under these conditions.  Therefore, the total amount of trash 
conveyed by the proposed channel is not expected to increase, and may diminish.   

  
4. This comment addresses the impact of potentially attracting new development and residents to the 

area as a result of implementation of the project. According to VCK, the increase in future 
development, new residents and visitors “will reasonably lead to an increase in trash generated 
and littered into the streets” that will enter the storm drain system and ultimately the watershed. 
The project would meet an existing demand for improved surface water drainage facilities in an 
area that is already developed and threatened by flooding during a 100-year storm.  The project 
would only address 100-year flooding in the J Street Drain watershed (Figure 3.0-2a); flooding 
within the Oxnard Industrial Drain watershed, which includes large areas of undeveloped land 
east of the J Street Drain watershed, would not be resolved with the proposed project.  The 
project would not encourage new development in the area and would not include any surplus 
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capacity for new development because of this improvement.  Additionally, the project would not 
encourage economic growth since commercial or business components are not proposed as part 
of the project. The proposed project is providing the infrastructure to address a current problem. 
The proposed project would not attract more visitors, residents, or businesses to the area.  

 
 The channel is proposed to be enclosed with chain link fencing. This will keep a large amount of 

windblown trash out of the channel. As part of on-going maintenance required by the Ventura 
County Municipal Stormwater Permit (NPDES Permit No. CASOO4002, re-issued July 8, 2010), 
the channel is regularly maintained by removing trash and sediment, and covering any graffiti.    
The NPDES permit also requires installation of trash excluders or similar devices at “catch basins 
or outfalls to prevent the discharge of trash to the storm drain system or receiving water…in areas 
defined as Priority A.”  Although neither the City of Oxnard nor the City of Port Hueneme have 
designated J Street Drain as Priority A (catch basins consistently generating the highest volumes 
of trash), four of its tributary catch basins or outfalls within the City of Oxnard fall into this 
category.  As a result, it is the responsibility of the City of Oxnard to control these sources of 
trash under the 2010 NPDES permit.  The District is working with the Cities of Oxnard and Port 
Hueneme on another approach to capturing trash and debris before it reaches Ormond Beach 
Lagoon and the Pacific Ocean.  Long term maintenance of any trash capture device would be 
performed by the cities.  This effort is concurrent with but separate from the J Street Drain 
capacity improvement project, in compliance with the 2010 NPDES permit.   

 
5. VCK expresses concern over the design of the project and that it will inhibit clean up efforts to 

routinely pick up trash from the J Street Drain.  VCK includes a table that shows a log of 
volunteer trash pick ups in the J Street Drain watershed and Ormond Beach. As discussed in the 
response to comment number 4, the District currently cleans out the J Street Drain as mandated 
by the Ventura County Municipal Stormwater Permit.  This results in the removal of many 
pounds of trash and sediment, as opposed to individual pieces of trash collected by volunteers.  It 
is the responsibility of the City of Oxnard to install trash excluders on four of its catch basins or 
outfalls that are tributary to the J Street Drain.  Furthermore, the District is coordinating with the 
Cities of Oxnard and Port Hueneme on approaches to capturing trash and debris before it reaches 
Ormond Beach Lagoon and the Pacific Ocean.  This effort is concurrent with but separate from 
the J Street Drain capacity improvement project, and may involve the installation of a trash boom 
across the J Street Drain near the Ventura County Railroad.  Trash would be regularly collected 
from the device by either the City of Oxnard or the City of Port Hueneme.  The trash collection 
device would be installed before or during construction of phase 1 of the J Street Drain project, 
eliminating the need for volunteer trash collection after the channel is deepened.    

 
6. This comment states that the 2009 DEIR does not properly mitigate the project’s environmental 

effects from increased trash pollution that will end up in the J Street Drain, wetlands, and coastal 
marine waters as a result of the project. The proposed project is not growth inducing; therefore, 
construction of the proposed project would not attract more visitors to the area. The proposed 
project would not result in an increase in pollution in the area.  See the responses to comment 
numbers 3 through 5 above. 

 
 VCK states that trash as a result of the proposed project will cause:  
 

a. Enhanced public health and safety threats because trash is a source of and is a conduit for 
bacteria growth, can be laden with toxic substances or sharp objects, and can provide 
breeding grounds for mosquitoes. The channel is proposed to be enclosed with chain link 
fencing. This will keep a large amount of windblown trash out of the channel. As part of 
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on-going maintenance the channel is regularly maintained by removing trash and 
sediment, and covering any graffiti.  Public health and safety is discussed in Section 4.11 
of the EIR. The proposed project will not result in an increase in public heath and safety 
issues due to an increase in trash.  Please see responses to comment numbers 3, 4, and 5 
above. 

 
b. A decrease in property values. The proposed project will enhance the capacity of the 

drain. Upon completion of construction, operations and maintenance of the drain will 
continue as it currently does. It is not anticipated that the improvements to the drain and 
the enhanced capacity to prevent flooding will decrease property values.  

 
c. A decrease in resident well being and enjoyment of their communities. The purpose of 

the proposed project is to provide flood protection to the 100-year flood level for the area 
surrounding J Street Drain.  Protection from a 100-year flood is the standard set by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) under the National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP).  The need for such protection is evidenced by the studies that show the 
existing drain has the capacity to handle only a ten-year flood event without overtopping 
the channel.  Without the increase in flood protection the local area would continue to be 
susceptible to flooding, as well as federal requirements to purchase flood insurance for 
properties within the 100-year flood zone after FEMA remaps the 100-year flood 
boundary in the project area in the future. Public health and safety is discussed in Section 
4.11 of the EIR. The proposed project will not result in an increase in public health and 
safety issues. 

 
d. Detraction from residents’ and visitors’ aesthetic enjoyment of Oxnard's water bodies and 

environment (detracts from Oxnard's visual and scenic resources). Visual resources were 
analyzed in Section 4.1 of the DEIR. Trenching near the Surfside III buildings during 
construction would result in the removal of approximately 110 trees and shrubs of 
various sizes and species (including 25 eucalyptus trees with a diameter at breast height 
(DBH) of at least 12 inches) from both J Street Drain and Surfside III properties. By 
selecting vertical shoring rather than trenching near the Surfside III property as discussed 
in the RDEIR, large shrubs and overhanging tree limbs within the District right-of-way 
would be removed, but vegetation on the Surfside III property would remain in place 
except for plants whose root systems would be compromised during the process.  Such 
vegetation would need to be removed for the safety of workers and residents.  Trees and 
shrubs along the east boundary of the J Street Drain property would remain in place, as 
construction would affect an existing maintenance road that is devoid of vegetation.  
Removal of trees and shrubs would expose views of the water treatment plant and the J 
Street Drain to residents along the east side of Buildings 15, 16, and 17 and people 
visiting the adjacent park.  Mitigation Measure Noise-2 requires a temporary noise 
control barrier to be installed and maintained between the temporary work area and 
Buildings 6 and 7 in the Surfside III community during construction. This noise control 
barrier will also provide visual screening along the eastern boundary of the Surfside III 
property to shield Buildings 6 and 7 residents from views of the J Street Drain during 
construction.   

 
Post construction, the original fencing would be replaced.  The City of Oxnard would 
replace landscaping along J Street Drain north of Hueneme Road by agreement with the 
District.  The existing oleander bushes provide screening of the chain link fence along the 
drain for the residences on both sides of J Street. Additionally, for the pedestrians, 
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cyclists and motorists along this portion of J Street, the oleander bushes provide a visual 
buffer for the fence and the drain itself.  Mitigation Measure VIS-1, which will be 
required as a condition of project approval, will require replacement of the removed 
oleander bushes with suitable landscaping. As this landscaping matures, it will replace 
the existing visual buffer that the oleander bushes provide and would reduce the 
construction and operational impact to below a level of significance.  Mitigation Measure 
VIS-2 would require the replacement of the removed trees and large shrubs within the 
Surfside III property at 1:1 ratio and would reduce the construction and operational 
impact to below a level of significance.  Mitigation Measure VIS-3 would require 
temporary visual screening. 
 

e. Safety hazards to people who recreate in or on waterways, beaches, or water bodies. 
Public health and safety is discussed in Section 4.11 of the EIR. Hazards and Hazardous 
materials are discussed in Section 4.8 of the EIR. As identified in those sections, the 
proposed project will not significantly alter the existing recreational conditions of the 
waterways, beaches and water bodies. As discussed in the response to comment number 
3, existing trash volumes generated within the watershed would not increase as a result of 
project implementation.  As discussed in the responses to comment numbers 4 and 5, the 
District is coordinating with the Cities of Oxnard and Port Hueneme on installation of a 
trash collection device in J Street Drain in compliance with the 2010 Ventura County 
Municipal Stormwater Permit. Maintenance of such a device would be the responsibility 
of either the City of Port Hueneme or the City of Oxnard. 

 
f. Drive away visitors and tourists from Oxnard's beaches, neighborhoods, commercial 

establishments, and wildlife sanctuaries. The purpose of the proposed project is to 
provide flood protection to the 100-year flood level for the area surrounding J Street 
Drain.  Protection from a 100-year flood is the standard set by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) under the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).  The 
need for such protection is evidenced by the studies that show the existing drain has the 
capacity to handle only a ten-year flood event without overtopping the channel.  Without 
the increase in flood protection the local area would continue to be susceptible to 
flooding, as well as federal requirements to purchase flood insurance for properties 
within the 100-year flood zone after FEMA remaps the project area in the future. 
Implementation of the proposed project will not alter the day to day enjoyment of the 
area. Temporary impacts will result during construction, however, they are temporary in 
nature and upon completion of construction activities, operation of the drain and access 
will continue as it currently does.  

 
7. The comment states that VCK’s proposed alternative to the project be analyzed and adopted by 

the District.  The buried box culverts alternative that would allow for planting on top (Alternative 
A) was analyzed in Section 5.0 of the EIR. This alternative would require that the box culverts be 
strengthened to hold the additional weight of the vegetation on top. Alternative A would provide 
an aesthetic benefit by adding landscaping on top of the drain for the length of J Street. Of the 
identified channel alternatives, Alternative A, Buried Box Culverts, would generally have impacts 
similar to the preferred alternative. Furthermore, in phase 2, where water may pond after project 
construction due to the lowered bottom elevation, an increased opportunity for mosquito breeding 
may occur due to the difficulty of accessing the covered water surface for vector control 
treatment.  Increased potential for mosquito breeding would also occur with selection of 
Alternative C (Open Rectangular Channel with Step) downstream of Hueneme Road (phase 1).  
This is true because the step would be vegetated and would be covered with shallow water, both 
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ideal conditions for mosquito breeding.  Residents of the adjacent Surfside III development have 
expressed substantial concern over potential project effects on mosquito breeding in adjacent 
portions of the J Street Drain.  Furthermore, the District discussed public access to the Ormond 
Beach Wetlands with the USFWS on February 3, 2010.  USFWS discouraged public access via J 
Street Drain because of the proximity of this route to threatened and endangered bird nesting 
areas.  Therefore, Alternative B, without public access, is preferred in the phase 1 area.   
 
Residents north of Hueneme Road (phases 2 through 4) instead prefer Alternative A, as does 
VCK.  While the District is not opposed to Alternative A, it will cost substantially (roughly 
double, or approximately $27 million) more than the Preferred Alternative (Alternative B) due to 
the increased construction and landscaping costs.  The District has limited funding derived from 
property tax revenues to solve flood control problems throughout Ventura County.  In partnership 
with the City of Oxnard and the Ventura County Board of Supervisors, the District will explore 
supplemental funding sources such as grants, donations, or cost sharing opportunities prior to 
implementing each project phase.  If and where sufficient funding can be generated from all 
parties and additional sources, the District may consider implementing Alternative A.   

 
8. This is an attachment to the comment letter showing the “clean up data” cards. No additional 

response is required. 
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Letter 12 
Ventura Coastkeeper (email) 
January 15, 2010 
 
1. This comment is an email correspondence asking for confirmation of receipt of comment letter 

number 11.  The letter was received and responses are provided above. Since this comment does 
not address the adequacy of the 2009 DEIR, no additional response is required.  
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Letter 13 
Loewenthal, Hillshafer & Rosen LLP (including declarations) 
January 15, 2010 
 
1. This comment provides introductory remarks and a description of the Surfside III condominium 

complex in relation to the J Street Drain. Since this specific comment does not address the 
adequacy of the 2009 DEIR, no further response is required.  

 
2. This comment briefly lists the Surfside III residents’ concerns regarding the proposed project, 

which are fully discussed in subsequent sections of the letter. Responses to the full comments are 
provided below (comment numbers 4 through 12).  

 
3. This comment quotes Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines and states that the Surfside III 

residents assert that the 2009 DEIR is technically and factually inadequate.   
 
 The DEIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., 

the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15000 et seq.) as promulgated by the California Resources 
Agency and the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, the Ventura County Initial Study 
Assessment Guidelines, and the County of Ventura Administrative Supplement to the State 
CEQA Guidelines. Since release of the 2009 DEIR, the District has conducted additional studies 
providing further technical background.  These studies have been incorporated into a Revised 
DEIR (RDEIR).  The District has also updated impact analyses based on revisions to the Ventura 
County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines adopted by the Board of Supervisors on April 26, 
2011.  Please see the RDEIR and responses below to comment numbers 4 through 12 for 
additional details.  

 
4. This comment states that the increase in standing water in the J Street Drain will significantly 

exacerbate mosquito breeding in the area.  
 
 In response to the increased concern over mosquitoes, the District contracted with Larry Walker 

Associates to prepare a J Street Drain Project Mosquito Technical Study (January 24, 2011). The 
technical study provides an analysis of the mosquito production potential of the proposed project 
compared with the current J Street Drain and the proposed alternatives. The complete report is 
included in Appendix I of the 2011 RDEIR. 

 
 Mosquitoes generally require calm, stagnant water for breeding as opposed to open, exposed 

water.  Flowing waters or waters with surface disturbance from wind, waves, or animals are not 
suitable habitat for mosquito breeding.  Disturbance of the water surface can cause mosquito 
larvae to drown if it disconnects the siphon tube through which they breathe from atmospheric 
air.  Similarly, waters deep enough to sustain populations of fish and other aquatic organisms are 
not suitable habitat because mosquito larvae are a food source for these predators.  Wetlands and 
salt marshes, especially those with unmanaged, dense, emergent vegetation, are notorious 
mosquito breeding habitats.  Vegetation protects mosquito larvae from wind, wave, and animal 
disturbance and provides safe refuge from predators. 

 
 Section 4.11 of the DEIR discusses vector control and mosquitoes. The DEIR noted that the 

proposed project would increase the surface area and amount of standing water in the drain. 
However, the proposed project would convert the existing trapezoidal concrete channel into an 
open rectangular channel.  The channel would be approximately four feet deeper and the existing 
sloped channel walls would be replaced with vertical walls.  Conversion to vertical channel walls 
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would eliminate existing shallow water along the edges of the channel. While the proposed 
project would result in increased water surface area of standing water, the converted channel 
would provide less suitable habitat for mosquitoes due to deeper water capable of supporting 
larger populations of predators and less shallow edges. In addition, J Street Drain is more easily 
accessed for vector treatment compared to shallow vegetated wetlands to the east and southeast 
due to the presence of an adjacent access road along its entire length and the lack of dense 
vegetation that would interfere with larvicide application. The full analysis is presented in Section 
4.11 of the 2011 RDEIR.  

 
 J Street Drain Project Mosquito Technical Study. The mosquito technical study found no 

evidence to suggest that the current configurations of the J Street Drain, Hueneme Drain Pump 
Station, or Hueneme Drain provide high-quality habitat for, or produce large numbers of, 
mosquitoes. However, the evaluation of the greater J Street Drain area revealed that the Oxnard 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (OWWTP), the undeveloped floodplain of the Oxnard Industrial 
Drain, and urban areas may produce substantial numbers of mosquitoes. The evaluation of the 
proposed J Street Drain project found the proposed channel configuration to have similar or less 
mosquito breeding potential than the current J Street Drain channel.  The proposed changes 
would likely amplify the channel’s negative effects on mosquito breeding and should have no 
significant impact on public health due to mosquito-transmitted diseases. The alternatives 
presented in the EIR, as well as the additional proposed alternative, would have similar or greater 
mosquito breeding potential, and therefore were considered to have similar or negative impact, as 
compared to the proposed project.  

 
 Vector Control. As mentioned in Section 4.11 of the EIR, the Vector Control Program of the 

Ventura County Environmental Health Division monitors and controls mosquito breeding in 
flood control channels, drains, roadside ditches, catch basins, gutters, creeks, marshes, retention 
and detention basins, pools, and rain water depressions. Vector Control Program staff constantly 
monitor and control over 2,000 potential mosquito breeding sources to prevent and minimize 
exposure of the public to mosquito borne diseases. Vector control staff also responds to reports of 
mosquitoes or potential mosquito breeding sources from the public.  The mission of the program 
is to suppress the population of mosquitoes to minimize the potential transmission of disease and 
reduce annoyance caused by these insects.  The Vector Control staff conducts continuous 
encephalitis virus surveillance, including West Nile virus, and monitors the County areas for 
plague, Lyme disease, and hantavirus to prevent and minimize the exposure of the public to these 
diseases. 

 
 Mosquito Abatement. Mosquitoes are generally controlled in the larval and pupal stages. Adult 

stages may also be controlled during periods of possible disease transmission. The type of control 
will need to be targeted to the stage of the mosquito that is present. The Ventura County Vector 
Control Program consists of using physical, cultural, biological, or chemical measures to control 
mosquitoes. The Vector Control Program also stocks and supplies mosquito fish for the control of 
mosquito larva and pupa, which are generally used in man-made impounded water areas. 

 
 The Vector Control Program currently uses larvicides for mosquito abatement, including 

VectoLex G and VectoBac G, which are applied according to the manufacturer’s label and meet 
all state and federal regulations. These larvicides contain biological insecticides, such as the 
microbial larvicides, Bacillus sphaericus and Bacillus thuringiensis israelensis, which are 
naturally occurring bacteria that produce toxins targeting various species of mosquitoes, fungus 
gnats, and blackflies. Only these species are susceptible to these bacteria – other aquatic 
invertebrates and non-target insects are unaffected. In addition, the EPA evaluates and registers 



Appendix L Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-132 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

(licenses) pesticides to ensure that they can be used safely by vector control programs. To 
evaluate any pesticide, EPA assesses a wide variety of tests to determine whether a pesticide has 
the potential to cause adverse effects on humans, wildlife, fish and plants, including endangered 
species and non-target organisms. Therefore, the larvicides used by the Ventura County Vector 
Control Program undergo extensive testing prior to registration and are virtually nontoxic to 
humans and do not pose risks to wildlife, non-target species, or the environment.1 
 

5. This comment states that the 2009 DEIR ignored the increased mosquito breeding and 
“permanent bathtub” affect that may result from the proposed project. Loewenthal et al. 
elaborates on this point and provides excerpts from Section 4.11of the 2009 DEIR. They disagree 
with the less than significant impact finding regarding mosquito control.  The J Street Drain 
currently contains water throughout the summer months.  During the winter, in response to 
sufficient storm water runoff entering the drain and lagoon during rainfall events, the sand berm 
is overtopped and the lagoon breaches.  While the lagoon is breached, the fresh water escapes to 
the ocean, and ocean water flows into the lagoon during high tides.  In the absence of storm water 
runoff, tides push sand and winds blow sand into the opening, building the beach berm elevation 
up until it again prevents outflow of fresh water.  This may occur more than once during the rainy 
season, depending on storm frequency.  Breaches do not typically occur during the dry season 
due to the lack of storm runoff, therefore water currently remains within the lagoon and the 
J Street Drain approximately from late spring through late fall.  This condition would remain 
unchanged after project implementation.  The condition of water ponded upstream of the lowered 
channel outlet during a breach condition would therefore occur during the colder rainy season, 
when mosquito populations are at the lowest levels of the year.  Please also see responses to 
comments #4 above and 7 below.  
 
