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Abbreviations and Acronyms

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

The following table contains the abbreviations and acronyms used in the text of

this document.

UNITS OF MEASUREMENT

°F degrees Fahrenheit Leqg Equivalent Sound Level
BOPD  barrels of oil per day ms| mean sea level

cfs cubic feet per second mg/kg milligrams per kilogram
cm centimeter mPa micro-Pascals

cy cubic yard(s) ppb parts per billion

dB; dBA decibel; decibels on the A- ppm parts per million

weighted scale

ug/m3  micrograms per cubic

Hz hertz meter
ft foot/feet V/C volume to capacity ratfio
f2 square foot/feet yr year

OTHER ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

A AADT Average Annual Daily Trips
AAWP Asbestos Abatement Workplan
AB Assembly Bill
ACM Asbestos Containing Materials
APN Assessor’'s Parcel Number
ARCO Atlantic Richfield Company
AQMP Air Quality Management Plan
B BACT Best Available Control Technology
BCC USFWS Bird of Conservation Concern
bgs Below Ground Surface
BLM Bureau of Land Management
BMP Best Management Practices
C CalARP California Accidental Release Prevention Program
CalGEM California Geologic and Energy Management Division
Caltrans California Department of Transportation
Cal/OSHA California Division of Occupational Safety and Health
CAL FIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
CAA Clean Air Act
CAC Certified Asbestos Consultant
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Abbreviations and Acronyms

CAP Ventura County’s Coastal Area Plan
CARB California Air Resources Board
CCA California Coastal Act
CCC California Coastal Commission
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife
CESA California Endangered Species Act
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CFCs Chlorofluorocarbons
CHgy Methane
CMU Concrete Masonry Unit
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level
CNPS California Native Plant Society
CcO Carbon Monoxide
CO2 Carbon Dioxide
CO2E Carbon Dioxide Equivalent
Commission Refers to CSLC Decision-Making Body
CRHR California Register of Historical Resources
CRMTP Cultural Resources Management and Treatment Plan
CSLC California State Lands Commission
CI0 Coastal Zoning Ordinance
D DPM Diesel Particulate Matter
DPS Distinct Population Segment
DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control
E EIR Environmental Impact Report
EFH Essential Fish Habitat
EMFAC Emission Factor (model)
ESA Environmentally Sensitive Area
ESL Environmental Screening Level
F FB Fish Block
FC Federal Candidate
FE Federally Endangered
FP CDFW Fully Protected
FESA Federal Endangered Species Act
FT Federally Threatened
G GHG Greenhouse Gas
H HAPC Habitat Areas of Particular Concern
HMBP Hazardous Materials Business Plan
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H2S Hydrogen Sulfide
L LARWQCB Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
LCP Local Coastal Program
LOS Level of Service
M  MLPA Marine Life Protection Act
MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act
MPA Marine Protected Areq(s)
MHTL Mean High Tide Line
N NAHC Native American Heritage Commission
NEC No-Exposure Certification
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service
NO Nitric Oxide
NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide
NOx Oxides of Nitrogen
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service
O Os Ozone
OEHHA Office Of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
OES Governor's Office of Emergency Services
OPC Onshore Pipeline Connections Project Site
OPR Office of Planning and Research
OSCP Oil Spill Contingency Plan
P PM Particulate Matter
PMio Particulate Matter 10 Micrometers or less in
diameter
PM2.s Particulate Matter 2.5 Micrometers or less in
diameter
PPV Peak Particle Velocity
R RAP Remedial Action Plan
ROC Reactive Organic Compounds
ROG Reactive Organic Gases
LARWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board — Los Angeles
Region
S SFBRWQCB San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Conftrol
Board
SBC Santa Barbara Channel
SBCAPCD Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District
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SCE Southern California Edison
SCC State Coastal Conservancy
SCP Site Cleanup Program
SFe¢ Sulfur Hexafluoride
SLR Sea Level Rise
SO, Sulfur Dioxide
SPL Sound Pressure Level
SR State Route
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board
SWRCB WQO State Water Resources Control Board Water
Quality Objectives
T TAC Toxic Air Contaminant
TPH Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
U UCSB University of California Santa Barbara
UPRR Union Pacific Railroad
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS United States Geologic Survey
UST Underground Storage Tanks for
Hazardous Materials
v V/C Volume to Capacity Ratio
VCAPCD Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
VCEHD Ventura County Environmental Health Division
VC CUPA Ventura County Environmental Health Division, Certified
Unified Program Agency
VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled
W WOTUS Waters of the United States
WQO Water Quality Objectives
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PART | - PREFACE TO THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

PURPOSE

This document is the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Rincon
Phase 2 Decommissioning Project (Project). The Final EIR has been prepared for
consideration by the California State Lands Commission (CSLC or Commission),
as the lead agency for this Project, pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21000 et seq. and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.,
respectively).

ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR

The Final EIR, reproduced for convenience in one document, replaces the
March 2024 Draft EIR. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines section 15132, the
Final EIR consists of the following elements:

e Partl-Preface

e Part Il - Comments and responses to comments received on the Draft EIR
during the 60-day public comment period, including a list of persons,
organizations, and public agencies that provided comments on the Draft
EIR

e Part lll - Revisions to the Draft EIR and any other information added to the
EIR by the CSLC as lead agency. Part lll includes the entire text of the Draft
EIR, as revised, including revisions to the text of the Draft EIR in response to
comments received or for reasons that include: to update information; to
refine discussions and resolve internal inconsistencies; and to make minor
format changes. Some changes have resulted in a shifting of text from
one page to another. Except for minor format changes, all revisions to the
Draft EIR are shown as follows:

o Addifions to the text of the Draft EIR are underlined
o Deletions of the text of the Draft EIR are shown as strikeout

The Final EIR may be viewed at the following repository locations and on the
CSLC website (https://www.slc.ca.gov/ceqa/rincon-phase-2-
decommissioning/).

e E.P. Foster Library, 651 E. Main Street, Ventura, CA 93001 (805) 626-7323

e Carpinteria Community Library, 5141 Carpinteria Avenue, Carpinteria, CA
93013 (804) 684-4314
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e City of Carpinteria, Planning and Review, Attn: Nick Bobroff, 5775
Carpinteria Avenue, Carpinteria, CA 93013 (805) 684-5405

e County of Ventura, Attn: Dave Ward, 800 South Victoria Avenue, Venturag,
CA 93009 (804) 654-2481

e Cadlifornia State Lands Commission, 100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South,
Sacramento, CA 95825

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project would include removal of Rincon Island's remaining
surface structures and remediation of the Island’s contaminated soil and
interstitial water; improvements to the State Coastal Conservancy Parcel
adjacent to the Rincon Island Causeway landing/abutment; decommissioning
of onshore pipeline connections from the causeway abutment to the vault box;
and remediation of the Onshore Facility. The full Project description is provided
in Section 2 of the EIR.