The District has recently completed a Sediment Transport Study for Proposed Outlet at Ormond 
Beach Lagoon (August 2011).  This study has been included in Appendix C of the RDEIR, and 
concludes that the lagoon bottom elevation would be lowered naturally after two two-year storm 
events or one five-year storm event.  Ponding upstream of the channel outlet during a lagoon 
breach condition would therefore be a temporary condition.  For the reasons provided above, this 
effect would be less than significant. 

 
6.  This comment refutes the 2009 DEIR’s less than significant conclusion on the basis that the 

Department of Health Services Vector Control will continue to monitor and treat the problem. 
Loewenthal et al. states that Vector Control is unable to control the current problem and the 
proposed project will result in an increase in the public health problem. They provide excerpts 
from Surfside III residents’ declarations. The residents’ declarations document an increase in 
mosquito nuisance in 2009.  Concerns were reported to Vector Control staff, causing them to 
deploy additional mosquito traps to determine the reason for the increase.  Trap data 
demonstrated substantial percentage of Culex quinquefasciatus, a species of mosquito that thrives 
in disturbed and nutrient-rich habitats, including underground stormwater infrastructure.  As a 
result, Vector Control staff investigated the Oxnard Wastewater Treatment Plant (OWWTP) as a 
possible source of increased mosquito production.  Vector Control routinely monitors several 
areas within the OWWTP, including the pond and inactive treatment cells, which would be likely 
mosquito breeding sources.  In response to resident complaints and increase in Culex 
quinquefasciatus mosquitoes captured in traps, Vector Control staff requested authorization to 
more broadly examine the OWWTP for new mosquito breeding sources and OWWTP staff 
cooperated with this request.  The investigation led to the detection of a large underground 

                                                      
1 http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/health/mosquitoes/larvicides4mosquitoes.htm 
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flooded basement that was actively producing Culex quinquefasciatus mosquitoes.  The flooded 
basement was considered a new mosquito source in the area.  Vector Control staff have since 
routinely addressed this source and other newly added smaller potential sources on the OWWTP 
property, in addition to the sites within the OWWTP previously monitored and treated.  Trap data 
collected in 2010 show far fewer mosquitoes in the greater J Street Drain area, reflecting the 
increased control efforts at new source locations by Vector Control staff.  Overall, trap data 
suggest that mosquito production is widespread within the developed areas surrounding the 
J Street Drain, with no evidence of sharp rises in mosquito numbers in traps located near the 
J Street Drain that would implicate this conveyance channel as a major source of mosquitoes.  In 
addition, as shown by their response to increased complaints due to an unknown new source, 
continued monitoring and treatment by the Ventura County Vector Control Program is effective 
at reducing mosquito populations. Please also see response to comment #4 above. 

 
7. In this comment Loewenthal et al. offers methods for mitigating the “bathtub” effect.  The natural 

action of the ocean waves builds up a sand berm on the beach.  This sand berm periodically 
blocks the lagoon outlet, preventing J Street drainage from reaching the ocean and preventing 
tidal flow from entering the lagoon. Ventura County Watershed Protection District indicated the 
intent to maintain a berm elevation (elevation 6.5 feet ± NGVD 1929) at a designated breach 
location approximately 800 feet southeast of the J Street Drain concrete channel outfall. The 
improvements to J Street Drain would lower the channel outlet approximately 2.5 feet below the 
existing channel bottom. Because the lagoon bottom elevation is approximately at the same 
elevation as the end of the existing concrete channel, there is the potential that water will be 
ponded at the point where the lowered channel meets the existing lagoon bottom elevation when 
the lagoon is breached. To minimize potential impacts to endangered tidewater goby and 
California least tern, there are no plans to excavate within the lagoon beyond the project limits.   

 
 In order to analyze the potential change in sediment transport and erosional characteristics of the 

project, a Sediment Transport Study for Proposed Outlet at Ormond Beach Lagoon was prepared 
in August 2011 (HDR).  The purpose of the study was to evaluate what storm event (e.g., 2-year, 
5-year) would allow a reduced elevation low-flow channel to form from the concrete channel 
outlet through the lagoon, preventing the “ponding” or “bath-tub” effect during breach conditions.  

 
 Sediment transport modeling identified two threshold conditions at which the lagoon bottom 

downstream of the proposed J Street Drain concrete channel outfall would flow to maintain 
positive drainage for the proposed improvements: (1) two consecutive 2-year storm events; or 
(2) a single 5-year storm event. Either one of these scenarios would create a low-flow channel 
capable of maintaining positive drainage. The probability of a 2-year storm event in a given year 
is 50 percent. The probability of two consecutive 2-year storms occurring in any given year is 
approximately 25 percent. The probability of a 5-year storm occurring in a given year is 
20 percent. The probability of a 5-year flood event occurring within a 3-year period is 
approximately 50 percent. 

 
 Additionally, given the proximity of the proposed J Street Drain outfall elevation to mean sea 

level, tidal cycles have a large impact on sediment transport capacity of the system. Even in a 
fully-breached lagoon berm condition, the J Street Drain will likely be inundated twice a day 
from tidal action. When a berm is present, the channel is also likely to be inundated to some 
extent over a long period, from lagoon backwater. Based on the analysis, a total inflowing 
sediment load potential of 17 tons per year was calculated for J Street Drain and Hueneme Drain. 
This load is minimal compared to the total load (5,000 tons) leaving the drains in the two 
consecutive 2-year storm events. Annual inflowing load represented approximately 0.30 percent 
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of the out-flowing storm sediment load. Therefore, the build up of sediment within the lagoon 
creating a “ponding” effect is considered less than significant.  
 
The District met with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on February 3, 2010 to 
discuss the feasibility of pumping water ponded in J Street during breach conditions.  This 
approach would be difficult to authorize under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) because of the 
high potential for “take” of endangered tidewater goby, a fish that resides in the lagoon and the J 
Street Drain as far north as the Ventura County Railroad.  Even if pump intakes are screened, 
gobies could become impinged on the screens and die.  Pumping water out of the channel would 
result in goby desiccation and death, further violating the ESA.  Finally, pumping would be 
unwarranted because lagoon breaching occurs during the winter, when mosquito populations are 
at the lowest levels of the year.  The responses to comments #4 and 5 above also address the 
mosquito concerns.  

 
8. This comment addresses the noise impacts related to construction of the proposed project. 

Loewenthal et al argues that the noise impacts are greater than discussed in the 2009 DEIR and 
the noise mitigation is inadequate for reducing impacts to the residents of Surfside III 
condominiums due to the decision to use vertical shoring along the entire Surfside III border.  

 
 Construction related noise was analyzed in Section 4.6 of the DEIR. Since release of the 

November 2009 DEIR, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors adopted new significance 
thresholds (April 26, 2011 Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines).  The 2011 
Guidelines refer to the County of Ventura Construction Noise Threshold and Criteria Plan 
(November 2005), which clarifies that noise-sensitive receptors for daytime hours include 
hospitals, nursing homes (quasi-residential), schools, churches, and libraries (the latter three 
categories are considered sensitive when in use).  Daytime hours are defined as 7:00 a.m. to 
7:00 p.m.   Residential land uses are considered noise-sensitive receptors during evening and 
night hours, or 7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday and 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 a.m. on 
weekends and local holidays.  Because project construction would be scheduled only during 
daytime hours, the effect on Surfside III, a residential land use, is now determined to be less than 
significant.  Nonetheless, the District has retained the originally proposed mitigation measures, 
which are presented on pages 4.6-21 and 4.6-22 of the RDEIR. Mitigation Measure Noise-2 
requires the use of a temporary noise control barrier between the temporary work area and 
Buildings 6 and 7 in the Surfside III community during periods when heavy equipment is 
operating within 500 feet of these residences or when heavy-duty trucks are regularly using the 
access road adjacent to the drain. The noise barrier shall be composed of noise control blankets 
10 feet tall with a sound transmission class of at least STC-25. This noise control barrier will also 
provide visual screening along the eastern boundary of the Surfside III property to shield 
residents from views of the J Street Drain. If the Surfside III Condominium Owners’ Association 
does not grant a temporary work area to enable installation of temporary noise barriers at 
Buildings 6 and 7, the District will provide funds for the Association to arrange the barrier 
installation on their property. 

 
 The proposed project also has the potential to expose people to or generate excessive 

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels because vertical shoring would be placed on 
the west side of the channel to avoid modifications to Surfside III property.  Off-road equipment 
expected to be used during construction includes: wheel loaders, track dozers, scrapers, excavator 
with hydraulic hammer, pile driver, motor grader, concrete pump, concrete trucks, dump trucks, 
and other miscellaneous small equipment. 
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 As discussed in Section 4.5, Transportation and Circulation, of the EIR, no more than three haul 
trucks would be on site for loading at a given time, and approximately 45 construction-related 
trips per day are expected to occur. The City of Oxnard and City of Port Hueneme have 
designated specific roadways as truck routes (Hueneme Road and Arnold Road), which minimize 
noise and vibration impacts.  Truck-related construction traffic would use these roads during haul 
trips, which would minimize noise and vibration related to truck traffic.   
 
Loewenthal et al states on page 17 that the District “is attempting to purposely choose a 
construction technique that it knows will cause damage to SSIII with full knowledge that 
reasonable alternatives exist that will cause significantly less damage.”  Vertical shoring was 
selected to minimize incursion onto Surfside III property in an attempt to avoid to the fullest 
extent possible the removal of mature vegetation and other landscape features such as planters, 
sidewalks, etc. from the Surfside III grounds.   
 
Since release of the 2009 DEIR, the District became aware of contaminated groundwater beneath 
the Halaco Superfund Site.  A groundwater modeling study was completed in 2011 to determine 
whether construction dewatering, which must occur to a depth of three feet below the proposed 
channel elevation, would cause movement of the contaminated groundwater plume toward the J 
Street Drain.  The study found that the plume would move up to 300 feet closer to the J Street 
Drain.  To mitigate this potential impact, the Mitigation  Measure HAZ-1 has been added to the 
RDEIR.  HAZ-1 states: “Prior to dewatering activities between the Ventura County Railroad and 
the south project terminus, sheet piling shall be placed on the east side of the drain channel in 
order to prevent the migration of groundwater from the Halaco site.  Note that additional field 
testing is currently being conducted to provide a more representative value for hydraulic 
conductivity for the vicinity of the drain.  In the event that the results show the need for sheet 
piling on both the west and east side of the drain, sheet piling will be placed on both sides of the 
drain.”  If sheet piling is deemed necessary on the west side of the channel, it would be in lieu of 
originally proposed trench shoring, but its placement would result in similar noise and vibration 
impacts.  To address this potential impact, the following mitigation measure has been added to 
Section 4.6 – Noise and Vibration of the RDEIR: 
 
NOISE-3: Prior to construction, the District shall request property owner permission to video 
record the condition of structures adjacent to the J Street Drain in the presence of the property 
owner.  The recording shall be performed and stored by an independent third party, with a copy 
given to the property owner.  If vibration-induced damages occur as a result of construction, 
property owners would be invited to submit claims documenting such damages within one year 
following construction completion.  The third party would again enter the property to video 
record its post-construction condition, again providing a copy to the property owner.  Both 
recordings would be compared, and the District would provide compensation to repair new 
damages observed in the post-construction recordings.  Once both parties have agreed to the 
compensation, both pre- and post-construction video recordings stored by the third party would 
be given to the property owner.  
 
Please see the response to comment no. 10 below for additional details regarding the Halaco site.  

  
9. The Surfside III residents disagree with the conclusion of the visual resources discussion 

associated with the proposed project.  
 
 Trenching near the Surfside III buildings during construction would result in the removal of 

approximately 110 trees and shrubs of various sizes and species (including 25 eucalyptus trees 
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with a diameter at breast height (DBH) of at least 12 inches) from both J Street Drain and 
Surfside III properties. By selecting vertical shoring rather than trenching near the Surfside III 
property as discussed in the RDEIR, large shrubs and overhanging tree limbs within the District 
right-of-way would be removed, but vegetation on Surfside III property would remain in place 
except for plants whose root systems would be compromised during the process.  Such vegetation 
would need to be removed for the safety of workers and residents.  Trees and shrubs along the 
east boundary of the J Street Drain property would remain in place, as construction would affect 
an existing maintenance road that is devoid of vegetation.  Removal of trees and shrubs would 
expose views of the water treatment plant and the J Street Drain to residents along the east side of 
Buildings 15, 16, and 17 and people visiting the adjacent park.  Mitigation Measure Noise-2 
requires a temporary noise control barrier to be installed and maintained between the temporary 
work area and Buildings 6 and 7 in the Surfside III community during construction. This noise 
control barrier will also provide visual screening along the eastern boundary of the Surfside III 
property to shield Building 6 and 7 residents from views of the J Street Drain during construction.   

 
 Post construction, the noise barrier would be removed and original fencing would be replaced.  

Vertical shoring rather than open cut trenching along the property line would reduce the number 
of trees and shrubs (110) to be removed from Surfside III and from District right-of-way by up to 
44 individuals (or up to 40 percent of the trees and shrubs originally identified for removal), 
preserving more of the existing visual resources.  Mitigation Measure VIS-2 would require the 
replacement of the removed trees and large shrubs within the Surfside III property at 1:1 ratio and 
would reduce the construction and operational impact to below a level of significance.  See the 
response to comment no. 8 for Mitigation Measure NOISE-3, which mitigates vibration impacts.  
Mitigation Measure VIS-3 would require temporary visual screening. 

 
10. This comment addresses the Halaco Superfund site approximately ¼ mile from the project site. 

Loewenthal feels the analysis is misleading with regards to the EPA remediation of the site.  
 
 The Halaco site is discussed in Section 4.8 of the RDEIR.   
  
 The nearby Halaco Superfund Site, located approximately 1,500 feet east of the southern portion 

of the J Street Drain, is underlain by a groundwater plume impacted primarily by metals.  
Currently, the natural direction of groundwater movement beneath the western portion of the 
Halaco Site (i.e., closest to the J Street Drain) is toward the shoreline (i.e., southwest) with 
ultimate discharge into the Pacific Ocean.  The entrainment of metals in groundwater nearest the J 
Street Drain project area is considered potentially problematic, in that the contaminated plume 
could be encountered during construction activity, in which case treatment of the extracted 
groundwater would be required prior to discharge into the Perkins Drain.  A groundwater 
modeling study was performed to address this potential problem.  

 
 The numerical model of the groundwater system beneath the J Street Channel was used to 

evaluate potential impacts to groundwater in response to dewatering that will be necessary to 
construct the drain particularly with regards to whether metal contaminants in groundwater may 
migrate toward the channel and possibly enter into the dewatering stream. As a result of the 
numerical groundwater model, it is expected that dewatering will pull contaminated groundwater 
toward the line of pumping wells that will be placed along the channel for dewatering purposes.  
However, the maximum expected distance of migration from the Halaco Site in response to 
proposed construction dewatering is approximately 300 feet, or less than one-fifth of the distance 
between the Halaco Site and the channel.   A distance of half the maximum (or 150 feet) is more 
realistic given the conservative assumptions used in the model (specifically the use of a high 
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hydraulic conductivity in the ‘maximum’ scenario). Regardless of the actual distance that 
contaminated groundwater may flow in the direction of the channel, the cessation of dewatering 
is expected to halt migration of impacted groundwater toward the channel.  In this situation, with 
removal of the artificial gradient induced by the pumps, the groundwater will resume the natural 
gradient toward the Pacific shoreline where its ultimate discharge will occur with considerable 
dilution as it discharges slowly in contact with surrounding oceanic water. Dewatering at the site 
would result in a temporary impact with regards to the potential migration of heavy metals within 
the groundwater plume from the Halaco site. This is considered a significant impact and 
mitigation is required.  

  
 Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 requires the use of sheet piling during construction to address this 

impact.  Through numerical modeling, the use of sheet piling was demonstrated to isolate 
groundwater from the Halaco Site and prevent migration of groundwater toward the channel.  In 
addition, the use of sheet piling will reduce the overall volume of water required to be withdrawn 
in order to construct the channel. 
 
Regarding concerns about increased capacity of J Street Drain leading to greater volumes of 
water coming into contact with the Halaco site, the project includes a Beach Elevation 
Management Plan (BEMP) that would allow grooming the beach sand elevation to 6.5 feet 
(NGVD 1929).  This would ensure that water in the Ormond Beach Lagoon would overtop the 
sand berm during small storms (less than the 10-year event, which is the current capacity of J 
Street Drain), as it does currently under typical conditions.  Overtopping of the beach would 
cause the lagoon to breach and release its water into the ocean.  Storms larger than the 10-year 
and up to the 100-year event, which could be conveyed by the proposed channel, would flow 
through the breach and into the ocean without contacting the Halaco site.  

  
11. According to Loewenthal, the objective of the project with regards to a 100-year flood event is 

inappropriate. The comment states that the 2009 DEIR does not give an adequate explanation as 
to why the proposed project is necessary if the area is not within a 100-year flood zone and the 
City of Oxnard has not experienced a 100-year flood event. 

 
 Section 3.0 of the RDEIR provides the background and history of the J Street Drain issues and 

provides the District’s reasoning for upgrading the drain. The flood extent shown in Figure 3.0-2a 
is not currently depicted within Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Zone A, 
or the one percent annual chance (previously known as the100-year) flood zone.  The one percent 
annual chance flood has a one percent chance of being equaled or exceeded each year.  Thus, the 
100-year flood could occur more than once in a relatively short period of time or even within the 
same month.  The 100-year flood has a 26 percent chance of occurring during a 30-year period, 
the length of many mortgages2.   

 
 Flood zones appear on Digital Flood Insurance Rate Maps (DFIRMs).  Property owners within 

Flood Zone A are federally mandated to purchase flood insurance.  The current DFIRMs are 
based on pre-1984 hydrologic data and hydraulic analyses conducted over 25 years ago (FEMA 
2010b). Since that time, Ventura County has experienced several years of record rainfall, 
including 1995, 1998, and 2005 (VCWPD 2009).  The DFIRMs are therefore based on data that 
do not reflect the trend of increasing rainfall since the 1980s.  As a result, the District 
commissioned the 2005 URS study to proactively characterize current conditions and provide 

                                                      
2 http://www.vcfloodinfo.com/index.php/flood-maps-flood-insurance-studies-a-map-changes/digital-flood-insurance-rate-maps-
dfirm 
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adequate flood protection before FEMA initiates a DFIRM update.  Construction of the proposed 
project would be the first major step of a proactive effort to protect properties currently 
threatened with flooding from J Street Drain overflows, as shown on Figure 3.0-2a. Figure 3.0-2b 
depicts the Special Flood Hazards Area (SFHA), as mapped by FEMA3. These SFHA are related 
to flooding from wave activity, not from outfall from J Street Drain. Specific SFHA depicted on 
Figure 3.0-2b includes coastal flooding due to wave action (Zone VE) and coastal flooding due to 
waves filling up the lagoon.  

 
 In addition to the drain capacity, the outlet of the drain is sometimes constrained by a sand berm 

that can reach over seven feet in height surrounding the Ormond Beach Lagoon.  The sand berm 
hinders the direct flow path of the J Street Drain channel to the Pacific Ocean.  The berm 
currently directs the water to the east, toward the Oxnard Industrial Drain (OID).  If the berm 
does not open during a storm event, then storm water ponds in the Lagoon and can fill the drain to 
capacity as far as Hueneme Road, posing a flood risk to the Oxnard Wastewater Treatment Plant 
(OWWTP), residential, and commercial property during even minor storms.    

 
 Prior to 1992, the sand berm at the Ormond Beach Lagoon was periodically breached by the 

District.  Bulldozers were used to create a discharge path directly to the ocean and prevent water 
and silt buildup in the channel.  However, this practice ceased in 1992 due to environmental 
concerns and restrictions.  Due to constant wind and wave action, the elevation across the sand 
berm is not uniform in space or constant in time and its maximum elevation is approximately 
11.6 feet National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 (NGVD) (14 feet North American Vertical 
Datum of 1988 [NAVD]).  Under existing conditions, natural breaching typically occurs when the 
surface water in the lagoon reaches an elevation of 5.1 to 5.6 feet NGVD (7.5 to 8 feet NAVD) 
above mean sea level (AMSL).  However, the expected maximum water level in the lagoon is 
regulated by the lowest beach crest elevation (the height of the sand berm).  Natural breaching 
takes place after the lagoon water level exceeds the height of the sand berm.  Due to the dynamic 
nature of the Lagoon and sand berm elevation, surface water elevation for natural breaching will 
likely vary. Therefore, natural breaching at the lagoon may not occur during a ten-year flood 
event (capacity of existing drain), in which case the project area would flood due to backwater 
effects.   

 
 To prevent such flooding, the project includes a Beach Elevation Management Plan (BEMP).  

The BEMP would allow grooming the beach sand elevation to 6.5 feet (NGVD 1929).  This 
would ensure that water in the Ormond Beach Lagoon would overtop the sand berm during small 
storms (less than the 10-year event, which is the current capacity of J Street Drain), as it does 
currently under typical conditions.  Overtopping of the beach would cause the lagoon to breach 
and release its water into the ocean.  However, the BEMP alone would not be sufficient in storms 
greater than the 10-year event, as flows would overtop the existing undersized J Street Drain 
channel before they could reach the ocean. With implementation of the proposed project, storms 
larger than the 10-year and up to the 100-year event would flow through the breach and into the 
ocean.   

 
12. This comment refers to future replacement/reconstruction of planters, carports, trees, walls or 

other damage caused by construction activities. The District understands the concerns of the 
Surfside III residents. The construction staging and work will be performed within the confines of 
the public right-of-ways within the community. Although the District is proposing the project, the 
work would be completed by a construction contractor and not by District personnel.  All feasible 

                                                      
3 DFIRMs 06111C0914E, 06111C0916E, and 06111C0918E dated January 20, 2010. 



Appendix L Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-139 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

mitigation measures will be incorporated into the construction contract specifications to reduce 
inconvenience to the residents to the greatest extent possible.  It is the responsibility of all 
contractors to obtain sufficient insurance to cover their construction activities.  Any potential 
claims must therefore be filed with the contractor’s insurance company.  The District, however, 
will ensure proper documentation of private property conditions before and after project 
implementation to help ensure that any potential construction-related damages are compensated 
(see response to comment no. 8 above). 

 
13. This comment introduces the letters presented in Exhibit “B” of the comment letter submitted by 

Lownethal, Hillshafer & Rosen, LLP. Responses to those letters are provided elsewhere in 
Appendix L.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the 2009 DEIR; therefore, no 
additional response is required. 

 
14. This comment summarizes the concerns expressed by Surfside III residents and provides closing 

remarks. Responses to those concerns appear in nos. 4 through 12 above.  
 
15. This comment is the Declaration of Kevin P. Carter, General Counsel for Surfside III 

Condominium complex. In this comment Mr. Carter provides a brief summary of informational 
meetings he attended in December between District and Surfside III residents. This comment 
does not address the adequacy of the 2009 DEIR; therefore, no additional response is required.  

 
16. This comment is a declaration from a Surfside III resident adjacent to J Street Canal. This 

comment states that the resident has lived at Surfside III since 2003, but had not experienced 
mosquito concerns until June 2009.  See the response to comment no. 6 above for a discussion of 
the new mosquito source at OWWTP identified by the Ventura County Vector Control Program 
in 2009, and inclusion of this new source in all subsequent treatment efforts.  Trap data in 2010 
showed a reduction in the number of mosquitoes observed near Surfside III following the 
increased treatment regime. 

  
 In response to the increased concern over mosquitoes, the District contracted with Larry Walker 

Associates to prepare a J Street Drain Project Mosquito Technical Study (January 24, 2011). The 
technical study provides an analysis of the mosquito production potential of the proposed project 
compared with the current J Street Drain and the proposed alternatives. Please see response to 
comment #4 above. 

 
17. This comment is a declaration from a Surfside III resident adjacent to J Street Canal. This 

comment states that the resident has lived at Surfside III since 1998, and noticed an increase in 
the numbers of mosquitoes about 2.5 years before December 30, 2009.  This resident noted that in 
2009, mosquito numbers worsened significantly.  This comment expresses the resident’s concern 
over mosquitoes. See the response to comment no. 6 above for a discussion of the new mosquito 
source at OWWTP identified by the Ventura County Vector Control Program in 2009, and 
inclusion of this new source in all subsequent treatment efforts.  Trap data in 2010 showed a 
reduction in the number of mosquitoes observed near Surfside III following the increased 
treatment regime. 

 
 In response to the increased concern over mosquitoes, the District contracted with Larry Walker 

Associates to prepare a J Street Drain Project Mosquito Technical Study (January 24, 2011). The 
technical study provides an analysis of the mosquito production potential of the proposed project 
compared with the current J Street Drain and the proposed alternatives. Please see response to 
comment #4 above. 
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The resident refers to her observations of “hoards of mosquitoes hovering directly above, and 
very close to, the J Street Canal.”  Without verification by Ventura County Vector Control 
Program staff, it is unclear whether the insects observed were mosquitoes.  As stated in the J 
Street Drain Project Mosquito Technical Study (January 24, 2011), “Midges are a diverse group 
of small, non-biting flies closely related to mosquitoes.  Many species have a strong resemblance 
to mosquitoes in size and appearance…[see Figures 3 and 4 of the study], and they often share the 
same aquatic habitats.  Midges cannot bite and are not vectors for disease.  Midge larvae are 
usually found in wetlands and marshes, as well as wastewaters including wastewater treatment 
plant lagoons and urban runoff channels (Grodhaus 1975); however, unlike mosquitoes, midge 
larvae do not breathe atmospheric air and often live attached to surfaces or in sediments.  As a 
result, midges do not have the same restrictions as mosquito larvae and are often very abundant in 
the bottom sediments of open bodies of water.  Midges often hatch simultaneously in blooms 
during the spring or summer, resulting in large masses of midges grouped together near wetlands 
and marshes.  Many species are strongly attracted to artificial light sources and also use structures 
as resting sites.  Thus, they can become extreme nuisances seasonally by massing in and around 
residences and other structures.  Midges have a shorter life span than mosquitoes that entails 
finding a mate in order to lay eggs before they die (Grodhaus 1975).” 

 
18. This comment is a declaration from a Surfside III resident adjacent to J Street Canal. This 

comment states that the resident has lived at Surfside III since 2002, but had not experienced 
concerns over mosquitoes until June 2009.  See the response to comment no. 6 above for a 
discussion of the new mosquito source at OWWTP identified by the Ventura County Vector 
Control Program in 2009, and inclusion of this new source in all subsequent treatment efforts.  
Trap data in 2010 showed a reduction in the number of mosquitoes observed near Surfside III 
following the increased treatment regime. 

 
 In response to the increased concern over mosquitoes, the District contracted with Larry Walker 

Associates to prepare a J Street Drain Project Mosquito Technical Study (January 24, 2011). The 
technical study provides an analysis of the mosquito production potential of the proposed project 
compared with the current J Street Drain and the proposed alternatives. Please see response to 
comment #4 above. 

 
19. This comment is a declaration from a Surfside III resident adjacent to J Street Canal. This 

comment states that the resident has lived at Surfside III since 2002, but had not experienced 
concerns over mosquitoes until June 2008. See the response to comment no. 6 above for a 
discussion of the new mosquito source at OWWTP identified by the Ventura County Vector 
Control Program in 2009, and inclusion of this new source in all subsequent treatment efforts.  
Trap data in 2010 showed a reduction in the number of mosquitoes observed near Surfside III 
following the increased treatment regime. 

 
 In response to the increased concern over mosquitoes, the District contracted with Larry Walker 

Associates to prepare a J Street Drain Project Mosquito Technical Study (January 24, 2011). The 
technical study provides an analysis of the mosquito production potential of the proposed project 
compared with the current J Street Drain and the proposed alternatives. Please see response to 
comment #4 above. 

 
20. This comment is a declaration from a Surfside III resident adjacent to J Street Canal. This 

comment states that the resident has lived at Surfside III since 2004, but had not experienced 
concerns over mosquitoes until the preceding two summers (2008 and 2009). Mosquito numbers 
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worsened in June 2009.  See the response to comment no. 6 above for a discussion of the new 
mosquito source at OWWTP identified by the Ventura County Vector Control Program in 2009, 
and inclusion of this new source in all subsequent treatment efforts.  Trap data in 2010 showed a 
reduction in the number of mosquitoes observed near Surfside III following the increased 
treatment regime. 

 
 In response to the increased concern over mosquitoes, the District contracted with Larry Walker 

Associates to prepare a J Street Drain Project Mosquito Technical Study (January 24, 2011). The 
technical study provides an analysis of the mosquito production potential of the proposed project 
compared with the current J Street Drain and the proposed alternatives. Please see response to 
comment #4 above. 

 
21. This comment is a declaration from a Surfside III resident adjacent to J Street Canal. This 

comment states that concerns over mosquitoes developed between June and September 2009 but 
did not exist in 2008.  This person has resided in the Surfside III development since March 2008.  
See the response to comment no. 6 above for a discussion of the new mosquito source at 
OWWTP identified by the Ventura County Vector Control Program in 2009, and inclusion of this 
new source in all subsequent treatment efforts.  Trap data in 2010 showed a reduction in the 
number of mosquitoes observed near Surfside III following the increased treatment regime. 

 
 In response to the increased concern over mosquitoes, the District contracted with Larry Walker 

Associates to prepare a J Street Drain Project Mosquito Technical Study (January 24, 2011). The 
technical study provides an analysis of the mosquito production potential of the proposed project 
compared with the current J Street Drain and the proposed alternatives. Please see response to 
comment #4 above. 
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Letter 14 
Carolyn Beaver 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. The resident is opposed to the proposed project because of concerns over mosquitoes. There is no 

comment regarding the adequacy of the environmental document. According to CEQA, no further 
response is required; however, in response to the increased concerns over mosquitoes, the District 
contracted with Larry Walker Associates to prepare a J Street Drain Project Mosquito Technical 
Study (January 24, 2011). The technical study provides an analysis of the mosquito production 
potential of the proposed project compared with the current J Street Drain and the proposed 
alternatives. The complete report is included in Appendix I of the 2011 RDEIR. 

  
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 for a details regarding the mosquito issue. 



Appendix L Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-144 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

15-1 

15-3 

15-5 

15-4 

15-2 



Appendix L Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-145 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 15 
Maurice Billman 
January 12, 2010 
 
1. This comment addresses the flood risk assessment and documentation.  
 
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for details regarding flood risk assessment and 

documentation. 
 

2. This comment addresses public health issues related to mosquitoes and water quality in relation to 
the Halaco Superfund site not far from the project area.  

 
 Standing Water/Mosquito Issue 
 
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 for a complete discussion regarding the mosquito 

issue. 
 
 Water Quality: The Halaco site is discussed in Section 4.8 of the RDEIR.   
  
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 10 for details regarding the Halaco site.  
 
3. This comment refers to the issue of backwater within the drain and its impact on the capacity of 

the drain. The comment notes that the removal of backwater was not analyzed. Section 4.3.1 of 
the 2011 RDEIR discusses the existing setting of the area, including J Street Drain. Backwater is 
discussed as a cause for the flooding issues. The following excerpt from the RDEIR provides a 
brief discussion of the District’s attempts at managing the backwater issue within the drain. 

  
 Prior to 1992, the District mechanically breached the sand berm of the Lagoon to lower water 

levels in the lagoon that caused backwater flooding in the J Street Drain and the Oxnard Industrial 
Drain (OID).  The District continued these practices on an as needed basis to drain the Ormond 
Lagoon and maintain a safe water level in the respective drains. District maintenance staff recall 
breaching the sand barrier up to a dozen times during the spring and summer seasons, but 
normally, mechanical breaching occurred four to six times per year. However, regulatory 
agencies were concerned that breaching of the sand berm and draining the lagoon was degrading 
endangered tidewater goby habitat and foraging habitat for sea and shorebirds. Further, several 
sensitive species of birds, including the California Least tern and snowy plover, nest at the 
sparsely vegetated dunes at Ormond Beach and utilize the aquatic fauna (mostly fish and 
invertebrates) present in the drains and lagoon area as a primary food source. 

 
 In response to agency concerns, in 1992 the District agreed to cease the mechanical breaching of 

the sand barrier to prevent potential harm to sensitive species and habitat. Cessation of this action 
resulted in the expansion of the lagoon and created a deepwater condition in the J Street Drain 
and OID.  At this time, the water levels in the lagoon are not actively managed. 

 
The Beach Elevation Management Plan (BEMP) described in Section 3.0 of the RDEIR and in 
the response to Letter 13, comment no. 10 defines a maximum safe beach height, and provides for 
a coordinated response to groom the sand berm at a pre-specified location immediately prior to a 
predicted storm event.  Beach grooming would facilitate natural breaching when the lagoon water 
surface elevation rises due to rainfall. 
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The continual removal of the backwater would require pumping out the standing water in the J 
Street Drain. This alternative, however, would not solve the original problem and impetus of the J 
Street Drain Project, which is the need for 100-year storm flow capacity. The dimensions of the 
current J Street Drain are not sufficient to contain the flow volume of a 100-year storm. The 
current J Street Drain would flood during a 100-year storm even if the outlet to the Pacific Ocean 
was open at the time and the channel was initially empty. This alternative assumes that (1) it is 
feasible to pump the water out of the J Street Drain and (2) such pumping would not violate the 
Endangered Species Act. It should be noted that it is unlikely either of these assumptions are 
correct. Pumping water out of J Street Drain would reduce the size of Ormond Beach Lagoon, 
resulting in a reduction of foraging habitat for endangered California least terns and critical 
habitat for endangered tidewater goby.  In addition, the act of pumping would cause tidewater 
gobies to become impinged on the pump screens, resulting in mortality of an endangered species. 

 
4. The comment suggests that the 2009 DEIR did not adequately address the alternatives and 

consider the removal of backwater as a feasible alternative. Please refer to response number 3 
above. 

 
5. This comment includes closing remarks and the writer’s opposition to the project. The comment 

does not address the environmental document. As such, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter 16 
Linda Gray Calderon 
November 9, 2009 
 
1. This comment addresses noise and vibration impacts associated with construction activities of the 

proposed project on adjacent residents.  
 
 Construction related noise was analyzed in Section 4.6 of the DEIR. Since release of the 

November 2009 DEIR, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors adopted new significance 
thresholds (April 26, 2011 Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines).  The 2011 
Guidelines refer to the County of Ventura Construction Noise Threshold and Criteria Plan 
(November 2005), which clarifies that noise-sensitive receptors for daytime hours include 
hospitals, nursing homes (quasi-residential), schools, churches, and libraries (the latter three 
categories are considered sensitive when in use).  Daytime hours are defined as 7:00 a.m. to 
7:00 p.m.   Residential land uses are considered noise-sensitive receptors during evening and 
night hours, or 7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday and 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 a.m. on 
weekends and local holidays.  Because project construction would be scheduled only during 
daytime hours, the effect on residential land uses along J Street is now determined to be less than 
significant.  Nonetheless, the District has retained the originally proposed mitigation measures, 
which are presented on pages 4.6-21 and 4.6-22 of the RDEIR. Mitigation Measure Noise-1 
requires implementation of equipment noise reduction measures. 
 
The proposed project also has the potential to expose people to or generate excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels along J Street.  Off-road equipment expected 
to be used along J Street during construction includes: wheel loaders, track dozers, scrapers, 
excavator with hydraulic hammer, motor grader, concrete pump, concrete trucks, dump trucks, 
and other miscellaneous small equipment.   

 
 As discussed in Section 4.5, Transportation and Circulation, of the EIR, no more than three haul 

trucks would be on site for loading at a given time, and approximately 45 construction-related 
trips per day are expected to occur. The City of Oxnard and City of Port Hueneme have 
designated specific roadways as truck routes (Hueneme Road and Arnold Road), which minimize 
noise and vibration impacts.  Truck-related construction traffic would use these roads during haul 
trips, which would minimize noise and vibration related to truck traffic.  To address the potential 
for vibration impacts to structures along the J Street Drain, the following mitigation measure has 
been added to Section 4.6 – Noise and Vibration of the RDEIR: 
 
NOISE-3: Prior to construction, the District shall request property owner permission to video 
record the condition of structures adjacent to the J Street Drain in the presence of the property 
owner.  The recording shall be performed and stored by an independent third party, with a copy 
given to the property owner.  If vibration-induced damages occur as a result of construction, 
property owners would be invited to submit claims documenting such damages within one year 
following construction completion.  The third party would again enter the property to video 
record its post-construction condition, again providing a copy to the property owner.  Both 
recordings would be compared, and the District would provide compensation to repair new 
damages observed in the post-construction recordings.  Once both parties have agreed to the 
compensation, both pre- and post-construction video recordings stored by the third party would 
be given to the property owner.  
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In addition, the Ventura County Board of Supervisors adopted the Ventura County Watershed 
Protection District (District) Final Program EIR for Environmental Protection Measures for the 
Ongoing Routine Operations and Maintenance Program Project No. 80030 in May 2008.  The 
final document includes Best Management Practices (BMPs) that have been added to the 
District’s Maintenance Activity Guidelines. The Operation and Maintenance Division staff will 
be responsible for ensuring the proper implementation of the BMPs on a routine, year-round 
basis. 

 
 The following BMPs will be implemented to minimize noise impacts during operation:  
 

• Construction Noise BMPs. Noise-generating construction activities shall be restricted to 
the daytime (i.e., 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM, Monday through Friday), during which noise 
levels shall not exceed: 

• 75 dB(A) Leq(h) at noise sensitive locations when construction work duration would last 
up to 3 days; 

• 70 dB(A) Leq(h) at noise sensitive locations when construction work would last from 4 to 
7 days; 

• 65 dB(A) Leq(h) at noise sensitive locations when construction work would last from 1 to 
2 weeks; 

• 60 dB(A) Leq(h) at noise sensitive locations when construction work would last from 2 to 
8 weeks, or 

• 55 dB(A) Leq(h) at noise sensitive locations when construction work duration would 
exceed 8 weeks. 

 
 The District will work with the community to address the residents’ concerns and to the greatest 

extent feasible mitigate the impacts associated with the proposed project. 
 
2. This comment states that the J Street Drain is in need of repair and not replacement and questions 

the need for increasing the Drain’s capacity. 
 
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for details regarding flood risk assessment and 

documentation. 
 
3. This comment states the resident’s opposition to the proposed project and suggests paving over 

the Drain due to trash and standing water issues, which contaminates the Ormond Beach Lagoon 
and Pacific Ocean.  

  
 The District is responsible for flood protection improvement related to the proposed drain. As 

part of on-going maintenance the channel is regularly maintained by removing trash and 
sediment, and covering any graffiti.  Any improvements to the street inlets into the drain, 
including capturing trash generated in developed areas, are the responsibility of the City of 
Oxnard.  Additionally, the landscaping currently outside the District safety fencing is the 
responsibility of the City, and would be replaced upon completion of construction by agreement 
with the City. 
 