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

The State CEQA Guidelines stipulate that an EIR must be prepared for any
project carried out or approved by a State or local public agency that may
have a significant impact on the environment. The CSLC has determined the
following:

1) The Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project is a “project” as defined by
the State CEQA Guidelines

2) The Project may have a significant impact on the environment
3) An EIR is required

The Commission, as the decision-making body that will consider taking action on
the proposed Project, will use this Final EIR as part of its review process, including
determining whether or not to approve the Project. If the EIR is certified and the
Project approved, mitigation measures will be adopted as part of the approval
and incorporated as conditions of Project implementation. The Commission
must certify that:

e The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA

e The Final EIR was presented to the Commission in a public meeting and
the Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in
the Final EIR prior to considering the proposed Project

e The Final EIR reflects the Commission’s independent judgment and
analysis (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15090)
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If the Commission decides to certify the Final EIR and approve the Project, the
Commission must make one or more written findings of fact for each significant
environmental impact identified in the document. The possible findings are:

e The Project has been changed (including adoption of mitigation
measures) to avoid or substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact

e Changes to the Project are within another agency’s jurisdiction and have
been or should be adopted by such other agency

e Specific considerations make mitigation measures or alternatives
infeasible (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15091)

If any impacts identified in the EIR cannot be reduced to a level that is less than
significant, the Commission may issue a Statement of Overriding Considerations
for Project approval if specific social, economic, or other factors justify the
Project’s unavoidable adverse environmental effects. If the Commission
approves a project for which a Final EIR has been prepared and certified, the
CSLC will issue a Notice of Determination.

PROJECT CEQA CHRONOLOGY

The following is a brief chronology of the CEQA review process associated with
the proposed Project (see also Part I, Section 1.3, Overview of Environmental
Review Process, of the Final EIR).

October 4, 2022. The Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental
Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting was published. The
environmental setting existing at the time the NOP is published normally
constitutes the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines
whether an impact is significant (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15125, subd. (a)).
Eleven written comment letters were received during the NOP public review
period that ended on November 4, 2022 (Appendix A).

October 20, 2022. An in-person scoping meeting was held at Carpinteria City
Hall, 5775 Carpinteria Avenue, Carpinteria, California, with one session at 2:00
p.m. and a second hybrid session at 6:00 p.m., which included an option to
attend virtually via Zoom. At this meeting, attendees were informed about the
proposed Project and had the opportunity to provide recommendations for the
scope and content of the environmental analysis; six speakers provided
comments at the meeting sessions.

March 15, 2024 - May 15, 2024. The Draft EIR was released for a 60-day public
review with comments accepted by mail, email, and in person at a public

July 2024 -3 Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning
Project EIR



Preface to the Final Environmental Impact Report

meeting (two sessions). Twenty-two written comments were received (see Part |l
of the Final EIR).

May 2, 2024. An in-person public meeting on the Draft EIR was held at 2:00 p.m.
and 6:00 p.m. at Carpinteria City Hall, 5775 Carpinteria Avenue, Carpinteriq,
California, as well as via Zoom online (6:00 p.m. session). At this meeting,
aftendees had the opportunity to present oral or written testimony on the Draft
EIR. Nine speakers provided comments at the meeting. A copy of responses to
comments received is provided in Part Il of the FEIR.

May - July 2024. In preparing this Final EIR, CSLC staff obtained additional
information as needed to respond to comments, responded to all comments
received, and revised the Draft EIR (see Final EIR Parts Il and Ill). At its August 15,
2024, meeting the Commission will consider certifying the Final EIR and acting on
the proposed Project (see www.slc.ca.gov for further information on meeting
time and location when they become available).
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PART Il - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Pursuant to State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
section 150881, the California State Lands Commission (CSLC or Commission), as
CEQA lead agency, is required to evaluate comments on environmental issues
received from persons who reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) prepared for the Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project (Project) and to
prepare a written response. The lead agency must respond to comments that it
received during the noticed comment period and may respond to late
comments. The State CEQA Guidelines further require the lead agency to
describe in its written response the disposition of significant environmental issues
raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed Project to mitigate anticipated impacts or
objections). If the lead agency's position varies from recommendations and
objections raised in the comments, the agency must address the major
environmental issues raised and give details as to why specific comments and
suggestions were not accepted.

Part Il of this Final EIR contains copies of comment letters and oral comments
(summaries from the tfranscripts of the public meetings) and the CSLC's
responses. Twenty-two written comment letters were submitted in response to
the Draft EIR during the public review period (Table II-1). Nine speakers provided
oral comments at a public meeting on the Draft EIR held by CSLC staff on May
2, 2024 (Table 1I-2).

Subpart LA provides written comment letters and responses to significant
environmental issues raised therein. Subpart II.B provides a summary of oral
comments and responses to significant environmental issues raised therein.
Responses to comments are presented in the order listed in Table II-1 and Table
II-2 and are organized as follows:

e Each commenteris given a uniqgue comment set number and associated
comment identification (ID) number for each specific comment. The
comment set number includes all written or oral comments provided by
that commenter. Commenters who provided both written and oral
comments are assigned two separate comment set numbers.

e Individual comments are numbered in the margins of each comment
letter; correspondingly numbered responses follow each comment set.

e Oral comments are summarized for brevity and clarity. Please refer to the
videos of the May 2, 2024, meeting sessions to listen to the oral comments
in their entirety (https://www.slc.ca.gov/oil-and-gas/rincon/ under “Public
Meetings.”

1 https://califaep.org/statute_and_guidelines.php
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Part Il contains the complete EIR including revisions to the text of the Draft EIR in
response to comments received or for reasons that include: to update
information; to refine discussions and resolve internal inconsistencies; and to
make minor format changes. The following conventions are used to indicate
how the Draft EIR text was changed during EIR finalization in Part Ill of this Final
EIR:

e Underlined text represents text added to the EIR (in some cases moved
from another location in the document, in other cases new text).

o Siikeouttext represents text removed from that location in the EIR (in
some cases moved elsewhere, in other cases removed entirely).

Table lI-1 summarizes written comment sets submitted during the public
comment period. Written comments are listed in the order received for each
category.