The District analyzed several project alternatives in Section 5.0 of the RDEIR.  Alternative A 
would replace the existing channel with buried box culverts overlain by landscaping.  While the 
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District is not opposed to Alternative A, it would cost substantially (roughly double, or 
approximately $27 million) more than the Preferred Alternative (Alternative B) due to the 
increased construction and landscaping costs.  The District has limited funding derived from 
property tax revenues to solve flood problems throughout Ventura County.  In partnership with 
the City of Oxnard and the Ventura County Board of Supervisors, the District will explore 
supplemental funding sources such as grants, donations, or cost sharing opportunities prior to 
implementing each project phase.  If and where sufficient funding can be generated from all 
parties and additional sources, the District may consider implementing Alternative A. 
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Letter 17 
David and Lynn Cannon 
January 12, 2010 
 
1. This comment states the resident’s location within the Surfside III condominium complex and 

concern about the project. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 2009 DEIR; 
therefore, no additional response is required.  

 
2. This comment states the resident’s concern over the sensitive habitat in the area and the trees that 

block the view of and noise from the water treatment plant across the canal.  
  
 Sensitive Habitat:  The proposed project would result in temporary impacts to sensitive habitat 

and species as discussed in Section 4.2 of the RDEIR. Impacts to biological resources and 
subsequent mitigation measures are outlined in subsections 4.2.4 and 4.2.6 respectively. Ongoing 
consultation between the District and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California 
Department of Fish and Game will further ensure impacts to biological resources are reduced to 
the greatest extent possible. Please refer to the responses to the USFWS Letter above (Letter 2) 
for additional information regarding recent consultations. 

 
 Trees: Trenching near the Surfside III buildings during construction would result in the removal 

of approximately 110 trees and shrubs of various sizes and species (including 25 eucalyptus trees 
with a diameter at breast height (DBH) of at least 12 inches) from both J Street Drain and 
Surfside III properties. By selecting vertical shoring rather than trenching near the Surfside III 
property as discussed in the RDEIR, large shrubs and overhanging tree limbs within the District 
right-of-way would be removed, but vegetation on Surfside III property would remain in place 
except for plants whose root systems would be compromised during the process.  Such vegetation 
would need to be removed for the safety of workers and residents.  Trees and shrubs along the 
east boundary of J Street Drain property would remain in place, as construction would affect an 
existing maintenance road that is devoid of vegetation.  Removal of trees and shrubs would 
expose views of the water treatment plant and the J Street Drain to residents along the east side of 
Buildings 15, 16, and 17 and people visiting the adjacent park.  Mitigation Measure Noise-2 
requires a temporary noise control barrier to be installed and maintained between the temporary 
work area and Buildings 6 and 7 in the Surfside III community during construction. This noise 
control barrier will also provide visual screening along the eastern boundary of the Surfside III 
property to shield Building 6 and 7 residents from views of the J Street Drain during construction.   

 
 Post construction, the noise barrier would be removed and original fencing would be replaced.  

Vertical shoring rather than open cut trenching along the property line would reduce the number 
of trees and shrubs (110) to be removed from Surfside III and from District right-of-way by up to 
44 individuals (or up to 40 percent of the trees and shrubs originally identified for removal), 
preserving more of the existing visual resources.  Mitigation Measure VIS-2 would require the 
replacement of the removed trees and large shrubs within the Surfside III property at 1:1 ratio and 
would reduce the construction and operational impact to below a level of significance.  Mitigation 
Measure VIS-3 would require temporary visual screening. 

 
3. The resident comments that they were not notified of information explaining the necessity of the 

proposed project, the existing water flow and the impact of a 100-year flood if it were to occur.  
 
   



Appendix L Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-153 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for details regarding flood risk assessment and 
documentation. 

 
4. This comment expresses the resident’s concern over the mosquito issue. 
 
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 for a complete discussion regarding the mosquito 

issue. 
 
5. This comment is a closing statement and does not address the adequacy of the 2009 DEIR. Since 

the comment does not pertain to the 2009 DEIR, no additional response is required. However, 
section 3.0 of the RDEIR now includes a discussion of the District’s project selection and funding 
processes, which addresses the residents’ concern about fiscal responsibility. 
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Letter 18 
Rebecca M. Fetters 
November 13, 2009 
 
1. This comment states a concern about mosquitoes at the project site and the potential vector 

control impacts associated with the proposed project.  
 
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 for a complete discussion regarding the mosquito 

issue.  
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Letter 19 
Thomas Fleishman 
November 11, 2009 
 
1. This comment states the existing mosquito concerns at the project site and the potential vector 

control impacts associated with the proposed project.  
  
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 for a complete discussion regarding the mosquito 

issue.  Please also refer to Letter 15, response number 3 for a discussion of backwater within the 
drain. 

 
2. This comment suggests that the California Department of Health should be notified of the 

proposed project before any final decisions are made.  
 
 The California Department of Health was notified of the release of the 2009 DEIR and given the 

opportunity to comment on the analysis. Vector control is part of the department’s 
responsibilities.  In addition, the Resource Management Agency, Environmental Health Division, 
commented on the 2009 DEIR. The comments and responses are provided above (Letters 6 and 
7).  Finally, the J Street Drain Project Mosquito Technical Study was prepared in collaboration 
with the California Department of Public Health, Vector-Borne Disease Section. 
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Letter 20 
Patricia Fomin 
November 16, 2009 
 
1. This comment expresses the resident’s view that there is no mosquito problem within the Surfside 

III condominium complex. Since the comment does not specifically address the 2009 DEIR, no 
response is required.    
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Letter 21a 
Karl Twyman 
November 11, 2009 
 
1. This comment states the existing mosquito concerns at the project site and the potential vector 

control impacts associated with the proposed project. 
 
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 for a complete discussion regarding the mosquito 

issue. 
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Letter 21b 
Karl Twyman 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. This comment states existing mosquito concerns at the project site and the potential vector control 

impacts associated with the proposed project. 
 
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 for a complete discussion regarding the mosquito 

issue.  
 
Several Surfside III residents documented an increase in mosquito nuisance in 2009.  Concerns 
were reported to Ventura County Vector Control Program staff, causing them to deploy additional 
mosquito traps to determine the reason for the increase.  Trap data demonstrated a substantial 
percentage of Culex quinquefasciatus, a species of mosquito that thrives in disturbed and nutrient-
rich habitats, including underground stormwater infrastructure.   As a result, Vector Control staff 
investigated the Oxnard Wastewater Treatment Plant (OWWTP) as a possible source of increased 
mosquito production.  Vector Control routinely monitors several areas within the OWWTP, 
including the pond and inactive treatment cells, which would be likely mosquito breeding 
sources.  In response to resident complaints and increase in Culex quinquefasciatus mosquitoes 
captured in traps, Vector Control staff requested authorization to more broadly examine the 
OWWTP for new mosquito breeding sources and OWWTP staff cooperated with this request.  
The investigation led to the detection of a large underground flooded basement that was actively 
producing Culex quinquefasciatus mosquitoes.  The flooded basement was considered a new 
mosquito source in the area.  Vector Control staff have since routinely addressed this source and 
other newly added smaller potential sources on the OWWTP property, in addition to the sites 
within the OWWTP previously monitored and treated.  Trap data collected in 2010 show far 
fewer mosquitoes in the greater J Street Drain area, reflecting the increased control efforts at new 
source locations by Vector Control staff.  Overall, trap data suggest that mosquito production is 
widespread within the developed areas surrounding the J Street Drain, with no evidence of sharp 
rises in mosquito numbers in traps located near the J Street Drain that would implicate this 
conveyance channel as a major source of mosquitoes.  In addition, as shown by their response to 
increased complaints due to an unknown new source, continued monitoring and treatment by the 
Ventura County Vector Control Program is effective at reducing mosquito populations. 

 
2. This comment states the resident’s concern over the visual quality of the area. The proposed 

project would include the removal of existing fencing and landscaping during construction.    
 
 Trenching near the Surfside III buildings during construction would result in the removal of 

approximately 110 trees and shrubs of various sizes and species (including 25 eucalyptus trees 
with a diameter at breast height (DBH) of at least 12 inches) from both J Street Drain and 
Surfside III properties. By selecting vertical shoring rather than trenching near the Surfside III 
property, large shrubs and overhanging tree limbs within the District right-of-way would be 
removed, but vegetation on Surfside III property would remain in place except for plants whose 
root systems would be compromised during the process.  Such vegetation would need to be 
removed for the safety of workers and residents.  Trees and shrubs along the east boundary of J 
Street Drain property would remain in place, as construction would affect an existing 
maintenance road that is devoid of vegetation.  Removal of trees and shrubs would expose views 
of the water treatment plant and the J Street Drain to residents along the east side of Buildings 15, 
16, and 17 and people visiting the adjacent park.  Mitigation Measure Noise-2 requires a 
temporary noise control barrier to be installed and maintained between the temporary work area 
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and Buildings 6 and 7 in the Surfside III community during construction. This noise control 
barrier will also provide visual screening along the eastern boundary of the Surfside III property 
to shield Building 6 and 7 residents from views of the J Street Drain during construction.   

 
 Post construction, the noise barrier would be removed and original fencing would be replaced. 

Vertical shoring rather than open cut trenching along the property line would reduce the number 
of trees and shrubs (110) to be removed from Surfside III and from District right-of-way by up to 
44 individuals (or up to 40 percent of the trees and shrubs originally identified for removal), 
preserving more of the existing visual resources.  Mitigation Measure VIS-2 would require the 
replacement of the removed trees and large shrubs within the Surfside III property at a 1:1 ratio 
and would reduce the construction and operational impact to below a level of significance.  
Mitigation Measure VIS-3 would require temporary visual screening.  

 
 Replacement trees and shrubs would be the same species as those removed, or substitute species 

if requested by the Surfside III Homeowner’s Association.  Replacements would be planted on 
Surfside III property; vegetation currently within the District right-of-way would not be replaced.  
The table below lists trees identified for removal from the east edge of the Surfside III property 
boundary, their height as of March 2010, expected growth rate, the estimated number of growing 
seasons before replanted trees reach the original height (based on the expected growth rate), and 
the number of growing seasons before trees currently over 20 feet tall would reach a height of 20 
feet after planting (based on the expected growth rate).  A height of 20 feet is assumed to provide 
visual shielding for both one- and two-story units.  As shown, it is expected that Eucalyptus 
sideroxylon, E. camaldulensis, E. polyanthemos, and Pinus radiata trees would gain a height of 
20 feet after a maximum of 5.7 years, assuming they are three feet tall when planted.   Myoporum 
laetum shrubs would require 5.7 to 8.5 years, depending on their growth rate (two versus three 
feet per growing season).  Of the 54 trees and shrubs identified for removal, 15 are less than 20 
feet tall and would require anywhere between one and nine years for the replacements to reach 
the original heights, assuming they are three feet tall when planted.  Replacement of existing trees 
and shrubs on Surfside III property is expected to provide adequate mitigation for temporary 
construction impacts.  

 
Tree 
ID1 

Species Current 
Height (feet)1 

Growth Rate2 
(inches/season) 

Seasons to 
Current Ht.3 

Seasons to 
20 feet4 

2 Myoporum laetum 14 24 to 36 3.7 to 5.5  
4 Myoporum laetum 6 24 to 36 1 to 1.5  
5 Myoporum laetum 6 24 to 36 1 to 1.5  
6 Trachycarpus fortunei 8.5 24 to 36 1.8 to 2.75  
7 Eucalyptus sideroxylon 53 36+ Up to 16.7 Up to 5.7 
8 Eucalyptus camaldulensis 53 36+ Up to 16.7 Up to 5.7 

10 Eucalyptus camaldulensis 53 36+ Up to 16.7 Up to 5.7 
11 Eucalyptus camaldulensis 53 36+ Up to 16.7 Up to 5.7 
12 Myoporum laetum 14 24 to 36 3.7 to 5.5  
14 Myoporum laetum 14 24 to 36 3.7 to 5.5  
21 Eucalyptus camaldulensis 60 36+ Up to 19 Up to 5.7 
23 Eucalyptus camaldulensis 60 36+ Up to 19 Up to 5.7 
24 Eucalyptus sideroxylon 14 36+ Up to 3.7  
28 Myoporum laetum 9 24 to 36 2 to 3   
29 Eucalyptus sideroxylon 50 36+ Up to 15.7 Up to 5.7 
30 Eucalyptus camaldulensis 60 36+ Up to 19 Up to 5.7 
34 Eucalyptus camaldulensis 60 36+ Up to 19 Up to 5.7 
36 Eucalyptus polyanthemos 38 36+ Up to 11.7 Up to 5.7 
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39 Pinus radiata 40 36+ Up to 12.3 Up to 5.7 
41 Eucalyptus camaldulensis 45 36+ Up to 14 Up to 5.7 
43 Myoporum laetum 25 24 to 36 7.3 to 11 5.7 to 8.5 
44 Myoporum laetum 25 24 to 36 7.3 to 11 5.7 to 8.5 
45 Eucalyptus camaldulensis 55 36+ Up to 17.3 Up to 5.7 
46 Myoporum laetum 25 24 to 36 7.3 to 11 5.7 to 8.5 
48 Myoporum laetum 25 24 to 36 8.3 to 12.5 5.7 to 8.5 
49 Myoporum laetum 9 24 to 36 3 to 4.5  
50 Myoporum laetum 25 24 to 36 8.3 to 12.5 5.7 to 8.5 
51 Myoporum laetum 30 24 to 36 10 to 15 5.7 to 8.5 
52 Myoporum laetum 20 24 to 36 6.7 to 10 5.7 to 8.5 
53 Myoporum laetum 20 24 to 36 6.7 to 10 5.7 to 8.5 
54 Myoporum laetum 30 24 to 36 10 to 15 5.7 to 8.5 
56 Myoporum laetum 23 24 to 36 7.7 to 11.5 5.7 to 8.5 
57 Myoporum laetum 12 24 to 36 4 to 6  
64 Myoporum laetum 21 24 to 36 7 to 10.5 5.7 to 8.5 
65 Eucalyptus camaldulensis 50 36+ Up to 16.7 Up to 5.7 
66 Myoporum laetum 20 24 to 36 6.7 to 10 5.7 to 8.5 
67 Myoporum laetum 20 24 to 36 6.7 to 10 5.7 to 8.5 
70 Myoporum laetum 25 24 to 36 8.3 to 12.5 5.7 to 8.5 
71 Eucalyptus camaldulensis 65 36+ Up to 21.7 Up to 5.7 
74 Eucalyptus camaldulensis 12 36+ Up to 4  
77 Myoporum laetum 25 24 to 36 8.3 to 12.5 5.7 to 8.5 
78 Myoporum laetum 30 24 to 36 10 to 15 5.7 to 8.5 
79 Myoporum laetum 20 24 to 36 6.7 to 10 5.7 to 8.5 
80 Myoporum laetum 18 24 to 36 6 to 9  
82 Myoporum laetum 18 24 to 36 6 to 9  
83 Eucalyptus sideroxylon 65 36+ Up to 21.7 Up to 5.7 
85 Myoporum laetum 22 24 to 36 7.3 to 11 5.7 to 8.5 
88 Eucalyptus camaldulensis 65 36+ Up to 21.7 Up to 5.7 
89 Myoporum laetum 21 24 to 36 7 to 10.5 5.7 to 8.5 
94 Myoporum laetum 20 24 to 36 6.7 to 10 5.7 to 8.5 
95 Myoporum laetum 25 24 to 36 8.3 to 12.5 5.7 to 8.5 
97 Myoporum laetum 10 24 to 36 3.3 to 5  
102 Eucalyptus sideroxylon 42 36+ Up to 14 Up to 5.7 
103 Myoporum laetum 18 24 to 36 6 to 9  

1. Tree Report: Ventura County Watershed Protection District: J Street Drain-South Surfside Drive 
prepared by LAJohnny Consulting Arborist for Jordan, Gilbert and Bain Landscape Architects, Inc. 
March 1, 2010. 

2. Urban Forest Tree Institute Online Tree Selection Guide: http://selectree.calpoly.edu 
3. Assumes plants are three feet tall when planted. 
4. Years to 20 feet is provided for those trees currently at or above a height of 20 feet, which is the height 

assumed to shield views from both one- and two-story units. 
 
 
3. This comment states the resident’s concern over the dust, noise, parking, and construction related 

damage to private property. The District understands the concerns of the Surfside III residents. 
The construction staging and work will be performed within the confines of the public right-of-
ways within the community. All feasible mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce 
inconvenience to the residents to the greatest extent possible.  Project noise impacts and 
mitigation measures are discussed in Section 4.6 of the RDEIR. Please see the response to noise 
concerns raised in letter 13, comment no. 8, as this impact is changed due to revisions in the 
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Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines adopted April 26, 2011 by the Board of 
Supervisors.  Residential areas have been defined as sensitive noise receptors during the evening 
and night hours, and because construction would occur during the day, noise impacts are now less 
than significant.   
 
Air quality impacts and mitigation measures are discussed in Section 4.4 of the RDEIR.  Several 
components of Mitigation Measure AQ-2 address dust control: 
 
a. The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation operations shall be 
minimized to prevent excessive amounts of dust. 
 
b. Pre-grading/excavation activities shall include watering the area to be graded or excavated 
before commencement of grading or excavation operations. Application of water (preferably 
reclaimed, if available) should penetrate sufficiently to minimize fugitive dust during grading 
activities. 
 
c. All trucks shall be required to cover their loads as required by California Vehicle Code Section 
23114. 
 
d. 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. 
 
e. Graded and/or excavated inactive areas of the construction site shall be monitored at least 
weekly for dust stabilization. Soil stabilization methods, such as water and roll-compaction, and 
environmentally-safe dust control materials, 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, the area shall be permanently stabilized or periodically treated 
to prevent excessive fugitive dust. 
 
f. Signs shall be posted on site limiting traffic on unpaved areas to 15 miles per hour or less. 
 
g. During periods of high winds (i.e., wind speed sufficient to cause fugitive dust to impact 
adjacent properties), all clearing, grading, earth moving, and excavation operations shall be 
curtailed to the degree necessary to prevent fugitive dust created by on site activities and 
operations from being a nuisance or hazard, either off site or on site. The site 
superintendent/supervisor shall use his/her discretion in conjunction with the APCD in 
determining when winds are excessive. 
 
h. 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. 
 
With respect to concerns about parking, the construction contractor would access the site via the 
drain itself, not the Surfside III roads.  In addition, by using vertical shoring along the Surfside III 
property boundary, the District expects to preserve resident parking.  All hardscaping such as 
walkways and planters removed during construction would be replaced in-kind upon completion 
of work. The District will work with the Surfside III condominium community before and during 
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construction to address the residents’ concerns and to the greatest extent feasible mitigate the 
impacts associated with the proposed project. 

 
4. This comment states the resident’s dissatisfaction regarding public disclosure of the project 

planning process. While the District did begin project studies around 2005, compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) did not begin until early 2008, with preparation of 
the Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (NOP).  CEQA does not require the lead agency to 
consult with the public regarding project development before that point. CEQA is a public 
disclosure tool with regards to environmental impacts of a proposed project. The following 
information outlines the CEQA review process.  