Table II-1. Written Comments Provided on Draft EIR and Comment Identification
Numbers Used in this Final EIR

Also Comment
Name of Commenter Rezg:\?e d Pr%/:gle d S:i D #
Comment
Ventura County Cultural Heritage | 3/18/24 1 |1-1 through 1-2
Board
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 3/20/24 2 |2-1
Ventura County Public Works — 4/26/24 3 |3-1 through 3-3
Roads and Transportation
Department of Transportation 4/30/24 4 |4-1 through 4-3
(Caltrans)
Ventura County Air Pollution 5/14/24 5 |5-1 through 5-2
Control District
Cdlifornia Coastal Commission 5/15/24 6 | 6-1 through 6-7
State Coastal Conservancy 5/15/24 / |7-1 through 7-13
Groups / Organizations
NAACP 5/14/24 v 8 [8-1through 8-5
Surfrider 5/15/24 9 |9-1through 9-3
Individuals
Jason Stanson 4/29/24 10 [10-1 through 10-2
David Chernof 4/30/24 11 |11-1 through 11-4
Sam Carey 5/1/24 12 [12-1
Drs. Reshma and Manoj Biniwale | 5/1/24 13 | 13-1 through 13-2
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Also Comment
Name of Commenter Regg:\?e d Prcgr:;lle d S:i D #
Comment

Robert and Janet Brunner 5/9/24 v 14 | 14-1 through 14-4
Steve Badger 5/13/24 15 | 15-1 through 15-6
Musick Peeler on behalf of Coast | 5/14/24 16 [16-1
Ranch Family, LLC
Annie Marthiens 5/14/24 17 |17-1 through 17-7
Nereyda and Bryan Harmon 5/15/24 18 |18-1 through 18-4
Rick Otto 5/15/24 19 |19-1 through 19-2
Mary Anne and James Carlson 5/15/24 20 |20-1 through 20-2
Daniel Reddick 5/15/24 v 21 |21-1 through 21-10
Todd Coolidge 5/15/24 22 |22-1 through 22-2

Table II-2 lists commenters, in order of appearance, who presented oral
comments at the public meeting sessions.

Table 1I-2. Oral Comments Presented on Draft EIR during May 2, 2024, Public
Meeting Sessions and Comment Identification Numbers Used in this Final EIR

Name of Commenter Comment ID #
Dan Reddick Ol
Dennis Longwill 02
Marjorie Badger O3
Neila Beam O4
Robert Brunner O5
Todd Coolidge 06
Philip Beguhl o7
Jeff Maassen o8
Paul Burke o9
July 2024 -3 Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning
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SUBPART IILLA. WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

COMMENT SET 1: VENTURA COUNTY CULTURAL HERITAGE BOARD

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY
DAVE WARD

Planning Director
SUSAN CURTIS

Assistant Planning Director

March 18, 2024

Anthony Ciuffetelli
RMA/Planning/EDR Coordinator

Sent via email: anthony.ciuffetelli@ventura.org

SUBJECT: Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project
RMA Ref# 22-031-1

To Whom It May Concern,

Ventura County Cultural Heritage Board (CHB) staff is in receipt of the invitation to
comment on the above-referenced project and provides the following comments:

¢ CHB staff understands the proposed project includes retention of Rincon Island

and the causeway, but would include removal of the remaining surface structures,

removal of the Island well bay concrete deck and pavement, and removal of

contaminated soil which would then be backfilled with clean soil.
Comment 1-1 | o Before altering or otherwise affecting a building or structure 50 years old or older,
including the aforementioned surface structures that remain on site, the project-
applicant should retain a qualified architectural historian according to the Secretary
of the Interior Standards, to record it on a California Department of Parks and
Recreation DPR 523 form or equivalent documentation, if the building or structure
has not previously been evaluated. Its significance shall be assessed by a qualified
architectural historian, using the significance criteria set forth for historic resources
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.
Comment 1-2 | o CHB staff understands that, based upon its historical context representing the
evolution of the petroleum industry in California from the early twentieth century to
present, Rincon Island is considered a significant historical resource eligible for the
California Register of Historical Resources under Criterion 1. Additionally, Rincon
Island meets the eligibility requirements under Criterion 3 because of its distinctive
characteristics and method of construction. Based on this, CHB staff recommends
that the California State Lands Commission pursue listing on the California
Register of Historical Resources and designation as a Ventura County Landmark
to the extent the nomination would comport with the public health, safety, and
general welfare and any applicable legally mandated clean-up efforts.

HALL OF ADMINISTRATION #1740
(805) 654-2481  FAX (805) 654-2509 » 800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009 * vcrma.org
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Mr. Ciuffetelli

Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project
March 18, 2024

Page 2 of 2

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project. If you require anything
further or have any questions, please contact Dillan Murray at (805) 654-5042 or at
Dillan.Murray@ventura.org.

Sincerely,

Al

Dillan Murray
Cultural Heritage Program Planner
Ventura County Planning Division
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 1: VENTURA COUNTY CULTURAL HERITAGE BOARD

1-1

1-2

The discussion of Impact CR-1 in the Draft EIR analyzes the Island as
a historical resource and found that Rincon Island is potentially
significant under Criteria 1 and 3 due to the Island’s unique
engineering and design (final shape, size, and materials used in its
construction). The proposed Project includes retention of Rincon
Island and the causeway, but would include removal of the
remaining surface structures, removal of the Island well bay
concrete deck and pavement, and removal of contaminated sail.
As indicated in Section 4.4.4 of the Draft EIR, the implementation of
these activities would not result in a change to the current shape or
design of Rincon Island, and thus Rincon Island would retain its
integrity of feeling and association because the engineering design
remains very recognizable. The remaining buildings do not have
any unique building design, construction, or materials that would
represent significant or distinguishable characteristics. Further,
removal of the remaining buildings is required in support of final
decommissioning and remediation of the former oil and gas
facilities. Specifically, removal of the buildings from Rincon Island
would remediate asbestos containing materials (ACM) that would
otherwise pose a long-term risk of exposure to the existing
community or environment from these structures.

Thank you for the recommendation.
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COMMENT SET 2:  U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

From: Stevens, Theresa CIV USARMY CESPL (USA) <Theresa.Stevens@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Wednesday, March 20, 2024 9:49 AM

To: Comments, CEQA@SLC

Cc: Stevens, Theresa CIV USARMY CESPL (USA); Allen, Aaron © CIV USARMY CESPL (USA)
Subject: SCH 2022100043 _Rincon.Phase2 .Decommissioning_DraftEIR_comment

Attention: This email originated from cutside of SLC and should be treated with extra cauticn.

To Whom it May Concern:
Comment 2-1
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Los Angeles District Regulatory Division (Corps) reviewed the
Draft EIR. It appears some of the proposed decommissioning activities may require a
Department of the Army (DA) authorization. The Corps permit authorities include section 404
of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344), section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (33 U.S.C.
403), and section 103 of the Marine Protection Research, and Sanctuaries Act {33 U.S.C. 1413).

Discharges of dredged or fill material and work/structures in waters of the U.S. (WOUTS)
would likely require DA authorization. If planned, disposal of dredged material at an EPA
approved ocean disposal site under section 103 also requires sediment characterization and
review by the Southern California interagency Dredged Material Management Team (SC-
DMMT), EPA review and concurrence, and DA authorization. The Corps permit review process
would also address compliance with section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and
tribal coordination policy, section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the provisions of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act (to address potential effects on marine mammals), section 401 of the Clean Water Act, and
consistency with the Coastal Zone Management Act. The current WOTUS definitions can be
found in the Federal Register (Vol. 88 No. 173, September 8, 2023, page 61964). The
geographical limits of Corps jurisdiction under the aforementioned statutes can be found at 33
CFR 328 and 33 CFR 329.

The Corps encourages project proponents to contact the Corps for pre-application meetings to
discuss application requirements, supporting documents, and the permit process.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please contact me if you have any questions. In
my absence, please contact my supervisor (Aaron Allen, PhD, Chief North Coast Branch
Regulatory Division).
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During the Coronavirus Health Emergency, please do not mail printed documents to any Regulatory staff or office. For
further details on corresponding with us, please view our COVID-19 special public notice at:
https://www.spl.usace.army.mil/Portals/17/docs/publicnotices/COVID 1996 20Regulatory SPN.pditver=2020-03-19-134532-
833

Thevresa Stevens, PhD.
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Los Angeles District

Regulatory Division

60 South California Street, Suite 201
Ventura, CA 93001-2598

PHONE: 805-585-2146
http://www.spl.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/

Assist us in better serving you!
You are invited to complete our customer survey, located at the following link:
https://regulatory.ops.usace.army.mil/customer-service-survey/
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 2: U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

2-1 Thank you for your comments. At this time, no discharges of fill
material or work within waters of the U.S. are included as part of the
proposed Project. If a Project alternative is chosen by the
Commission that requires work within U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
jurisdiction, appropriate permit applications will be filed by CSLC
staff to obtain Department of the Army (DA) authorization prior to
work activities.
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COMMENT SET 3: VENTURA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS - ROADS
TRANSPORTATION

Comment 3-1a 1

PUBLIc ROADS & TRANSPORTATION

quKs MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 26, 2024

TO: RMA — Planning Division
Attention: Anthony Ciuffetelli \/

Ben
FROM: California State Lands Commission

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF DOCUMENT
PROJECT NO.: RMA 22-031-1, Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning
Project
Lead Agency: California State Lands Commission
APN 060-0-090-12, -42

Pursuant to your request, Public Works Agency-Roads and Transportation has
reviewed the subject Draft EIR and feels that is within our responsibility to provide
comments.

The proposed Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project (Project) would include
removal of Rincon Island's (Rincon Island or Island) remaining surface structures,
removal of the Island’s well bay concrete deck, remediation of the Island’s contaminated
soil and interstitial water (water occupying the space between the soil particles, as
encountered), and backfill of the Island with clean soil; improvements to the State
Coastal Conservancy (SCC) parcel adjacent to the Rincon Island Causeway
(causeway) landing (abutment); decommissioning of onshore pipeline connections
(OPC) from the causeway abutment to the vault box; and remediation of the Onshore
Facility. The proposed Project does not include the removal of Rincon Island or
associated causeway structures or any future use of the remaining facilities.

We offer the following comments:
. All existing pipelines located within Ventura County right-of-way including,

without limitation, Ocean Avenue and Old Pacific Coast Highway, must be
removed, not abandoned in place as the project is proposing.

Comment 3-2 | 2. Due to the number of truck trips on Ventura County right-of-way of Ocean

Avenue and Old Pacific Coast Highway added by the proposed project, any
damage to the streets must be mitigated by returning these streets to the
condition that existed prior to the project's commencement in accordance with
the County of Ventura requirements after all work has been completed.

Comment 3-3 | 3 For work to be performed in Ventura County Right-of-Way, including without

limitation Ocean Avenue and Old Pacific Coast Highway, prior to the start of the
project construction, the applicant shall be required to obtain an encroachment

AND
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Comment 3-3 Cont.
permit and oversized load permit from the County of Ventura Public Works
Agency, Roads and Transportation (VCPWA-RT), and provide a traffic control
plan to same for VCPWA-RT acceptance.
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PUBLIc COUNTY OF VENTURA

VENTURA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY

wnRKs MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 13, 2024

TO: Micaela L. Wiemer, Attorney IV
California State Lands Commission, Legal Division

FROM: Gerald Weeks, Jr. “Gary”, Permits Engineer @\}\/
Ventura County Public Works Agency — Roads & Transportation
Advance Planning & Permits Section

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF DOCUMENT
PROJECT NO.: RMA 22-031-1, Rincon Pier Phase 2 Decommissioning
Project
Lead Agency: California State Lands Commission
APN 060-0-090-12, -420pic

Pursuant to your request, Ventura County Public Works Agency — Roads &
Transportation (VCPWA-RT) has reviewed the Draft EIR for the Rincon Pier Phase 2
Decommissioning Project.

The proposed Rincon Pier Phase 2 Decommissioning Project (Project) would include
removal of Rincon Island's (Rincon Island or Island) remaining surface structures,
removal of the Island’s well bay concrete deck, remediation of the Island’s contaminated
soil and interstitial water (water occupying the space between the soil particles, as
encountered), and backfill of the Island with clean soil; improvements to the State Coastal
Conservancy (SCC) parcel adjacent to the Rincon Island Causeway (causeway) landing
(abutment); decommissioning of onshore pipeline connections (OPC) from the causeway
abutment to the vault box; and remediation of the Onshore Facility. The proposed Project
does not include the removal of Rincon Island or associated causeway structures or any
future use of the remaining facilities.

We offer the following comments:

comment 3-1b | 1. All existing pipelines located within Ventura County right-of-way including, without
limitation, Ocean Avenue and Old Pacific Coast Highway, must be
decommissioned or abandoned in-place in accordance with the DEIR, and most

current applicable state and federal regulations for abandoned pipelines.
2. Due to the number of truck trips on Ventura County right-of-way of Ocean Avenue
and Old Pacific Coast Highway added by the proposed project, any damage to the
streets must be mitigated by returning these streets to the condition that existed
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Rincon Pier Decommissioning Phase II Draft EIR
Page 2 of 2
June 13, 2024

prior to the project's commencement in accordance with the County of Ventura
requirements after all work has been completed.

3. For work to be performed in Ventura County Right-of-Way, including without
limitation Ocean Avenue and Old Pacific Coast Highway, prior to the start of the
project construction, the applicant shall be required to obtain an Encroachment
Permit and oversized load permit from VCPWA-RT Permits Section, and provide
a traffic control plan to same for VCPWA-RT acceptance. Emergency and local
access shall be maintained at all times during decommissioning activities.