 
 On April 9, 2008, the NOP was prepared and circulated for review and comment by responsible, 

trustee, and local agencies and the general public. The NOP was circulated beginning April 10, 
2008 and ending on May 9, 2008. Three informational meetings (not required by CEQA) were 
held to present the project and accept input from interested parties prior to a formal scoping 
meeting. The formal CEQA scoping meeting was held on February 25, 2008 at the City of 
Oxnard Recycling Center, 111 South Del Norte Boulevard, Oxnard, CA. Table 1.5-1 of the EIR 
provides a summary of NOP comment letters and scoping meeting comments. The District has 
records of public notification for Surfside III residents at the NOP stage; however, based on 
feedback from Surfside III residents, the NOP letters were not delivered.  Common District 
practice for CEQA notifications includes mailings to all parcels within 500 feet of a proposed 
project.  A portion of the Surfside III development falls outside the 500-foot buffer, so these 
residents were not included in the original mailings.  After receiving Surfside III feedback, the 
District investigated its mailing list and discovered that parcel data did not account for all units 
within multi-story buildings.  The District has since corrected this problem.   To ensure public 
notification in the event residents do not receive mailings, the District also publishes meeting 
announcements and other CEQA notifications in the Ventura County Star.  Notice of the scoping 
meeting appeared in the February 17 and 24, 2008 editions of the Ventura County Star.  
Nonetheless, the District provided Surfside III residents an opportunity to comment before its 
November 2009 release of the DEIR by attending a Homeowner’s Association meeting on 
August 8, 2009 and incorporating comments submitted before November 2009 into the DEIR.  In 
addition, it was agreed at the HOA meeting that District staff would provide electronic 
notification of upcoming meetings and public review periods to the Surfside III HOA for 
distribution to all residents.  This is in addition to direct mailings and newspaper publications.    

 
5. This comment questions the necessity of the proposed project. Section 3.0 of the RDEIR now 

includes a discussion of the District’s project selection and funding processes, which addresses 
the resident’s concern about fiscal responsibility.  Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 
for details regarding flood risk assessment and documentation. 

 
6. This comment reiterates the resident’s concerns regarding and objection to the proposed project, 

and requests responses to his questions. Please see responses to comment nos. 1 through 5 above.  
The District will continue to work with the Surfside III condominium community to address the 
residents’ concerns and to the greatest extent feasible mitigate the impacts associated with the 
proposed project.  
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Letter 22 
Al Galluzzo 
November 16, 2009 
 
1. This comment states existing mosquito concerns at the project site and the potential vector control 

impacts associated with the proposed project.  
  
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 for a complete discussion regarding the mosquito 

issue. 
 
2. This comment further expresses the resident’s concern regarding the mosquito issue within the 

community. Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 on for a complete discussion regarding 
the mosquito issue. 

 
3. It is clear after reviewing this and other comment letters submitted by Surfside III residents that 

an increase in mosquitoes was observed in 2009.  Concerns were reported to Vector Control staff, 
causing them to deploy additional mosquito traps to determine the reason for the increase.  Trap 
data demonstrated a substantial percentage of Culex quinquefasciatus, a species of mosquito that 
thrives in disturbed and nutrient-rich habitats, including underground stormwater infrastructure.   
As a result, Vector Control staff investigated the Oxnard Wastewater Treatment Plant (OWWTP) 
as a possible source of increased mosquito production.  Vector Control routinely monitors several 
areas within the OWWTP, including the pond and inactive treatment cells, which would be likely 
mosquito breeding sources.  In response to resident complaints and increase in Culex 
quinquefasciatus mosquitoes captured in traps, Vector Control staff requested authorization to 
more broadly examine the OWWTP for new mosquito breeding sources and OWWTP staff 
cooperated with this request.  The investigation led to the detection of a large underground 
flooded basement that was actively producing Culex quinquefasciatus mosquitoes.  The flooded 
basement was considered a new mosquito source in the area.  Vector Control staff have since 
routinely addressed this source and other newly added smaller potential sources on the OWWTP 
property, in addition to the sites within the OWWTP previously monitored and treated.  Trap data 
collected in 2010 show far fewer mosquitoes in the greater J Street Drain area, reflecting the 
increased control efforts at new source locations by Vector Control staff.  Overall, trap data 
suggest that mosquito production is widespread within the developed areas surrounding the 
J Street Drain, with no evidence of sharp rises in mosquito numbers in traps located near the 
J Street Drain that would implicate this conveyance channel as a major source of mosquitoes.  In 
addition, as shown by their response to increased complaints due to an unknown new source, 
continued monitoring and treatment by the Ventura County Vector Control Program is effective 
at reducing mosquito populations. 
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Letter 23 
Rebecca Ginter 
November 16, 2009 
 
1. This comment states the existing mosquito problem at the project site and the potential vector 

control impacts associated with the proposed project. 
  
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 for a complete discussion regarding the mosquito 

issue. 
 
2. This comment states the resident’s concern over the visual quality of the area. The proposed 

project would include the removal of existing fencing and landscaping during construction.     
 
 Please refer to Letter 21b, response number 2 for details regarding visual quality of the area and 

tree replacement. 
 
3. This comment states the resident’s concern over the dust, noise, parking, and construction related 

damage to private property. The District understands the concerns of the Surfside III residents. 
The construction staging and work will be performed within the confines of the public right-of-
ways within the community. All feasible mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce 
inconvenience to the residents to the greatest extent possible.   

 
 Please refer to Letter 21b, response number 3 for details regarding the dust, noise, parking, and 

construction related damage to private property. 
 
4. This comment states the resident’s dissatisfaction regarding public disclosure of the project 

planning process. CEQA does not require the lead agency to consult with the public regarding the 
planning stages of a proposed project. CEQA is a public disclosure tool with regards to 
environmental impacts of a proposed project. 

 
 Please refer to Letter 21b, response number 4 for details regarding public disclosure of the project 

planning process. 
 
5. This comment questions the necessity of the proposed project.  
 
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for details regarding flood risk assessment and 

documentation. 
 
6. This comment reiterates the resident’s concerns regarding and objection to the proposed project, 

and requests responses to her questions. Please see responses to comment nos. 1 through 5 above.  
The District will continue to work with the Surfside III condominium community to address the 
residents’ concerns and to the greatest extent feasible mitigate the impacts associated with the 
proposed project.  

 
7. This comment references a letter attached to Maxine Whitman (Letter 36). Please refer to 

Letter 36 of this document. 
 
8. This comment reiterates the above concerns, especially regarding mosquitoes. The District will 

work with the Surfside III condominium community to address the residents’ concerns and to the 
greatest extent feasible mitigate the impacts associated with the proposed project.  In addition, 
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Letter 24 
Larry Godwin 
November 18, 2009 
 
1. This comment addresses the issue of Global Warming. The resident does not feel that the 2009 

DEIR adequately addressed the potential impacts of the rise in sea level due to global climate 
change. A Greenhouse Gas Emissions Report was prepared for the proposed project in July 2011. 
A Global Climate Change section was added to the 2011 RDEIR and is included as Section 4.12 
of the 2011 RDEIR. Please refer to Section 4.12 for a full discussion on greenhouse gas 
emissions.    

 
 If the proposed project is not built, sea level rise will still occur. Implementation of the proposed 

project will not change the outcome of sea level rising. Construction of the project will not 
relocate people or place new housing or structures in the path of the sea level increase. 
Construction of the proposed project would not have an impact with regards to flooding due to 
sea level rise. The proposed changes are increasing the capacity of the drain, which may be able 
to accommodate tidal water should it overflow into the drain in the future. 
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Letter 25 
Marion Kelemen 
January 12, 2010 
 
1. This comment addresses the flood risk assessment and documentation. The comment contradicts 

the flood risk documentation and FEMA documentation. 
  
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for details regarding flood risk assessment and 

documentation. 
 
2. This comment addresses the backwater effect and suggests removing the backwater as a means of 

flood control. Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for details regarding flood risk 
assessment and documentation and please refer to Letter 15, response number 3 for details 
regarding removal of backwater. 

 
3. This comment states existing mosquito concerns at the project site and the potential vector control 

impacts associated with the proposed project. 
 
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 and response number 6 for a complete discussion 

regarding the mosquito issue and public health impacts. 
 
4. This comment states the existing hazards associated with the Halaco superfund site located 

approximately one quarter mile from the project area. The resident refutes the findings in the 
2009 DEIR. The Halaco site is discussed in Section 4.8 of the EIR.   

  
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 10 for details regarding the Halaco site. 
 
5. This comment disagrees with the alternatives analyzed, and states that Surfside III had no 

opportunity to comment on alternatives during the scoping process. Project alternatives are 
discussed in Section 5 of the RDEIR.  Regarding the ability to comment, please see Letter 21b, 
response to comment number 4.  Regarding backwater solutions, please see Letter 13, response to 
comment number 11 and Letter 15, response to comment number 3.  The District met with the 
USFWS on February 3, 2010 to discuss the potential for constructing an ocean outlet or pumping 
the drain runoff into the ocean (pumping into the lagoon would be ineffective, as J Street Drain is 
directly connected to the lagoon).  These alternatives would likely cause jeopardy to endangered 
tidewater gobies and California least terns, and therefore are infeasible.  We are not certain what 
is meant by “connection to the decommissioned Hueneme Outfall.”  Please see the response to 
Letter 13, comment number 4 for a discussion of mosquitoes.   Please see the response to Letter 
13, comment number 6, regarding Ventura County Vector Control Program resolution of severe 
mosquito infestation observed in 2009. 

 
6. This comment is a closing statement. No response is required.  
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Letter 26 
Dexter Kelly 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. This comment summarizes concerns over the proposed project, including loss of trees and 

parking spaces, and air quality impacts.  
 
 Please refer to Letter 21b, response number 2 for information about loss of trees, and response 

number 3 for details regarding the dust, noise, parking, and construction related damage to private 
property.   

 
2. This comment states that the artificial breaching of the sand berm at Ormond Beach would be 

a much less costly alternative and would need to occur even after the proposed project is 
constructed. Section 4.3.1 of the RDEIR discusses the existing setting of the area, including 
J Street Drain and the reason mechanically breaching the berm is no longer utilized as a flood 
control method. Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for details regarding flood risk 
assessment and documentation and please refer to Letter 15, response number 3 for details 
regarding removal of backwater. 

 
3. This comment states that the proposed project would not benefit the lagoon as a wildlife habitat 

and would increase mosquitoes. 
 
 Biological Resources 
 
 Since the release of the DEIR in November 2009, ongoing consultation between the District and 

USFWS has occurred. The consultation history is outlined below, as well as in the revised 
Biological Technical Report for the proposed project, which is included as Appendix D of the 
2011 RDEIR. Please refer to Letter 2, response number 3 for more detail regarding consultation 
between the District and USFWS. 

 
 Section 4.2 of the RDEIR includes a complete discussion on wildlife issues associated with the 

proposed project and identifies mitigation measures. Additionally, the District will continue to 
consult with the wildlife agencies regarding the sensitive ecosystem of the lagoon to ensure 
impacts are reduced to a less than significant level.  Permanent impacts to threatened and 
endangered species associated with the proposed channel’s new dimensions were not identified 
either in the RDEIR analysis or in the letters received from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or 
California Department of Fish and Game.  Enlargement of the channel is seen as an increase in 
habitat for endangered tidewater goby, which is currently known to occur as far upstream as the 
Ventura County Railroad, and foraging habitat for California least tern. 
 
Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 and response number 6 for a complete discussion 
regarding the mosquito issue and public health impacts. 

 
4. This comment reiterates the idea that controlled breaching is the better solution to solve the 

existing problem and offers reasons why Tidewater Goby has been found in the Ormond Beach 
Lagoon as recently as 2004.  Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for details regarding 
flood risk assessment and documentation and please refer to Letter 15, response number 3 for 
details regarding removal of backwater.  
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 Section 4.2 of the RDEIR includes a complete discussion on wildlife issues associated with the 
proposed project and identifies mitigation measures. Additionally, the District will continue to 
consult with the wildlife agencies regarding the sensitive ecosystem of the lagoon to ensure 
impacts are reduced to the greatest extent feasible. The District consulted with the USFWS on 
February 3, 2010.  The USFWS indicated that summer breaching of the lagoon would jeopardize 
tidewater gobies because it would not mimic the conditions to which gobies have adapted (lagoon 
breaching in response to winter storm water runoff).  A lack of storm water runoff following a 
breach would reduce the ability of gobies to re-enter the Ormond Beach Lagoon, and other 
coastal waters such as the Santa Clara River and Ventura River estuaries would be inaccessible to 
gobies that have been swept into the ocean because they would be closed. The extent to which 
breaching occurs is also uncontrollable.  Once a breach begins, it could grow until the entire 
lagoon is emptied, which would also jeopardize tidewater gobies even if it is done after California 
least terns leave for the season (approximately September 15), as the comment suggests.  A 
breach during late spring/early fall would have the added impact of washing gobies out to the 
ocean during their peak breeding season.  Finally, additional saltwater inputs to the lagoon could 
have an adverse effect on gobies, as their tolerance to high salinity water is limited.  The 
frequency of breaching at the Santa Clara River is not comparable to the Ormond Beach Lagoon, 
as that water body receives constant effluent from the adjacent waste water treatment plant.  
Furthermore, fish mortality has been observed at the Santa Clara River estuary when it breaches 
in the absence of storm water input.  The J Street Drain project seeks to avoid fish mortality to the 
maximum extent feasible. 
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Letter 27 
Valerie J. Lameka 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. This comment states that future stagnant water would create odor that would be characterized as a 

Level II contaminant that causes breathing problems for sensitive receptors. J Street Drain does 
not currently generate substantial odors, and the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
has not received complaints regarding odors from the drain; odor complaints near J Street Drain 
have been filed against industrial sources (Jay Nicholas, Air Quality Specialist, Ventura County 
Air Pollution Control District, personal communication, September 1, 2011).  The proposed 
project would slightly increase the surface area of standing water near Surfside III by one acre, 
but would not change the current character of water collecting in the drain.  The proposed project 
therefore is not expected to substantially alter existing conditions.   
 
The natural action of the ocean waves builds up a sand berm on the beach.  This sand berm 
periodically blocks the lagoon outlet, preventing J Street drainage from reaching the ocean and 
preventing tidal flow from entering the lagoon. Ventura County Watershed Protection District 
indicated the intent to maintain a berm elevation (elevation 6.5 feet ± NGVD 1929) at a 
designated breach location approximately 800 feet southeast of the J Street drain concrete channel 
outfall.  This would facilitate natural breaching of the lagoon in response to winter storm runoff.   
 

2. This comment raises concerns regarding environmental justice associated with the proposed 
project. 

 
 The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) defines environmental justice as, "the 

fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, 
or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental 
laws, regulations, and policies.”  California Government Code Section 65040.12 adopted the 
same language when defining environmental justice.  

 
 There is no requirement under CEQA to address environmental justice. The District fully 

complied with the notice provisions set forth pursuant to CEQA (See Public Resources Code 
section 21092). As noted in Public Resources Code section 71110 (formerly section 72000), 
environmental justice provisions in California are limited to an obligation upon Cal-EPA in 
designing its programs, policies and standards.  Secondly, Government Code section 65040.12(a) 
tasks the Office of Planning and Research to be the coordinating agency in state government for 
environmental justice programs and to consult with Cal-EPA pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 72002 (renumbered section 71112).   There is no state provision directly placing 
requirements on local city or county agencies. This comment does not address the content of the 
2009 DEIR in relation to environmental justice; therefore, no additional response is required. The 
District complied with the requirements of CEQA when drafting the contents of the 2009 DEIR. 

   
3. This comment states the existing mosquito concerns at the project site and the potential vector 

control and public health impacts associated with the proposed project. Please refer to Letter 13, 
response number 4 and response number 6 for a complete discussion regarding the mosquito issue 
and public health impacts. 

 
4. This comment reiterates the resident’s objection to the proposed project. The comment did not 

specially address the contents of the 2009 DEIR, therefore no response is required. 
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Letter 28 
Richard B. MacDonough 
November 7, 2009 
 
1 This comment expresses the resident’s opposition to the proposed project due to the unlikely 

threat of 100-year flood and current economic conditions. Regarding fiscal impacts, please see 
Letter 21b, response to comment number 5.  Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for 
details regarding flood risk assessment and documentation. 

 
2. This comment states existing mosquito concerns at the project site and the potential vector control 

impacts associated with the proposed project. Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 and 
response number 6 for a complete discussion regarding the mosquito issue and public health 
impacts. 

  
3. This comment points out that a potential surface water connection between the J Street Drain and 

the Halaco site downstream may occur. The Halaco site is discussed in Section 4.8 of the EIR.  
Please refer to Letter 13, response number 10 for details regarding the Halaco site. 

  
4. This comment reiterates the resident’s opposition to the proposed project. It does not specifically 

address the content of the 2009 DEIR; therefore, no response is required.  
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Letter 29 
Jerry Markell 
November 7, 2009 
 
1. This comment states concern over the project’s fiscal impact and mosquitoes at the project site 

and the potential vector control impacts associated with the proposed project. Regarding fiscal 
impacts, please see Letter 21b, response to comment number 5.  Regarding mosquito concerns, 
please see Letter 13, response number 4 and response number 6 for a complete discussion 
regarding the mosquito issue and public health impacts. 

 
2. This comment discusses concern about the project’s effects on mosquito populations and that 

toxic substances are used by the Vector Control Program to manage the existing mosquito 
population.  Please see Letter 13, response number 4 and response number 6 for a complete 
discussion regarding the mosquito issue and public health impacts. 

 
 The Vector Control Program currently uses larvicides for mosquito abatement, including 

VectoLex G and VectoBac G, which are applied according to the manufacturer’s label and meet 
all state and federal regulations. These larvicides contain biological insecticides, such as the 
microbial larvicides, Bacillus sphaericus and Bacillus thuringiensis israelensis, which are 
naturally occurring bacteria that produce toxins targeting various species of mosquitoes, fungus 
gnats, and blackflies. Only these species are susceptible to these bacteria – other aquatic 
invertebrates and non-target insects are unaffected. In addition, the EPA evaluates and registers 
(licenses) pesticides to ensure that they can be used safely by vector control programs. To 
evaluate any pesticide, EPA assesses a wide variety of tests to determine whether a pesticide has 
the potential to cause adverse effects on humans, wildlife, fish and plants, including endangered 
species and non-target organisms. Therefore, the larvicides used by the Ventura County Vector 
Control Program undergo extensive testing prior to registration and are virtually nontoxic to 
humans and do not pose risks to wildlife, non-target species, or the environment1. 

 
3. This comment states the resident’s opposition to the proposed project and reiterates his concern 

regarding the substances used for vector control. Please see the response to comment number 2 
above.  

 
4. This comment raises the issue that FEMA has not designated the project area as 100-year flood 

zone. Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for details regarding flood risk assessment 
and documentation. 

  
5. This comment states that the Surfside III Condominiums residents were not notified during the 

planning process of the proposed project. Please refer to Letter 21b, response number 4 for details 
regarding public disclosure of the project planning process. 

 
6. This comment provides a closing statement and summation of the resident’s concerns. Since the 

comment does not address the content provided in the 2009 DEIR, no additional response is 
required. The District understands the concerns of the Surfside III residents. Please refer to 
Letter 21b, response number 3 for details regarding construction related damage to private 
property. 

                                                      
1 http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/health/mosquitoes/larvicides4mosquitoes.htm 
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Letter 30 
Pat & Jim Muirhead 
November 5, 2009 
 
1. This comment states the resident’s opposition to the proposed project due to the unlikely threat of 

100-year flood and current economic conditions. Regarding fiscal impacts, please see Letter 21b, 
response to comment number 5.  Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for details 
regarding flood risk assessment and documentation. 

 
2. This comment suggests that the 2009 DEIR impacts and mitigation measures discussion are not 

sufficient with regards to mosquitoes, visual impacts, and nesting habitat for migrating birds, but 
fails to offer any specifics. 

 
 The project’s impacts were evaluated pursuant to the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment 

Guidelines and Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines for visual and biological impacts. The 
thresholds for visual impacts are outlined in Section 4.1; Section 4.2 lists thresholds for biological 
impacts. Mosquitoes were addressed in Section 4.11 – Public Health.  Pursuant to Section 15370 
of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation includes: 

 
(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 
 
(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation. 
 