4. For pipelines located within Ventura County right-of-way including, without
limitation, Ocean Avenue and Old Pacific Coast Highway, the applicant shall be
required to locate horizontally and vertically existing oil/gas pipelines to be
decommissioned.  The applicant shall provide VCPWA-RT with as-built
information showing the location and alignment of one or more pipelines infunder
county-maintained roads and depth of pipelines below paved surface.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 3: VENTURA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS - ROADS AND
TRANSPORTATION

3-1a

3-1b

3-2

3-3

In an effort to protect recreational access and create less of a
disruption to residents within the Mussel Shoals community, the EIR
contemplates that this segment of the onshore pipelines would
remain cemented in place. The pipelines would be pigged and
flushed prior to being filled with cement. This methodology has
been successfully implemented in a multitude of Projects within the
County as a way to reduce potential impacts on public
transportation while allowing the roadway above the abandoned
pipeline to maintain structural stability in accordance with County
standards. The onshore pipelines are within the County’s jurisdiction,
not the CSLC'’s jurisdiction, but decommissioning of the Onshore
Pipeline Connections (OPC) was included as a Project component
in the EIR due to the pipelines’ connection to the oil and gas
production facilities that are within the CSLC'’s jurisdiction (Rincon
Island and the Onshore Facility), in an effort to analyze the whole of
the Project. CSLC is coordinating with the County of Ventura on an
agreement to resolve decommissioning of the OPC.

CSLC received a revised letter from the commenter on June 13,
2024, that modified the requirement for pipe removal to
“decommissioned or abandoned in place.” The revised letter also
requires a survey to locate horizontally and vertically the pipelines to
be decommissioned within the Ventura County right-of-way,
including Ocean Avenue and Old Pacific Coast Highway, and
notes that the applicant shall provide as-built information. CSLC did
not install the pipelines and does not have as-built documentation
of the pipelines. CSLC will continue to coordinate with the County
of Ventura to reach an agreement with respect to the details of
decommissioning the OPC, consistent with the EIR.

As indicated in Section 2.3.3 (Decommissioning Methods, OPC
Decommissioning), the excavations would be backfiled and
compacted using native soils where feasible, supplemented with
imported fill if required. Pavement would be repaired, and the
worksite would be restored to its original condition. A clarification
that these activities would occur in accordance with County of
Ventura requirements has been added to the description of this
work in the EIR.

CSLC staff agrees that an Abandonment Request and application
for an Encroachment Permit from the County of Ventura Public
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Works Agency, Roads and Transportation (VCPWA-RT) would need
to be submitted prior to initiation of OPC decommissioning activities
within the County right-of-way.
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COMMENT SET 4: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7
100 S. MAIN STREET, MS 16 lrrann
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 Making Conservation
PHONE (213) 269-1124 a California Way of Life
FAX (213) 897-1337
TTY 711

wwwv. dot.ca.gov

April 30, 2024

Cynthia Herzog

California State Lands Commission
Division of Environmental Science
Planning, and Management

100 Howe Ave., Ste. 100-South
Sacramento, CA 95825

RE: Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project
SCH # 2022100043
Vic. VEN-101 PM 40.88
GTS # VEN-2022-00583-DEIR

Dear Cynthia Herzog:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the above-referenced DEIR. The proposed Project
would include removal of Rincon Island's remaining surface structures and remediation
of the Island's contaminated soil and interstitial water; improvements to the State Coastal
Conservancy Parcel adjacent to the Rincon Island Causeway landing/abutment;
decommissioning of onshore pipeline connections from the causeway abutment to the
vault box; and remediation of the Onshore Facility.

While the Project itself wouldn't cause significant Traffic and Transportation impacts
based on the daily estimate of passenger vehicle trips, a Recreational Site Access and
Traffic Management Plan (MM REC-1, see next page) will be put in place. This plan will
coordinate Project traffic, encompassing both construction trucking and passenger
vehicle trips.
Comment 4-1

The OPC (Onshore Pipeline Connections) vault is located northeast of Highway 101.
Please be reminded that any work performed within the State Right-of-way will require an
Encroachment Permit from Caltrans. Any modifications to State facilities must meet all
mandatory design standards and specifications.

“Provide a safe and reliable tfransportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Cynthia Herzog

April 30, 2024

Page 2 of 2
Comment 4-2
The Project would increase vehicle traffic on the Coastal Trail during decommissioning
activities at Rincon Island, involving the mobilization of heavy equipment and
transportation of construction materials. This would result in approximately 1,992 truck
trips over a 15-month work period, averaging five trips per day. Any transportation of
heavy construction equipment and/or materials that require the use of oversized transport
vehicles on State highways will need a Caltrans transportation permit. Any large-size
truck trips be limited to off-peak commute periods for the construction phase and
operation phase.

Mitigation Measure
Comment 4-3

MM REC-1: Recreational Site Access and Traffic Management Plan. A Recreational
Site Access and Traffic Management Plan shall be prepared prior to the commencement
of Project activities. The Recreational Site Access and Traffic Management Plan shall
specify that carpooling will be encouraged to limit the volume of traffic to the extent
feasible. It shall include measures such as appropriate signage, flagging personnel,
detour routes, and lane closure to reduce potential hazards to public trail users, motorists,
and workers during the Project. In addition, the Recreational Site Access and Traffic
Management Plan shall include measures to allow emergency vehicle access, reduce
impacts to circulation, and address potential hazards to motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians,
and workers during the Project. Measures intended to reduce unnecessary idling time
and queueing of transport vehicles shall also be included.

Caltrans concurs with the above mitigation measure and would like the opportunity to
review the traffic management plan if the construction delay will impact the State facilities.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Mr. Alan Lin the project coordinator
at (213) 269-1124 and refer to GTS # VEN-2022-00583-DEIR.

Sincerely,

744?'@ Cmonasn

MIYA EDMONSON
LDR/CEQA Branch Chief

email: State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe and reliable fransporfation nefwork that serves all people and respects the environment”

July 2024 11-17 Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning
Project EIR



Responses to Comments

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 4: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS)

41

4-2

4-3

CSLC staff and the selected contfractor will apply for an
Encroachment Permit from Caltrans prior to initiation of OPC
decommissioning activities within the State right-of-way.

If large-sized truck trips are required, CSLC staff will ensure that the
selected contractor obtain the specified transportation permit from
Caltrans prior to work activities for any transportation of heavy
construction equipment and/or materials that require the use of
oversized transport vehicles on State highways. It is noted that large-
size truck trips should be limited to off-peak commute periods.

It is not anticipated that traffic generated on behalf of Project
implementation willimpact State facilities. However, Caltrans review
and concurrence with mitigation measure MM REC-1 to reduce
potential fraffic impacts is appreciated.
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COMMENT SET 5: VENTURA COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

Ventura County 4567 Telephone Rd tel 805/303-4005 Ali Reza Ghasemi, PE
— Air Pollution Ventura, California 93003  fax 805/456-7797 Air Pollution Control Officer

Control District www.vcaped.org

VENTURA COUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT
Memorandum

TO: Cynthia Herzog, CA State Lands Commission DATE: May 14, 2024
FROM: Nicole Collazo, Air Quality Specialist, VCAPCD Planning Division?bf/

SUBJECT: Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the California
State Lands Commission Rincon Phase II Decommissioning Project (RMA 22-
031-1)

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) staff has reviewed the draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the project referenced above, which analyzed the environmental impacts
of a project to remove Rincon Island's remaining surface structures and remediation of the island’s
contaminated soil and interstitial water, improvements to the State Coastal Conservancy Parcel
adjacent to the Rincon Island Causeway landing/abutment, decommissioning of onshore pipeline
connections from the causeway abutment to the vault box, and remediation of the Onshore Facility.
The project location is on Rincon Island near Punta Gorda in Ventura County and the onshore
facility located 2.3 miles east of Rincon Island, between US 101 and the PCH. The Lead Agency
is the California State Lands Commission.

APCD has the following comments regarding the project’s DEIR.

Comment 5-1
Item 1- The DEIR’s Air Quality impact section methodology uses thresholds for construction of
the adjacent air district, Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (SBCAPCD).
Although the adjacent air district has adopted numerical construction thresholds, it is in a different
attainment status for the state and federal ambient air quality standards, and therefore, has higher
thresholds. Although Ventura County APCD doesn’t have numerical adopted thresholds for
construction, it still recommends construction emissions be quantified and compared against the
operational threshold corresponding to the project location, in this case 25 Ibs./day for ROC or
NOx (AQAG, Section 5.2). As projects in Ventura County “fall under the jurisdiction of the
VCAPCD” (DEIR, Page 4-30), we request the project construction emissions be compared against
the 25 Ibs./day ROC and NOx thresholds for all alternatives proposed.
Comment 5-2

Ttem 2- Page 4-47. The after-hours complaint hotline phone number in MM AQ-1 is 805-303-

3700. The business hours line for complaints is 805-303-3708. Please correct the phone numbers

in the discussion and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the project’s DEIR. If you have any questions, you

may contact me at nicole@vcapcd.org.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 5: VENTURA COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

DISTRICT

5-1

The Draft EIR’s Air Quality impact section methodology was
prepared in accordance with the Ventura County Air Quality
Assessment Guidelines (Guidelines). CSLC, as the lead agency,
retains the final decision regarding the application of these
Guidelines with respect to the Project.

As indicated in the Guidelines, construction emissions should not be
counted towards the two (Reactive Organic Compounds (ROC)
and Nitrogen oxides (NOy)) significance thresholds. Specifically, on
Page 5-3 of the Guidelines, it is noted that “Construction-related
emissions (including portable engines and portable engine-driven
equipment subject to the ARB’s [Air Resources Board] Statewide
Portable Equipment Registration Program, and used for construction
operations or repair and maintenance activities) of ROC and NOx
are not counted towards the two significance thresholds, since
these emissions are temporary.” Further, Page 7-5 states that
“...construction emissions should not be included in the analysis.”

Because Ventura County has no adopted quantitative significance
thresholds for temporary construction emissions, a significance
threshold for construction emissions within the adjacent Santa
Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (SBCAPCD) was used to
assess potential air quality impacts from the Project’s criteria
pollutant emissions. Santa Barbara County was chosen due to the
fact that the Project site is approximately 2.3 miles from the Santa
Barbara County line and within the same air basin (South Central
Coast Air Basin), and Santa Barbara County has been historically
diligent in reducing air quality emissions, especially through
establisnment of a construction threshold for criteria pollutants. The
Draft EIR (Section 4.2.4) provided Project air emission calculations in
tons per year in order to compare them to the Santa Barbara
County construction threshold.

Based on analysis in the EIR, impacts to air quality would be less
than significant and no mitigation is required. However, CSLC has
incorporated Mitigation Measure (MM) AQ-1 (Standard Ventura
County Air Pollution Control District Construction Emissions Reduction
Measures) into the Project to further reduce less than significant
impacts from criteria pollutant emissions, as the Ventura County
Guidelines advise that construction-related emissions should be
minimized. Additionally, the Guidelines state that “Since the air
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pollutant levels in Ventura County exceed the state and federal
ozone standards and the state PMio standard, APCD [Ventura
County Air Pollution Control District] recommends that lead
agencies include measures in Sections 7.4.1 [of the Guidelines],
“Fugitive Dust Mitigation Measures,” and 7.4.3, “ROC and NOx
Construction Mitigation Measures,” in all projects that include
construction activities.” MM AQ-1 incorporates all recommended
measures from the Guidelines to minimize construction-related
emissions (see Section 7.4 in the Guidelines).

As MM AQ-1 includes all of the Ventura County Guidelines’
recommended measures to minimize construction-related
emissions, applying Ventura County’s operational threshold instead
of Santa Barbara County’s construction threshold would not
change the conclusions about criteria pollutant emissions in the EIR.
However, at the request of the VCAPCD, Project emissions
(reported as tons per year in the Draft EIR) have been converted to
average pounds per day to allow comparison to Ventura County’s
guidance on operational thresholds (see Table [I-3 below).

5-2 Thank you for the clarification. Corrections have been made within
MM AQ-1.
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Table II-3 - Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning
Air Pollutant and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Totals