(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment. 
 
(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations 

during the life of the action. 
 
(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 
 

 Mitigation measures must be feasible to undertake and complete. Effective mitigation measures 
are those written in clear, declaratory language specifying what is required to be done, how it is to 
be done, when it is to be done, and who will be responsible for doing it. The mitigation measures 
presented in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 were developed pursuant to Section 15370. 

  
 Please see responses to Letters 2 and 5 for responses to biological concerns raised by the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game.  Please see Letter 13, 
response to comment number 9 regarding visual impacts.  Please refer to Letter 13, response 
number 4 and response number 6 for a complete discussion regarding the mosquito issue and 
public health impacts. 

 
3. This comment suggests that the project be reevaluated. As the result of new information, 

revisions to the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, and comments on the 
original 2009 DEIR along with the District’s responses to those comments, the District 
determined that the 2009 DEIR for the J Street Drain project should be recirculated for public 
review and comment. Per Section 15088.5 (f) of the CEQA Guidelines, the District requests that 
new comments only be submitted on the revised DEIR sections. 
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Letter 31 
Terry Ann Smith 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. This comment states existing mosquito concerns at the project site and the potential vector control 

impacts associated with the proposed project. Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 and 
response number 6 for a complete discussion regarding the mosquito issue and public health 
impacts. 

 
2. This comment states the resident’s concern over the visual quality of the area. The proposed 

project would include the removal of existing landscaping during construction.  Please refer to 
Letter 21b, response number 2 for details regarding visual quality of the area and tree 
replacement.   

  
3. This comment states the resident’s concern over the dust, noise, parking, and construction related 

damage to private property. Please refer to Letter 21b, response number 3 for details regarding 
the dust, noise, parking, and construction related damage to private property. 

 
4. This comment states the resident’s dissatisfaction regarding public disclosure of the project 

planning process. Please refer to Letter 21b, response number 4 for details regarding public 
disclosure of the project planning process. 

 
5. This comment questions the necessity of the proposed project. Please see Letter 21b, response to 

comment number 5. 
 
6. This comment reiterates the resident’s concerns regarding and objection to the proposed project, 

and requests responses to these questions. Please see responses to comment numbers 1 through 5 
above.  The District will continue work with the Surfside III condominium community to address 
the residents’ concerns and to the greatest extent feasible mitigate the impacts associated with the 
proposed project. 
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Letter 32 
Maxine Witman 
November 17, 2009 
 
1.  This comment references the comments presented in Letter 21b. Please refer to the responses to 

Letter 21b.  
 
2. This comment addresses the concerns regarding mosquitoes.  Please refer to Letter 13, response 

number 4 and response number 6 for a complete discussion regarding the mosquito issue and 
public health impacts. 

 
3. This comment expresses concern that the proposed project will limit the residents’ access to the 

beach. The comment also notes that natural breaching is all that is required therefore, the project 
is not warranted, especially under current economic conditions.  

 
 Access to the beach: Temporary construction would not limit residents’ access to the beach, as no 

work is proposed on the beach; however, during future implementation of the Beach Elevation 
Management Plan (BEMP), access may be limited for a few hours. The BEMP would involve 
grooming the beach to elevation 6.5 feet (NGVD 1929), but would not result in direct breaching 
of the lagoon.  This would continue to occur naturally in response to storm water runoff.  The 
District proposed an outlet alternative that would permanently connect the J Street Drain to the 
ocean, but this alternative was rejected due to significant impacts to threatened and endangered 
fish and bird species.  
 
Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for explanation of why breaching alone is not 
sufficient to resolve flooding.   Section 3.0 of the RDEIR now includes a discussion of the 
District’s project selection and funding processes, which addresses the resident’s concern about 
fiscal responsibility.   

 
4. This comment notes that extending the canal will cut off access to the beach. Please see the 

response to comment number 3 of this letter. 
 
5. This comment suggests that the proposed project will create more problems than it solves. The 

outlet of the drain is sometimes constrained by a sand berm that can reach over seven feet in 
height surrounding the Ormond Beach Lagoon.  The sand berm hinders the direct flow path of the 
J Street Drain channel to the Pacific Ocean.  The berm currently directs the water to the east, 
toward the Oxnard Industrial Drain (OID).  If the berm does not open during a storm event, then 
storm water ponds in the Lagoon and can fill the drain to capacity as far as Hueneme Road, 
posing a flood risk to the Oxnard Wastewater Treatment Plant (OWWTP), residential, and 
commercial property during even minor storms. The proposed project increases the capacity of 
the drain in order to reduce potential flooding to residences and commercial areas. A BEMP is 
also proposed, as described in the response to comment number 3 above. 

 
6. This comment references comment number 2 of Letter 21b. Please refer to Letter 21b, response 

number 2 for details regarding visual quality of the area and tree replacement. 
 
7. This comment reiterates the above objections to the project and questions the need for the project. 

Please see Letter 13, response to comment number 11, for more background on potential flooding 
in the J Street Drain watershed.  The pump station, which is located on Hueneme Drain, does not 
provide the capacity needed in J Street Drain to convey the 100-year flood.   
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Letter 33 
Terry Ann Smith 
December 14, 2009 
 
1. This comment is regarding “off-site” impacts associated with unstable soils.  
 
 Geologic and Seismic Hazards are discussed in Section 4.7 of the RDEIR. Construction of the 

proposed project would not result in off-site ground failure impacts.  
 
 Landslides/Mudflow:  The project area is relatively flat; therefore, the potential for landslide or 

mudflow on- or off-site is low.  
 
Liquefaction/Lateral Spreading:  Soil liquefaction occurs as a result of a loss of shear strength or 
shearing resistance in loose, saturated soils subjected to earthquake-induced ground shaking. 
Lateral spread or flow are terms referring to landslides that commonly form on gentle slopes and 
that have rapid fluid-like flow movement, like water. Construction of the proposed project would 
not cause liquefaction/lateral spreading ground failure.  
 
Subsidence:  Land subsidence is typically caused by groundwater extraction, oil field production, 
or tectonic processes. According to Figure IX-1, Seismic/Geologic Hazards, in the City of Oxnard 
2020 General Plan, the project area is located within the zone of probable land subsidence of 0.05 
feet per year.  The construction of the proposed drain would require the installation of dewatering 
wells, dewatering, and discharge of groundwater into surface water.  Dewatering is necessary to 
create a relatively dry work area for excavation and construction activities.  Due to the temporary 
nature of construction dewatering, the implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 to limit 
groundwater movement (see Section 4.8 Hazardous Materials and Wastes of the RDEIR), the 
relatively small size of the project area, and the relatively small amount of groundwater extraction 
required (when compared to the rate of extraction of the Oxnard aquifer (see Section 4.3 Water of 
the RDEIR)), the existing rate of subsidence is not anticipated to increase as a result of the 
proposed project. 

 
 Implementation of Mitigation Measure Geo-2 for seismic related ground failure and expansive 

soils would reduce the risk of hazards associated with seismic-related ground failure, liquefaction 
and expansive soils along the J Street Drain.  Potential construction vibration related impacts 
would be mitigated with Mitigation Measure NOISE-3 (see Letter 13, response to comment 
number 8). 

 The District will work with the Surfside III condominium community to address the residents’ 
concerns and to the greatest extent feasible mitigate the construction impacts associated with the 
proposed project. 

2. This comment refers to the impact statement “the proposed project has the potential to expose 
people to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels because pile 
driving may be required for construction” and mitigation measure Noise-1(5) that states “avoid 
blasting and impact-type pile driving.” Construction of the proposed project would result in the 
need for pile installation in the phase 1 area downstream of the Ventura County Railroad to 
prevent migration of contaminated groundwater beneath the Halaco Superfund site toward the 
groundwater pumps that will be temporarily installed along J Street Drain during construction 
dewatering (Mitigation Measure HAZ-1).  In an effort to implement NOISE-1(5) to the maximum 
extent feasible, pile installation will be avoided in the remainder of phase 1 and all of phases 2 
through 4.  Vertical shoring will also be installed along the west boundary of the Surfside III 
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property to minimize removal of landscaping, parking, sidewalks, and planters (see Letter 21b, 
response to comment numbers 2 and 3).  Mitigation Measure Noise-1 requires equipment noise 
reduction techniques to be implemented during construction.  Mitigation Measure Noise-2 will 
require the installation of a temporary noise control barrier within the Surfside III property.  The 
District has also added a new mitigation measure to the RDEIR to address potential vibration 
related impacts (NOISE-3) (see Letter 13, response to comment number 8). The District will 
implement all feasible measures to reduce the impacts.   

3. The resident disagrees with the mitigation of replacing mature bushes and trees with juvenile 
landscaping.  Please refer to Letter 21b, response number 2 for details regarding visual quality of 
the area and tree replacement. 

  Pursuant to Section 15370 of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation includes: 

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 
 
(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation. 
 
(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment. 
 
(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations 

during the life of the action. 
 
(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 
 

 Mitigation measures must be feasible to undertake and complete. Effective mitigation measures 
are those written in clear, declaratory language specifying what is required to be done, how it is to 
be done, when it is to be done, and who will be responsible for doing it. The mitigation measures 
presented were developed in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15370. 

 
 In addition, the District will continue to work with the Surfside III condominium community to 

address the residents’ concerns and to the greatest extent feasible mitigate the construction 
impacts associated with the proposed project. 

 
4. This comment reiterates objections to the proposed project. The comments were addressed in the 

responses above (numbers 1 through 3). No additional response is required.  
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Letter 34 
Terry Ann Smith 
January 6, 2010 
 
1. This comment requests confirmation of receipt of comment letter. This comment does not address 

the adequacy of the analyses presented in the 2009 DEIR. No response is required.  
 
2. This comment makes a general statement about FEMA’s consideration of a revision to the flood 

zone map. This comment does not address specific analyses within the 2009 DEIR; therefore, no 
additional response is required. 

 
3. This comment states the resident’s opposition to the proposed project due to the unlikely threat of 

100-year flood and current economic conditions.  Please see Letter 13, response to comment 
number 11, and Letter 21b, response to comment number 5. 

  
4. This comment addresses the issue of Global Warming and sea level rise. The resident does not 

feel that the 2009 DEIR adequately addressed the potential impacts of the rise in sea level due to 
global climate change.  A Greenhouse Gas Emissions Report was prepared for the proposed 
project in July 2011. A Global Climate Change section was added to the DEIR and is included as 
Section 4.12 of the 2011 RDEIR. Please refer to Section 4.12 for a full discussion on greenhouse 
gas emissions. The operation of the proposed project would include maintenance activities similar 
to those currently in place; therefore, the proposed project would not generate additional 
maintenance trips. 

 
 If the proposed project is not built, sea level rise will still occur. Implementation of the proposed 

project will not change the outcome of sea level rising. Construction of the project will not 
relocate people or place new housing or structures in the path of the sea level increase. 
Construction of the proposed project would not have an impact with regards to flooding due to 
sea level rise. The proposed changes are increasing the capacity of the drain, which may be able 
to accommodate tidal water should it overflow into the drain in the future. 
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Letter 35 
Peggy Sornborger 
January 11, 2010 
 
1. This comment states that the resident of Surfside III is generally opposed to the project. The 

District understands the concerns of the Surfside III residents. The construction staging and work 
will be performed within the confines of the public right-of-ways within the community. All 
feasible mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce inconvenience to the residents to the 
greatest extent possible. The District will continue work with the Surfside III condominium 
community to address the residents’ concerns and to the greatest extent feasible mitigate the 
impacts associated with the proposed project.  

 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-215 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

 

36-1 

36-2 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-216 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Comment Letter 36 
Frances Woolston 
January 5, 2010 
 
1. The comment states general objection to the project and concern regarding mosquitoes. Please 

refer to Letter 13, response number 4 and response number 6 for a complete discussion regarding 
the mosquito issue and public health impacts. 

 
2. This comment states concern over the removal of landscaping and how that will affect the 

property value. The comment also suggests that levy fencing will protect the property from 
flooding.  Regarding landscaping, please see Letter 21b, response to comment number 2.  Levee 
fencing along the Surfside III property would be insufficient, as it would still permit flooding of 
the Oxnard Waste Water Treatment Plant.  Flooding could cause the electrical system at the 
OWWTP to malfunction, risking catastrophic discharge of untreated sewage to adjacent 
properties, roads, the Ormond Beach Lagoon, and Ormond Beach.   

 
 The District understands the concerns of the Surfside III residents. The construction staging and 

work will be performed within the confines of the public right-of-ways within the community. All 
feasible mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce inconvenience to the residents to the 
greatest extent possible.  The District will continue to work with the Surfside III condominium 
community to address the residents’ concerns and to the greatest extent feasible mitigate the 
impacts associated with the proposed project. 
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Letter 37 
Marion Kelemen 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. This comment outlines bullet point areas of disagreement with the 2009 DEIR as follows: 

 
• Failure to notify of public meetings 

 
 Please refer to Letter 21b, response number 4 for details regarding public disclosure of the project 

planning process.  
 

• Failure to provide 100-year flood risk verification and lack of flooding evidence 
  
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for details regarding flood risk assessment and 

documentation.  
 

• No acknowledgement of vector control failure 
 

 Please see Letter 13, response to comment number 6. 
 

• No proposal for alternate solution to backwater-effect 
 
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 7 and Letter 15, response to comment number 3.  
 
2. This comment expresses the residents’ concerns regarding mosquitoes.  
 

Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 and response number 6 for a complete discussion 
regarding the mosquito issue and public health impacts. 
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Letter 38 
Shannon D. Barbour 
January 10, 2010 
 
1. This comment states the resident’s objection to the project and concern regarding the increase in 

backwater resulting in an increase in stagnant water and mosquito breeding habitat. Please see 
Letter 13, responses to comment numbers 4, 6 and 11; and Letter 15, response to comment 
number 3. 
 

2. This comment suggests the water be pumped into the lagoon to eliminate backwater in the 
J Street Drain.  This would be ineffective because the drain is directly connected to the lagoon; 
there is no separation between them.  The continual removal of the backwater would require 
pumping out the standing water in the J Street Drain. This alternative, however, would not solve 
the original problem and impetus of the J Street Drain Project, which is the need for 100-year 
storm flow capacity. The dimensions of the current J Street Drain are not sufficient to contain the 
flow volume of a 100-year storm. The current J Street Drain would flood during a 100-year storm 
even if the outlet to the Pacific Ocean was open at the time and the channel was initially empty. 
This alternative assumes that (1) it is feasible to pump the water out of the J Street Drain and 
(2) such pumping would not violate the Endangered Species Act. It should be noted that it is 
unlikely either of these assumptions are correct. Pumping water out of J Street Drain would 
reduce the size of Ormond Beach Lagoon, resulting in a reduction of foraging habitat for 
endangered California least terns and critical habitat for endangered tidewater goby. 

 
While generally it is considered good to reduce or eliminate standing water to minimize mosquito 
production, it is unlikely that a pump would be capable of removing all water in the drain, 
especially the small volumes of non-storm urban runoff. Remaining wet areas in depressions and 
debris would provide excellent mosquito breeding habitat. Additionally, pumps may require a 
sump, which would hold permanent water in a sheltered space that is good mosquito habitat. This 
option would require substantial additional maintenance to keep the channel and sump free of 
trash and debris. Also, additional monitoring and treatment would be necessary by the Ventura 
County Vector Control Program. This condition contrasts with the current J Street Drain, where, 
as discussed in Letter 13, response number 4, though standing water is present, the standing water 
is not good mosquito breeding habitat. Therefore, implementing a pump would essentially 
remove water that is not good mosquito habitat (current water in J Street Drain) and replace it 
with water that is good mosquito habitat (water that remains in the channel or in a sump). 
 
Please also see Letter 13, response to comment number 7. 
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Letter 39 
Jessica Barbour 
January 10, 2010 
 
1. This comment states the resident’s objection to the project and concern regarding the increase in 

backwater resulting in an increase in stagnant water and mosquito breeding habitat. Please see 
Letter 13, responses to comment numbers 4, 6 and 11; and Letter 15, response to comment 
number 3. 

 
2. This comment requests a permanent ocean outlet or pumping the water into the lagoon.  Please 

see Letter 25, response to comment number 5 for discussion of the feasibility of a permanent 
ocean outlet, and Letter 38, response to comment number 2 for details about pumping the water 
into the lagoon.   
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Letter 40 
Rita Morris 
January 10, 2010 
 
1. This comment states the resident’s objection to the project and concern regarding the increase in 

backwater resulting in an increase in stagnant water and mosquito breeding habitat. Please see 
Letter 13, responses to comment numbers 4, 6 and 11; and Letter 15, response to comment 
number 3. 

 
2. This comment requests a permanent ocean outlet or pumping the water into the lagoon.  Please see 

Letter 25, response to comment number 5 for discussion of the feasibility of a permanent ocean 
outlet, and Letter 38, response to comment number 2 for details about pumping the water into the 
lagoon.  
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Letter 41 
Ted Segawa 
January 10, 2010 
 
1. This comment states the resident’s objection to the project and concern regarding the increase in 

backwater resulting in an increase in stagnant water and mosquito breeding habitat. Please see 
Letter 13, responses to comment numbers 4, 6 and 11; and Letter 15, response to comment 
number 3. 

 
2. This comment requests a permanent ocean outlet or pumping the water into the lagoon.  Please 

see Letter 25, response to comment number 5 for discussion of the feasibility of a permanent 
ocean outlet, and Letter 38, response to comment number 2 for details about pumping the water 
into the lagoon.  

 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-227 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

42-1 

42-2 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-228 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 42 
William Shanks 
November 17, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III: J Street Drain Project (JSDP) Committee forum letter.  
 
1. This comment outlines bullet point areas of disagreement with the 2009 DEIR as follows: 

 
• Failure to notify of public meetings 

 
 Please refer to Letter 21b, response number 4 for details regarding public disclosure of the project 

planning process.  
 

• Failure to provide 100-year flood risk verification and lack of flooding evidence 
  
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for details regarding flood risk assessment and 

documentation.  
 

• No acknowledgement of vector control failure 
 

 Please see Letter 13, response to comment number 6. 
 

• No proposal for alternate solution to backwater-effect 
 
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 7 and Letter 15, response to comment number 3.    

 
2. This comment expresses the residents’ concerns regarding mosquitoes.  
 

Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 and response number 6 for a complete discussion 
regarding the mosquito issue and public health impacts. 
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Letter 43 
William Shanks 
January 10, 2010 
 
1. This comment states the resident’s objection to the project and concern regarding the increase in 

backwater resulting in an increase in stagnant water and mosquito breeding habitat. Please see 
Please see Letter 13, responses to comment numbers 4, 6 and 11; and Letter 15, response to 
comment number 3. 

 
2. This comment requests a permanent ocean outlet or pumping the water into the lagoon.  Please 

see Letter 25, response to comment number 5 for discussion of the feasibility of a permanent 
ocean outlet, and Letter 38, response to comment number 2 for details about pumping the water 
into the lagoon.  
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Letter 44 
Michelle A. Shanks 
January 10, 2010 
 
1. This comment states the resident’s objection to the project and concern regarding the increase in 

backwater resulting in an increase in stagnant water and mosquito breeding habitat. Please see 
Letter 13, responses to comment numbers 4, 6 and 11; and Letter 15, response to comment 
number 3. 

 
2. This comment requests a permanent ocean outlet or pumping the water into the lagoon.  Please 

see Letter 25, response to comment number 5 for discussion of the feasibility of a permanent 
ocean outlet, and Letter 38, response to comment number 2 for details about pumping the water 
into the lagoon.  
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Letter 45 
Bob Banfill 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. This comment inquires about construction access and egress. 