Awverage PoundsiDay Total English Tons Total Metric Tons
Task NOx ROG PM10 PM2.5 co NOx ROG PM10 PM2.5 co co2 CH4 N2O CO2E
Island Decommissioning 35.80 351 148 1.38 21.27 2205 0.218 0.078 0072  1.6002 786.1 0.026 0.038 715
SCC Parcel Improvements - Cption 1 10.15 0.82 037 0.25 7.58 0.032 0.003 0.0M 0001 00352 222 0.000 0.002 27
SCC Parcel Improvements - Option 2 0.2 1.86 0.82 0.7 10.84 0134 0.012 0.005 0.004 0.0887 6.3 0.001 0.005 ar7
SCC Parcel Improvements - Option 3 18.01 1.7 057 0.54 12.59 0.080 0.008 0.003 0.003[ 0.0754 387 0.001 0.002 04
Onshore Pipeline Connecticns 7.80 1.01 0.25 0.22 8.10 0.048 0.008 0.002 0001 00547 17.8 0.001 0.001 18.0
Onshore Faciity Remediation - Option 1 16.48 1.56 0.60 0.55 12.88 0.052 0.005 0.002 0.002(  0.08M 18.2 0.001 0.001 18.5
Onshore Facility Remediation - Option 2 4298 3.75 1.73 1.60 713 0.514 0.0:28 007 0.015( 0.2059 2818 0.004 0.024 28B.3
Onshare Facility Remediation - Option 3 48.14 4.08 1.88 1.72 2083 1.608 0.178 0.080 0.073[  1.1382 M7 0.014 0.013 M5
Onshore Facility Remediation - Option 4 20.67 215 0.83 0.7 17.83 0.314 0.029 0.01 0.010f  0.1980 106.8 0.003 0.008 108.8
Onshore Facility Remediation - Option 5 o2 270 1.19 1.10 17.86 0.237 0.024 0.010 0.010[  0.1870 i 0.002 0.004 ar.a
Peak Day NOx ROG PM10 PM2.5 co
Island sail removal + Onshore Facility (Option 3) 23.8 il 314 31 51.2
Peak 12-month Period (tons)
[Island scil removal + Onshere Facility {Option 2) | 3.11] 0.20] 0.12| 0.10] 210 @3a.00| 0.033 0.047| 052.7|
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COMMENT SET 6: CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION (CCC)

STATE OF CALIFORMA — NATURAL REBOURCES AGENCY GAVIN MEWS OM, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

EMERGY, OCEAN RESOURCES & FEDERAL COMSISTERCY
458 MARKET ETREET, SUITE 300

SANFRANCISCO, CA 94105

PHOME: (#15) G04-5260

FAX: (415) 804-5400

WEB WIS COABTALCA GOV

May 15, 2024

Cynthia Herzog

Division of Environmental Science, Planning, and Management
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South

Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report

Dear Ms. Herzog:

California Coastal Commission (CCC) staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project (project) dated
March 2024 and we appreciate the opportunity to provide the following comments for
your consideration. Phase 1 of the project included the plugging and abandonment of all
oil and gas wells and removal of service equipment at Rincon Island, the Onshore
Facility, and the adjacent privately owned Coast Ranch parcel. Phase 1 activities were
completed in June 2021, and the facilities are currently in “caretaker” status, meaning
they do not require a full-time operator for safety or pollution prevention. Phase 2 would
include removal of Rincon Island’'s remaining surface structures, removal of the Island’s
well bay concrete deck, remediation of the Island’'s contaminated soil and interstitial
water (water occupying the space between the soil particles, as encountered), and
backfill of the Island with clean soil; shoreline armoring along the State Coastal
Conservancy (SCC) parcel adjacent to the Rincon Island Causeway (causeway) landing
(abutment);, decommissioning of onshore pipeline connections (OPC) from the
causeway abutment to the vault box; and remediation of the Onshore Facility. The
project does not include the removal of Rincon Island or associated causeway
structures or any future use of the remaining facilities.

Comment 6-1
CCC staff previously reviewed the feasibility study for the project in May of 2022, and

the NOP in November 2022, and provided comments. After reviewing the DEIR, it
appears that CCC staff's comments from our previous review remain applicable to the
scope of work identified in the DEIR. As such, we have reiterated our main concerns
here and encourage State Lands Commission (SLC) staff to continue to consider all of
our comments.

Comment 6-2
Jurisdiction and Permitting

Rincon Island is located approximately 3,000 feet offshore of Punta Gorda in Ventura
County, approximately seven miles northwest of the city of Ventura, California. Rincon
Island is located immediately offshore of the community of Mussel Shoals and
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Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project

Comment 6-2 Cont.

Comment

approximately 0.5 mile south of the community of La Conchita. The Island is located in
approximately 55 feet of water.

The entire project is within the Coastal Zone; therefore, a Coastal Development Permit
(CDP) to implement the final project will ultimately be required. In 1983, the Coastal
Commission certified a Local Coastal Program (LCP) for Ventura County (County). As
such, the County Planning Division may process a CDP for development within its LCP
jurisdiction, and the LCP would be the standard of review. The portion of the project
within the Coastal Commission’s retained jurisdiction would need a permit processed by
the CCC, with Chapter Three of the Coastal Act as the standard of review. However, as
the project spans both jurisdictions, Coastal Act Section 30601.3 authorizes the CCC to
process a consolidated CDP application when the applicant, the local government(s),
and the CCC all agree to do so. For consolidated permit applications, the Coastal Act is
the standard of review for the entire project, with the relevant Local Coastal Program
providing guidance.

6if’ccess and Recreation
We continue to encourage SLC staff to consider reuse alternatives that preserve,
enhance and maximize coastal access and recreation opportunities that would align
with Ventura County's planned multi-modal transportation system for the California
Coastal Trail (CCT). Sections 30210, 30211, and 30212 of the Coastal Act, as
incorporated into the County’s LCP, mandate that maximum public access and
recreational opportunities be provided and that development does not interfere with the
public’s right to access the coast. Rincon Island, the causeway, and the onshore facility
are located along the route of the CCT within the County’s transportation system and
could provide unique and regionally important public access and recreational amenities
for the public, such as day-use facilities and a walk-in or bike-in campground.

We understand that re-use will be more fully considered at a later date and until leasing
options for reuse have been finalized, beach and offshore access to Rincon Island
would remain as-is, with the causeway remaining locked and the island remaining in
caretaker status only. The amount of time for the selection of a potential lessee to
repurpose or redevelop the sites is unspecified. Although final development plans would
be contingent upon an executed lease agreement, CCC staff continue to strongly
encourage State Lands CCC staff to consider alternatives or reuse of existing facilities
that would help facilitate future access and recreation at the sites. Also, considering the
potential extended duration between decommissioning and repurposing the site, CCC
staff strongly encourage State Lands Commission staff to consider options for allowing
and facilitating public access and recreation in the area on an interim basis during the
repurposing process.

We understand, however, that the State Lands Commission is not in a position to
develop or manage a public access or recreation facility such as a day use area or
campground at Rincon Island and that a wide variety of constraints and considerations
would need to be evaluated prior to moving forward with such a concept. We therefore
encourage State Lands Commission staff to coordinate with California Department of
Parks and Recreation and Ventura County on the possibility of establishing and
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Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project

Comment 6-3 Cont.

Comment

managing a campground at Rincon Island, the types of facilities that would be
necessary at the site to support access and recreation during and after repurposing and
possible challenges that would need to be addressed. CCC staff stands ready to assist
in that effort and in facilitating those discussions.