 
 Transportation and Circulation is discussed in Section 4.5 of the DEIR. The intermittent road 

closures would include the streets that intersect with J Street in the project area with the exception 
of Pleasant Valley Road and Hueneme Road.  Because the proposed project would be constructed 
in phases of approximately 3,000 to 4,000 linear feet segments, road closures would not require 
motorist detour.  J Street, Pleasant Valley Road, and Hueneme Road would remain open during 
all construction phases with intermittent lane closures.  On J Street, access to residential and 
commercial uses fronting J Street would remain open during construction. Motorists traveling 
along Pleasant Valley Road and Hueneme Road would likely experience delays during lane 
closures. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1 requires the preparation of a construction 
worksite traffic control plan that will be submitted to the County and cities for review. This plan 
will include the location of any lane closures, restricted hours during which lane closures would 
not be allowed, local traffic detours, protective devices and traffic controls (such as barricades, 
cones, flagmen, lights, warning beacons, temporary traffic signals, warning signs), access to 
abutting properties, provisions for pedestrians and bicycles and provisions to maintain emergency 
access through construction work areas. Access via Surfside III community roads is not proposed.  

 
2. This comment requests an elevation at each street crossing and maximum depth study. 

Section 3.0 of the DEIR provides a description of the proposed project and Figure 3.0-4 illustrates 
Orthogonal Views of J Street Drain, existing and proposed. More detailed preliminary design 
plans are available at the District or on the J Street Drain website at www.jstreetdrain.com.   

 
3. This comment asks about the new information that led to the 100-year flood designation. 

 
 Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11 for details regarding flood risk assessment and 

documentation. 
 

4. This comment asks what jurisdictional waters are.  
 
According to the Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation Report prepared for the proposed project 
(2011 RDEIR Appendix D.2), the northern survey area does not support the appropriate 
indicators to be considered a federal or state jurisdictional wetland. 
 
Clean Water Act (33 USC §1251-1376) 
 
“Jurisdictional waters” are those streams or other water bodies subject to regulation under the 
Clean Water Act (CWA); this includes the J Street Drain.  The CWA provides guidance for the 
restoration and maintenance of the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation's 
waters.  Section 401 requires that an applicant for a federal license or permit that allows activities 
resulting in a discharge to jurisdictional waters (including wetland/riparian areas) of the United 
States must obtain a state water quality certification that the discharge complies with other 
provisions of CWA. The Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) administer the 
certification program in California.  
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Section 402 is regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and establishes 
a permitting system for the discharge of any pollutant (except dredge or fill material) into waters 
of the United States.  It establishes a framework for regulating municipal and industrial storm 
water discharges under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. 
The RWQCBs also administer the NPDES permits for construction activities and operations.   
 
Section 404 establishes a permit program administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) regulating the discharge of dredge or fill material into waters of the United States, 
including wetlands, and jurisdictional non-wetland waters.  The USACE has permit authority 
derived from Section 404 of the CWA (33 CFR Parts 320-330). The permit review process 
includes an assessment of potential adverse impacts to wetlands and streambed habitats and 
determination of any required mitigation measures.  As a condition of the 404 permitting process, 
a 401 Water Quality Certification or waiver is required from the RWQCB.  Where federally listed 
species may be affected, a Section 7 consultation with the USFWS under the federal Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) is required.  Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act must also be met through coordination with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and other interested 
parties.   
 

5. This comment asks what the total plan is for OID, J Street, and Bubbling Springs.  
 
 The District has prepared the Integrated Watershed Protection Plan (IWPP) as a planning 

document for these facilities. The IWPP is available at the County offices 
(http://portal.countyofventura.org/portal/page/portal/PUBLIC_WORKS/Watershed_Protection_D
istrict/Programs_and_Projects/Integrated%20Watershed%20Protection%20Plan).  

 
 The proposed J Street Drain project entails changing the existing open trapezoidal channel into an 

open rectangular channel with vertical rather than sloped walls.  It also entails deepening the 
channel by four feet and widening it by approximately ten feet. The wider, deeper channel will 
increase the overall capacity of the channel and convey greater volumes of flood water to prevent 
the channel from over-topping and causing damage to property and vital facilities. Due to 
endangered species considerations, the deepening of the J Street Drain as part of the proposed 
project would not extend into Ormond Beach Lagoon.  A complete updated description of the 
proposed project can be found in Section 3.0 of the RDEIR. 
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Letter 46 
C. Beaver 
November 17, 2009 
 
1 This comment is a general objection to the proposed project. The District understands the 

concerns of the Surfside III residents. The construction staging and work will be performed 
within the confines of the public right-of-ways within the community. All feasible mitigation 
measures will be implemented to reduce inconvenience to the residents to the greatest extent 
possible. The District will continue to work with the Surfside III condominium community to 
address the residents’ concerns and to the greatest extent feasible mitigate the impacts associated 
with the proposed project. 
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Letter 48 
Maurice Billman 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. This comment states the resident’s concern regarding mosquitoes and the effectiveness of vector 

control problem. Please refer to Letter 13, response number 4 and response number 6 for a 
complete discussion regarding the mosquito issue and public health impacts. 

 
 This comment also suggests fixing the “broken levees” instead. It is unclear whether this 

comment refers to the Santa Clara River levees.  While there is a need to address the Santa Clara 
River levees, there is also a need to address potential flooding within the J Street Drain 
watershed.  The District has identified both projects as within the top 10 priority flood 
deficiencies requiring a solution in the Santa Clara River and other small coastal watersheds.  
Please refer to Letter 13, response number 11.  Please also refer to Section 3.0 of the RDEIR, 
which has been revised to include a discussion of the District’s project selection and funding 
processes. 
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Letter 48 
Susan Carr 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. This comment raises issues related to project funding, trash, noise, potential for irreversible 

habitat impacts, water table depth and security issues.  
 
Funding: The District has planned carefully for this project, and is working to ensure that 
sufficient funds will be available to construct each phase, when they are needed. The District 
funds capital improvement projects from a combination of revenues, including its portion of the 
1 percent property tax revenues collected by the County Treasurer-Tax Collector on all taxable 
parcels countywide, interest earnings on its fund balance on deposit with the County Pooled 
Investment Fund, land development fees, and whenever feasible, project specific grant fund 
revenues.  
 
The District’s revenues are divided by four geographical zones, Zones 1 through 4. The 
boundaries of the first three zones roughly correspond to the boundaries of the Ventura River 
(Zone 1), Santa Clara River (Zone 2), and Calleguas Creek (Zone 3) watersheds.  Zone 4 includes 
the extreme northwest and southeast portions of Ventura County (Figure 3.0-3).  
 
Zone revenues are sequestered for use only in the zone from which they were collected. The 
J Street Drain Project is located within Zone 2.  As of July 27, 2010, approximately $66.8 million 
of revenue was projected to be available to fund District expenditures in Zone 2 between fiscal 
year (FY) 2010-11 and 2015-16.  Of this amount, $12.7 million would be available to construct 
Phase 1 of the Project, which is scheduled to be constructed during this period.  The remaining 
three phases, totaling approximately $23.0 million, would be constructed after FY 2015-16.  Each 
phase would be implemented individually as funding becomes available.   
 
The J Street Drain Project went through the District’s rigorous capital improvement project (CIP) 
ranking and selection process.  The process begins with identifying flood threats to residential, 
commercial, industrial, and agricultural lands throughout Ventura County.  Where flood control 
facilities already exist, their current condition (e.g., concrete deterioration) is evaluated.  Potential 
solutions to known flood threats, or CIPs, are developed through consideration of a range of 
alternatives.   
 
All proposed CIPs are assigned points out of 100 possible, then ranked and prioritized in relation 
to one another.  Points are distributed according to four categories (Table 3.0-1 of the 2011 
RDEIR).  Fiscal year 2010-11 CIP ranking and funding data for projects in all zones was 
presented to the District Board of Supervisors (Board) as Agenda Item No. 28 on July 27, 
20102.These data are updated and presented to the Board annually in July to reflect projects 
completed, added, deleted, and re-ranked.  As of July 27, 2010, Phase 1 of the J Street Drain 
Project was ranked 13th and Phases 2-4 were ranked 15th within Zone 2.  As described above, 
these rankings may change annually due to new conditions. 
 
Noise: Please see Letter 13, response to comment number 8.  
 
Biological Resources: Incorporation of the identified mitigation measures in Section 4.2 of the 
RDEIR would reduce all potentially significant impacts to sensitive habitats, sensitive wildlife 

                                                      
2 http://bosagenda.countyofventura.org/sirepub/agdocs.aspx?doctype=agenda&itemid=34367 
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species, wetlands, jurisdictional areas, and nesting birds/raptors to below a level of significance.  
By delineating sensitive areas, construction activities would be located and staged to avoid 
potential impacts.  On February 3, 2010, a meeting with District staff, HDR personnel and Chris 
Dellith of the USFWS was held.  Aspects of the project affecting federally protected species of 
tidewater goby were discussed.  It was determined that breaching the lagoon would be disruptive 
to nesting birds and could be determined as causing take of gobies.  Instead, a Beach Elevation 
Management Plan (BEMP) that would dictate how to groom the beach to a safe elevation that 
would facilitate natural breaching in response to storm runoff was preferable.  Such an event 
should only occur during the rainy season, which is outside of the avian breeding season.  Please 
also see the responses to letters 2 and 5, which address comments about biological resources 
raised by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game. 
 
Water Table:  The Oxnard Plain Groundwater Basin underlies the majority of this region. This 
basin has approximately 7,800,000 acre-feet of storage and is mostly confined (i.e., covered by an 
impermeable clay layer).  The result is that rain or surface water cannot percolate into the basin. 
Therefore, groundwater recharge takes place at the margins of the basin where the restricting clay 
layer is absent.  
 
According to the Groundwater Modeling Summary for the J Street Drainage Improvement 
Project (Appendix K of the 2011 RDEIR), groundwater that is in an unconfined condition is 
found to have elevations ranging from less than 2 feet below mean sea level (msl) near the coast 
to approximately 17.5 feet below msl at the northern extent of the channel near Redwood Street. 
Groundwater flows generally from north and east (i.e., inland and upland areas) toward the 
southwest and west (i.e., toward the coast). 
 
Security:  The channel is proposed to be enclosed with chain link fencing that will be locked. The 
District does not allow public access. 
 
Trash:  Please see Letter 11, responses to comment numbers 3, 4, and 6.  

 
2. This comment asks why the recently completed pump station capacity improvement did not solve 

flooding.  The pump station project involved increasing the capacity of that facility so that it 
could pump 100-year flows out of the Hueneme Drain.  The currently proposed project addresses 
insufficient capacity of the J Street Drain, which is a different facility.  The J Street Drain project 
would increase the channel’s capacity from the existing 10-year flow to the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency standard 100-year flow. 

 
3. This comment expresses concern over mosquitoes and the effectiveness of vector control.  Please 

see Letter 13, responses to comment numbers 4 and 6. 
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Letter 49 
Marilyn Chavez 
November 17, 2009 
 
1.  This comment states the resident’s general opposition to the project. The District understands the 

concerns of the Surfside III residents. The construction staging and work will be performed 
within the confines of the public right-of-ways within the community. All feasible mitigation 
measures will be implemented to reduce inconvenience to the residents to the greatest extent 
possible.  The District will continue to work with the Surfside III condominium community to 
address the residents’ concerns and to the greatest extent feasible mitigate the impacts associated 
with the proposed project. The Board of Supervisors will review comment letters on the Draft 
EIR prior to rendering a decision on the project and this comment letter is part of the official 
record of the EIR. 
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Letter 50 
A. Galluzzo 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. This comment suggests that the District use the “breach alternative” to protect against 100-year 

flood.  Please see Letter 13, response to comment number 11. 
 
2. This comment states the resident’s concern regarding the mosquito problem.  Please see 

Letter 13, responses to comment numbers 4 and 6. 
 

3. This comment is a general request for consideration of threats and inconveniences to humans as 
well as fish, animals, and plants. The purpose of the project is to protect humans in the event of a 
100-year flood, while minimizing impacts to fish, animals, and plants.   
 
The purpose of an EIR is to analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with a 
project.  CEQA (Section 15002) states that the purpose of an EIR is to: (1) Inform governmental 
decision makers and the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of proposed 
activities; (2) Identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly 
reduced; (3) Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in 
projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governmental agency 
finds the changes to be feasible; (4) Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental 
agency approved the project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects 
are involved. . The principal use of this EIR is to evaluate and disclose potential environmental 
impacts associated with the implementation of the J Street Drain Project, including potential 
impacts to human, plants and wildlife. Please refer to Sections 4.3, 4.8, and 4.11 of the 2011 
RDEIR for discussion regarding biological resources, hazards and hazardous materials and public 
health and safety respectively. 
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Letter 51 
Lynne and Marcus Haile 
November 17, 2009 
 
1.  This comment requests selection of a different project; however, the comment does not identify a 

specific alternative to be analyzed. The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to “describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain 
the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.6(a)).  The CEQA Guidelines direct that selection of alternatives focus on those 
alternatives capable of eliminating any significant environmental effects of the project or of 
reducing them to a less-than significant level, even if these alternatives would impede to some 
degree the attainment of project objectives, or would be more costly.  In cases where a project is 
not expected to result in significant impacts after implementation of recommended mitigation, 
review of project alternatives is still appropriate. 

 
The range of alternatives required within an EIR is governed by the “rule of reason” which 
requires an EIR to include only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  The 
discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive.  Furthermore, an EIR need not consider an 
alternative whose implementation is remote and speculative or whose effects cannot be 
reasonably ascertained. 
 
Alternatives that were considered but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process 
should be identified along with a reasonably detailed discussion of the reasons and facts 
supporting the conclusion that such alternatives were infeasible. 
 
Alternatives to the project were analyzed in Section 5.0 of the DEIR. The residents at Surfside III 
condominiums suggested an additional alternative that would pump out the standing water in the 
J Street Drain or allow for controlled breaching of the berms. The additional alternative assumes 
that (1) it is feasible to pump the water out of the J Street Drain and (2) such pumping would not 
violate the Endangered Species Act. It should be noted that it is unlikely either of these 
assumptions are correct. Pumping water out of J Street Drain would reduce the size of Ormond 
Beach Lagoon, resulting in a reduction of foraging habitat for endangered California least terns 
and critical habitat for endangered tidewater goby. 

 
2. This comment suggests breaching the berms instead. Please see Letter 13, response to comment 

number 11. 
 
3.  This comment states the resident’s objection to the cost of the project. Section 15088 of the State 

CEQA Guidelines requires that the Lead Agency evaluate comments on environmental issues 
received from parties who reviewed the Draft EIR and prepare a written response to each 
comment. The comment does not address the adequacy of the analyses presented in the 2009 
DEIR. The Ventura County Watershed Protection District will review comments letters on the 
Draft EIR prior to rendering a decision on the project and this comment letter is part of the 
official record of the EIR.  Please also see Letter 48, response to comment number 1 for a 
discussion of project selection and funding. 
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Letter 52 
Michelle Hoffman 
November 17, 2009 
 
1.  This comment states the resident’s general concern over the project and states that there was 

a lack of communication to nearby residents. Please see Letter 21b, response to comment 
number 4.   

 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-251 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

53-1 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-252 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 53 
Marion Kelemen 
November 17, 2009 
 
1.  This comment expresses concerns about the effectiveness of vector control and a desire for an 

alternate solution to the backwater issue and mosquitoes.  Regarding vector control, please see 
Letter 13, response to comment number 6.  Regarding backwater, please see Letter 13, response 
to comment number 11 and Letter 15, response to comment number 3.  Regarding mosquitoes, 
please see Letter 13, response to comment number 4.  
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Letter 54 
Dexter Kelly 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. This comment states the resident’s general objection to the project and suggests controlled 

breaching of the berm as an alternative.  Please see Letter 13, response to comment number 11. 
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Letter 55 
Louis (Skip) Perry 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. This comment states the resident’s general opposition and raises eleven issue areas. This 

comment states that there was a failure to respond to previously asked questions.  Because the 
specific questions are not provided in the comment, it is difficult to answer them here. However, 
the District did document Surfside III comments received prior to release of the DEIR in 
November 2009, and every effort was made to incorporate these requests in the DEIR.  

 
2. This comment states that the District failed to notify the public.  Please see Letter 21b, response 

to comment number 4.   
 
3. This comment states that the District failed to provide a complete survey showing measurements 

for the number of trees, landscape and building damage. 
 

Section 4.1 of the DEIR provides a discussion of the visual setting of the project area and the 
potential impacts to the trees and landscaping. Photographs of the surrounding area are provided 
in Section 4.1. The impact discussion is provided in Section 4.1.4 of the DEIR. Significant 
thresholds are addressed according to the thresholds set forth by the County of Ventura Initial 
Study Assessment Guidelines, County of Ventura Administrative Supplement to the State CEQA 
Guidelines, County of Ventura General Plan, and the State CEQA Guidelines. The impacts were 
analyzed in compliance with the significance thresholds provided in the documents listed. 
Mitigation measures were identified pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.4(a) and 
15370. 
 
An estimate detailing the landscape and hardscape replacement costs resulting from the 
temporary work easement will be developed in coordination with the Surfside III Landscaping 
committee.  The replacement costs would be borne by the District.  Where retaining walls, 
walkways, and planters would be removed within the temporary work easement, they will be 
replaced in kind as part of the construction project to be administered by the District. The Real 
Estate Services Division will contact the Homeowner’s Association Board to negotiate an 
agreement regarding plant replacement between the District and Surfside III Landscape 
Committee.   In addition, property damage, if any, would be rectified by the contractor’s 
insurance company as provided for in Section 7-4 of the Ventura County Standard Specification 
(VCSS).  
 
The District will work with the Surfside III condominium community to address the residents’ 
concerns and to the greatest extent feasible mitigate the impacts associated with the proposed 
project. 

 
4. This comment states that the 2009 DEIR failed to address stagnant water.  Please see Letter 15, 

response to comment number 3. 
 

5. This comment states the resident’s concern regarding mosquitoes.  Please see Letter 13, responses 
to comment numbers 4 and 6. 

 
6. This comments states “addressing alternatives”; however, the comment does not identify a 

specific alternative to be analyzed. Please see Letter 51, response to comment number 1.   
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7. This comment requests the District to reconnect a three-foot-diameter rubber line from the 
Hueneme Drain Pump Station to the ocean. 
 
In the mid-1990s, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) authorized the District to install a 
14-inch-diameter temporary floating polyethylene pipeline from a Hueneme Drain Pump Station 
outlet 900 feet to the Pacific Ocean.  The purpose of the pipe was to prevent any rise in the 
J Street Drain water level above that observed on the date of pipe installation by discharging 
Hueneme Drain flow directly to the ocean.  The permit expired, and the USACE required 
immediate removal of the temporary pipeline.  Reinstalling this pipeline as a permanent feature 
would not resolve the issue of standing water in J Street Drain because the pipe outlet would 
become buried by sand due to wind and wave action, preventing discharge to the ocean and 
creating a maintenance obstacle.  The RDEIR proposes a Beach Elevation Management Plan 
(BEMP) instead of a pipeline.  

 
8. Debris in Drain 

 
Please see Letter 11, responses to comments 3 and 4. 
 

9. Connection to Halaco site. 
 
The Halaco site is discussed in Section 4.8 of the RDEIR.  Please see Letter 13, response to 
comment number 10. 
  

10. Landscaping replacement 
 

Please see Letter 21b, response to comment number 2, and Letter 33, response to comment 
number 3.   

 
11.  Plans to protect gobies and wildlife but not human life.  

 
Please see Letter 50, comment number 3. 

 
11.  Compensation to Surfside III residents 

 
An estimate detailing the landscape and hardscape replacement costs resulting from the 
temporary work easement will be developed in coordination with the Surfside III Landscaping 
committee.  The replacement costs would be borne by the District.  Where retaining walls, 
walkways, and planters would be removed within the temporary work easement, they will be 
replaced in kind as part of the construction project to be administered by the District. The Real 
Estate Services Division will contact the Homeowner’s Association Board to negotiate an 
agreement regarding plant replacement between the District and Surfside III Landscape 
Committee.   In addition, property damage, if any, would be rectified by the contractor’s 
insurance company as provided for in Section 7-4 of the Ventura County Standard Specification 
(VCSS).  
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Letter 56 
Anthony Truex 
November 17, 2009 
 

1. This comment requests the District to reconnect a three-foot-diameter rubber line from the 
Hueneme Drain Pump Station to the ocean. 
 
In the mid-1990s, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) authorized the District to install a 
14-inch-diameter temporary floating polyethylene pipeline from a Hueneme Drain Pump Station 
outlet 900 feet to the Pacific Ocean.  The purpose of the pipe was to prevent any rise in the 
J Street Drain water level above that observed on the date of pipe installation by discharging 
Hueneme Drain flow directly to the ocean.  The permit expired, and the USACE required 
immediate removal of the temporary pipeline.  Reinstalling this pipeline as a permanent feature 
would not resolve the issue of standing water in J Street Drain because the pipe outlet would 
become buried by sand due to wind and wave action, preventing discharge to the ocean and 
creating a maintenance obstacle.  The RDEIR proposes a Beach Elevation Management Plan 
(BEMP) instead of a pipeline.  
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Letter 57 
Linda Veatch 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. This comment states the resident’s concern regarding mosquitoes.  Please see Letter 13, responses 

to comment numbers 4 and 6. 
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Letter 58 
John Welker 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. This resident would like to know where the water goes after J Street Canal. Section 4.3 of the 

RDEIR provides a description of the existing hydrologic setting of the project area. The J Street 
Drain was constructed in the 1950s and lined with concrete in the early 1960s to channel urban 
runoff into the ocean.  When constructed, the J Street Drain discharged water directly to the ocean 
by breaching. Presently, due to beach expansion and the formation of the current berm, this drain 
flows into the Ormond Lagoon. Man-made drainage improvements involving the OID, Hueneme 
Drain, and J Street Drain caused a second small lagoon to develop near the end of the J Street 
Drain.  Eventually, the two small lagoons became hydraulically connected and grew to the current 
configuration. Ultimately, the water is discharged into the ocean when the lagoon breaches during 
winter storms. Please also see Letter 13, response to comment number 7. 
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Letter 59 
Myrle Anne Welker 
November 17, 2009 
 
1. This comment states that the EAP is the only portion of the proposed project that is needed.  The 

Emergency Action Plan has been replaced with the Beach Elevation Management Plan (BEMP). 
Please also see Letter 13, comment number 11, and Letter 15, comment number 3.  
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Letter 60 
Mr. Parliamentarian (James H. Stewart) 
January 6, 2010 
 
1. This comment is the independent certification of the petition forms from the residents of 

Surfside III. Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that the Lead Agency evaluate 
comments on environmental issues received from parties who reviewed the 2009 Draft EIR and 
prepare a written response to each comment. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
analyses presented in the 2009 DEIR. No additional response is required. 
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Letter 61 
Craig and Marianne Acerboni 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (1 of 132) 
 
1. This comment states the resident’s general opposition to the project. Section 15088 of the State 

CEQA Guidelines requires that the Lead Agency evaluate comments on environmental issues 
received from parties who reviewed the Draft EIR and prepare a written response to each 
comment. The comment does not address the adequacy of the analyses presented in the DEIR. No 
additional response is required. However, the Board of Supervisors will review comments letters 
on the Draft EIR prior to rendering a decision on the project and this comment letter is part of the 
official record of the EIR. Please see Letter 48, response to comment number 1 regarding project 
selection and funding.   

 
2. Protection from 100 year flood  

This comment quotes the following District documentation: “the channel’s …effects have 
resulted in flooding in adjacent neighborhood.”  The source of this quote is unclear, as it does not 
appear to originate from the DEIR.  The comment goes on to state that there is no record of 
flooding in adjacent neighborhoods. The District agrees that prior to the date of your letter, there 
was no record of flooding in the J Street Drain watershed.  The watershed has not experienced a 
100-year flood to date.  However, in the event a flood of that magnitude does occur within the 
watershed, property damage would result.  Please see Letter 13, response to comment number 11.   
 
On January 18, 2010, the District did respond to a flood emergency caused by unusually tall sand 
build up between the Ormond Beach Lagoon and the Pacific Ocean.  Perkins Road, the 
International Paper Plant, and the Oxnard Waste Water Treatment Plant (OWWTP) were 
inundated by several feet of water.  Flooding affected electrical systems, threatening to shut down 
OWWTP operations and release untreated sewage into neighboring residential, industrial, road, 
beach, and lagoon areas.  Catastrophic sewage release was averted by creating a breach channel 
from the lagoon to the ocean.  The District obtained emergency permits from all regulatory 
agencies before initiating this work.  The flooding occurred during a minor (less than 2-year) 
rainfall event.  To prevent such a disaster in the future, the proposed project includes a Beach 
Elevation Management Plan (BEMP).  The BEMP alone, without channel enlargement, would 
not provide flood protection for events larger than a 10-year flood.  Such an event would overtop 
the existing channel walls and flow onto adjacent properties north of the lagoon and beach area.  

  
FEMA – no flood hazard zone 
 
Please see Letter 13, response to comment number 11. 

 
3. Failure to notify the residents of public meetings and input opportunities.  

 
 Please see Letter 21b, response to comment number 4.  
 

Elimination of Alternative Plans to Resolve Unacceptable Backwater Effect 
 
Please see Letter 15, response to comment number 3. 
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4. Failure of vector control measures to address mosquitoes.  Please see Letter 13, responses to 
comment nos. 4 and 6. 

 
5. This comment reiterates the resident’s opposition to the project and requests the 2009 DEIR be 

withheld until further analysis. Based upon new information, revisions to the Ventura County 
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, and comments on the 2009 DEIR, the District has produced 
a Revised DEIR (RDEIR). The RDEIR will be available for a 45-day comment period and per 
Section15088.5 (f)of the State CEQA Guidelines, the public is invited to comment on the 
Recirculated DEIR.  Comments shall be limited to revised portions of the document, as indicated 
by underlined and strike-through text.  
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Letter 62 
Melanie Adam 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (2 of 132) and indicates opposition 
to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the notification of 
the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate to comment 
Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  Therefore, please see 
Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 63 
Joyce Alcorn 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (3 of 132) and indicates opposition 
to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the notification of 
the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate to comment 
Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  Therefore, please see 
Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 64 
Linda Aldous and Carol Longhorn 
November 28, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (4 of 132) and indicates opposition 
to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the notification of 
the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate to comment 
Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  Therefore, please see 
Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
 
Regarding comment number 6 handwritten at the bottom of the form letter, please see Letter 13, 
responses to comment nos. 4 and 6. 
 
 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-276 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

65-1 

65-2 

65-3 

65-4 

65-5 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-277 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 65 
Linda Aldous and Carol Longhorn 
December 4, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (5 of 132) and indicates opposition 
to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the notification of 
the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate to comment 
Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  Therefore, please see 
Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 66 
Beverly Alexander 
December 3, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (6 of 132) and indicates opposition 
to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the notification of 
the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate to comment 
Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  Therefore, please see 
Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-281 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 67 
Melissa Allman 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (7 of 132) and indicates opposition 
to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the notification of 
the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate to comment 
Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  Therefore, please see 
Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-283 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 68 
Charles Ansel 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (8 of 132) and indicates opposition 
to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the notification of 
the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate to comment 
Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  Therefore, please see 
Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-285 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 69 
Catherine Bandy 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (9 of 132) and indicates opposition 
to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the notification of 
the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate to comment 
Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  Therefore, please see 
Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-287 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 70 
Shannon D. Barbour 
December 8, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (10 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-289 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 71 
Nancy Barker 
November 28, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (11 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

72-1 

72-2 

72-3 

72-4 

72-5 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-291 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 72 
Nancy Barker 
November 28, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (12 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-293 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 73 
Tom E. Barwick 
December 3, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (13 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-295 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 74 
Maureen Bates 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (14 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-297 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 75 
Donna Bayet 
November 28, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (15 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-298 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-299 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 76 
James Bell 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (16 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-300 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-301 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 77 
Karen Bell 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (17 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-303 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 78 
William A. Betts 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (18 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-305 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 79 
Nancy and Robert Black 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (19 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-307 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 80 
Sandra G. Briggs 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (20 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-308 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-309 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 81 
Earl and Susan Broidy 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (21 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-311 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 82 
David and Lynn Cannon 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (22 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-312 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

83-1 

83-2 

83-3 

83-4 

83-5 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-313 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 83 
David and Lynn Cannon 
December 16, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (23 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-314 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-315 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 84 
Janet D. Cauble 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (24 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-316 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-317 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 85 
Marilyn Chavez 
December 5, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (25 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-318 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-319 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 86 
Connie Clift 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (26 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-321 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 87 
Lisa Costello and Antonio Garcia 
December 13, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (27 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-322 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-323 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 88 
Edward D. and Cheryl Crozier 
November 29, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (28 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-325 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 89 
Antonio Cova and Janet Stewart-Cova 
November 29, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (29 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-326 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

90-1 

90-2 

90-3 

90-4 

90-5 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-327 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 90 
Rosemarie Cowan 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (30 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-328 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-329 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 91 
Marilyn Cunial-Fithian  
December 3, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (31 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-330 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-331 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 92 
Patrick and Diane Dalton 
December 3, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (32 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-332 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-333 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 93 
Paul Dileski 
December 3, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (33 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-334 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-335 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 94 
Burton Doling 
Undated 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (34 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-336 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-337 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 95 
Linda Duenas and Richard Chiorino 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (35 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-338 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-339 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 96 
William Elder 
December 13, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (36 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-340 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-341 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 97 
Rosemarie E. Elms 
December 6, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (37 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-342 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-343 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 98 
Penny Foote 
December 4, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (38 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
 
The following additional comments were provided on the form letter.  
 
6. This comment suggests that widening the drain will be visually unpleasing. 
 

Please see Letter 13, response to comment no. 9.  
 
7. This comment reiterates the resident’s concern regarding the 100-year flood plain. Please see the 
response to comment number 2 in Letter 61 above.  It also states mosquitoes are numerous.  Please see 
the response to comment number 4 in Letter 61 above. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

99-1 

99-2 

99-3 

99-4 

99-5 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-345 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 99 
Frank Galgano 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (39 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-346 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-347 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 100 
Al and Sandy Galluzzo 
December 15, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (40 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-349 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 101 
Steve and Robin Ginter 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (41 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-350 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-351 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 102 
Margaret Goyak 
November 29, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (42 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-353 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 103 
Berta Graciano and Joseph Buchman 
December 3, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (43 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 104 
Ira Green 
December 28, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (44 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
 
The following additional comments were provided on the form letter.  
 
6. This comment reiterates the resident’s concern with vector control. Please see response to 

comment number 4 in Letter 61 above regarding the mosquito issue. 
 

The comment letter received from the Resource Management Agency, Environmental Health 
Division on December 21, 2009 (Letter 7) verifies that all mosquito breeding sources in the 
surfside area are inspected by the Environmental Health Division (EHD) on a routine basis and 
treated as needed. EHD states that mosquito control in the surfside area occurs more often in the 
wetland sources than the J Street Drain channel. 

 
7. This comment states there will be damage to the border of the Surfside III Condominiums. 
 

An estimate detailing the landscape and hardscape replacement costs resulting from the 
temporary work easement will be developed in coordination with the Surfside III Landscaping 
committee.  The replacement costs would be borne by the District.  Where retaining walls, 
walkways, and planters would be removed within the temporary work easement, they would be 
replaced in kind as part of the construction project to be administered by the District. The Real 
Estate Services Division will contact the Homeowner’s Association Board to negotiate an 
agreement regarding plant replacement between the District and Surfside III Landscape 
Committee.   In addition, property damage, if any, would be rectified by the contractor’s 
insurance company as provided for in Section 7-4 of the Ventura County Standard Specification 
(VCSS). 
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Letter 105 
Ira Green 
December 28, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (45 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 62, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
 
The following additional comments were provided on the form letter.  

 
6. This comment reiterates the resident’s concern with vector control. Please see response to 

comment number 4 in Letter 61 above regarding the mosquito issue, and response to comment 
number 6 in Letter 104. 

 
7. This comment states there will be damage to the Surfside III Condominiums. 
 

Please see Letter 104, response to comment number 7. 
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Letter 106 
Ira Green 
December 28, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (46 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
 
The following additional comments were provided on the form letter.  
 
6. This comment reiterates the resident’s concern with vector control. Please see response to 

comment number 4 in Letter 61 above regarding the mosquito issue, and response to comment 
number 6 in Letter 104.  

 
7. This comment states there will be damage to the Surfside III Condominiums. 
 

Please see Letter 104, response to comment number 7. 
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Letter 107 
Ralph and Caroline Grierson 
December 15, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (47 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 108 
Nathan and (illegible) Gruenbaum 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (48 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 109 
Gwen Hardinghaus 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (49 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 110 
Michelle Hoffman 
December 8, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (50 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 111 
Dorothy J. Holden 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (51 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 112 
Donna E. Holt 
December 7, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (52 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 113 
Martin and Rosalie Holzman 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (53 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 114 
William and Jacqueline Hornbeck 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (54 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 115 
Mary House 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (55 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 116 
Edmond and Betty Hui 
Undated 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (56 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 117 
Remo Iezza 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (57 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 118 
Remo Iezza 
Undated 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (58 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 119 
Cheri Jasinski 
November 29, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (59 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
 
Comment number 6 states that the Surfside III development has suffered loss in value, and requests that 
the District not promote mosquito habitat.  Please see response to Letter 61, comment number 4. 
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Letter 120 
Stephen Joyce 
December 6, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (60 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 121 
Marion Kelemen 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (61 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 122 
Dexter Kelly and Eliz Rinnander 
December 4, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (62 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 123 
Perdita R. Klehmet 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (63 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 124 
Carmela L. Knieriem 
December 4, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (64 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 125 
Rod and Linda Kodman 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (65 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 126 
Danial Kohantab 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (66 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 127 
Gordon and Ann Lindeen 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (67 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 128 
Maxine Litman 
Undated 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (68 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 129 
Patty Littman 
November 29, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (69 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 130 
Peter Latta and Beverly Bryan 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (70 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 131 
Judy A. Lund 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (71 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 132 
R. MacDonough 
December 4, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (72 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 133 
Judy and Larry MacLaren 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (73 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 134 
Deanna Maddox 
December 8, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (74 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 135 
Michael Madrigal 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (75 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Letter 136 
Jerry Markell 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (76 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 137 
Romelia Marquez 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (77 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 138 
Kay Mosko 
December 3, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (78 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-425 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 139 
Errol D. McCue 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (79 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-427 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 140 
Robert McDonough 
November 29, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (80 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-429 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 141 
Brian E. McKee 
December 9, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (81 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-431 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 142 
Tonijo and Lawrence Menasco 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (82 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-432 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

143-1

143-2

143-3

143-4

143-5



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-433 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 143 
Shirley Milton 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (83 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-435 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 144 
Shirley Milton 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (84 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
 



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-436 VCWPD 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-437 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 145 
Shirley Milton 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (85 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-439 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 146 
M. Minihane 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (86 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-441 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 147 
Robert B. Moreland 
November 29, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (87 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-442 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-443 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 148 
Rita A. Morris 
December 3, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (88 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-445 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 149 
Dave and Carmen Morse 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (89 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-446 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-447 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 150 
James and Patricia Muirhead 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (90 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-449 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 151 
Kathy and Joe Murrillo 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (91 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-450 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-451 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 152 
Larry and Lynne Navis 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (92 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-453 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 153 
Jon Ohlrich 
November 27, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (93 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-454 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-455 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 154 
John and Cornelia Ortiz 
December 3, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (94 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-456 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-457 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 155 
Mary W. Ostrander 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (95 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-459 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 156 
Phyllis Pepe 
December 3, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (96 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-460 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-461 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 157 
Louis and Lynn Perry 
December 7, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (97 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-462 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

158-1

158-2

158-3

158-4

158-5



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-463 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 158 
Elbert E. Phillips 
November 28, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (98 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-465 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 159 
Elbert E. Phillips 
November 28, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (99 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-466 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-467 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 160 
Polly S. Pride 
Undated 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (100 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-469 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 161 
Charles and Lisa Richlin 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (101 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-470 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-471 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 162 
Bill and Chris Riegler 
November 28, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (102 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-473 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 163 
Lawton D. Powers, Trustee Valentine Trust 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (103 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-475 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 164 
Linda Rosenberger 
December 8, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (104 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-476 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-477 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 165 
Marvelle Ross 
December 9, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (105 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-478 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-479 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 166 
Julie and Ron St. Amand 
November 29, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (106 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-481 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 167 
Abbie Salt 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (107 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-483 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 168 
Don and Rosalie Schneider 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (108 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

169-1

169-2

169-3

169-4

169-5



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-485 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 169 
Ted J. Segawa 
December 23, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (109 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-487 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 170 
Kay Shamsa 
Undated 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (110 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-489 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 171 
William and Michelle Shanks 
December 4, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (111 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-491 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Comment Letter 172 
David F. Sheehan 
December 3, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (112 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-493 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 173 
Howard and Patricia Small 
November 28, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (113 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-494 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-495 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 174 
Terry Ann Smith 
November 29, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (114 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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J Street Drain L-497 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 175 
Columbia Stenberg 
December 3, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (115 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-499 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 176 
Gretchen Sterling 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (116 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-501 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 177 
Richard and Purna Straka 
Undated 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (117 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-503 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 178 
Ron Theaker 
December 16, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (118 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-505 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 179 
Katherine Thompson 
December 8, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (119 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-507 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 180 
Anthony Truex 
December 7, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (120 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-508 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

181-1

181-2

181-3

181-4

181-5



Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-509 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 181 
Cathi J. and Victor R. Tuando 
December 1, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (121 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-511 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 182 
Linda Veatch 
December 4, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (122 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-512 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-513 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 183 
Susann E. and Butch R. Ventzke 
September 29, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (123 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-514 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-515 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 184 
Jean Wahlstrom 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (124 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-517 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 185 
Anne and Mike Weaver 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (125 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-518 VCWPD 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-519 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 186 
Ryan Wedemeyer 
December 9, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (126 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-521 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 187 
John A. and Myrle Ann Welker 
December 2, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (127 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-522 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-523 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 188 
Thomas Wong 
December 5, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (128 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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J Street Drain L-524 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-525 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 189 
Thomas and Frances Woolston 
December 4, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (129 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-527 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 190 
George Wright 
Undated 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (130 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-529 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 191 
Robert R. and Norma A. Yeaton 
November 29, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (131 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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Appendix L  Response to Comments 

J Street Drain L-531 VCWPD 
Recirculated Draft EIR   September 2011 

Letter 192 
John Gaddis 
November 30, 2009 
 
This letter is part of the Surfside III Residential Petition to the project (132 of 132) and indicates 
opposition to the project, questions the need for flood protection and the project, raises issue with the 
notification of the document, creation of backwater effect and also vector control. This letter is a duplicate 
to comment Letter 61, above. The District has provided a comprehensive response to Letter 61.  
Therefore, please see Letter 61 for a complete set of responses to these items. 
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