6-4
Also, Section 4.12 lists the policies of the County’s LCP that require new development
to preserve and protect public access. That analysis concludes that the shoreline
development for the SCC Parcel would temporarily affect recreational use in the
immediate work area, but beaches north and south of the SCC Parcel would remain
open and obstructed. Therefore, the DEIR concludes that impacts to recreation would
be less than significant.

However, the Recreation section of the DEIR fails to acknowledge the full range of
adverse impacts to recreation that would result from project alternatives, therefore
leading to an erroneous conclusion. Shoreline armoring like those included in Options 2
and 3 for the SCC Parcel generally result in a variety of adverse impacts on coastal
resources, including access and recreation. The first way is that shoreline armoring can
reduce available sand supply and public access and encroach directly upon valuable
beach space. In this case, the cobble berm and rip-rap armoring would be placed
directly on and result in the permanent loss of sandy beach within the “cove” portion of
the SCC Parcel. This would result in significant, permanent adverse impacts to
recreational resources and existing recreational opportunities at this site. Second, fixing
the backshore prohibits landward migration of the shoreline through natural erosion and
sea level rise over time, which results in “coastal squeeze,” or the loss of beach space,
area of sandy beach, and/or habitat. This reduces the usable area of any beach for the
public. The third way in which shoreline armoring can affect sand supply and reduce
public access is through a progressive loss of sand due to retention of sandy bluff
material that would become beach sand if the bluffs were to continue to erode. Fourth,
shoreline protective devices such as riprap can alter patterns of scour, resulting in end
effects through the reflection of wave energy to adjacent unprotected sections of
shoreline. This would lead to further adverse impacts to recreation that are similarly not
acknowledged or discussed in the DEIR. The impact discussion of Section 4.12 of the
DEIR should therefore be updated to more thoroughly analyze the full range of adverse
impacts of options 2 and 3 on recreation resources, including areas of sandy beach
used by the public. The conclusion of only temporary impacts resulting from these
options should also be revised, along with acknowledgement that the permanent loss of
beach due to the placement of cobble or boulders is a significant adverse impact.

Comment 6-5

SCC Parcel

Section 30235 of the Coastal Act, as incorporated into the County’s LCP, allows for the
construction of a revetment or other shoreline protective device only when necessary to
protect existing development or a coastal dependent use, when such protection is the
least damaging feasible alternative (including consideration of non-armoring
alternatives), and when impacts to shoreline sand supply and public access and
recreation would minimized and mitigated. Based on the information and analysis
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Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project

Comment 6-5 Cont.

contained in the DEIR, it is unclear whether the considered project alternatives would be
consistent with Section 30235.

The project includes three alternatives for the SCC Parcel: removal of hon-native
vegetation and restoration with native vegetation plus installation of a beach access
stairway and pathway enhancements, all of those access enhancements plus
installation of cobble back berm shoreline armoring, or all of those access
enhancements plus the installation of rock riprap shoreline armoring along the parcel
frontage. According to the DEIR, shoreline armoring along the SCC parcel is hecessary
to protect homes within the Mussel Shoals community, public access points, and also
the access roadway that leads to the causeway.

Appendix G2 of the DEIR includes an evaluation of the proposed shoreline armoring
along the SCC parcel. As described in the Appendix, it appears that some rip rap was
placed at the parcel sometime before 1971, but the downcoast or eastern side of the
parcel appeared to be a rocky beach with no riprap and an erosion scarp. Over the next
several decades the riprap eventually spread or collapsed onto the beach. By 2002,
aerial photographs included as Figure 13 in the Appendix show two concrete seawalls
at the downcoast or eastern side of the parcel and with new riprap extending for
approximately 115 feet upcoast of the seawalls. The shoreline armoring along the SCC
parcel included in the DEIR would tie into this section of riprap that appears in the 2002
photo.

The CCC was established by voter initiative in 1972 (Proposition 20) and later made
permanent by the Legislature through adoption of the California Coastal Act of 1976.
Development activities, which are broadly defined by Section 30106 of the Coastal Act
include (among others) placement or erection of any solid material or structure,
generally require a coastal development permit (CDP) from either the CCC or the local
government if located within a certified LCP. As such, any development that occurred
after 1972 would generally require a CDP and solid material including riprap or other
shoreline armoring at the SCC parcel must be carefully reviewed to ensure that it
previously received the necessary approvals. CCC enforcement staff have briefly
looked into the history of the SCC Parcel and it does not appear the riprap or seawalls
that appear in the 2002 photo received CDPs. However, CCC enforcement staff will
continue to investigate the history of the SCC Parcel and the riprap and seawalls. Since
the shoreline armoring along the SCC parcel tie into this section of riprap, the project
the DEIR should more thoroughly analyze the history of the riprap and seawalls,
whether it is in fact permitted, and how the shoreline armoring along the SCC Parcel
would function with and without the riprap and seawalls.

CCC staff, including Coastal Engineer Jeremy Smith, reviewed Sections 4.6 and 7.1 of
the DEIR plus the appendices, and found no analysis adequate to support the
conclusion that rates of erosion along the frontage of the SCC parcel and adjacent to
the access road are significant enough to pose a near-term danger from erosion or to
warrant shoreline armoring at this time. Moreover, no analysis was provided to suggest
any other, near-term threat (e.g., from wave uprush) currently necessitates new
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Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project

Comment 6-5 Cont.

armoring on the SCC parcel. Additionally, the DEIR and the appendices don't include
the type of technical analysis that would be required to demonstrate that the shoreline
armoring along the SCC parcel would be effective at protecting the existing
development while also being the least environmentally damaging. To help with this
analysis we have included below a list of some of the types of information that we
require when reviewing proposed shoreline armoring.

e Detailed description of baseline conditions of the site, including any permitted or
unpermitted development in the area.

¢ An analysis of existing and near term (i.e., over the next two to three years)
threat from coastal hazards to existing development or coastal dependent uses
at the site, including from erosion and wave uprush;

¢ For each protection or adaptation alternative, provide an analysis of coastal
hazard risks over the expected life of the development under a range of sea level
rise (SLR) conditions. The analysis should provide maps of the project site that
show the conditions noted above; calculations used and a description of
assumptions used in the analysis; an analysis of the coastal hazard impacts that
are expected to occur to the shoreline armoring and how the armoring is
expected to function over it's expected design life.

e For each protection or adaptation alternative, quantify the area of disturbance,
describe the potential impacts to resources over the expected design life, and
explain any technical constraints regarding feasibility and implementation.

¢ For each protection or adaptation alternative, provide an assessment of the
stability and safety of the site after project implementation.

Comment 6-6

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas

Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act defines Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas
(ESHA) as “any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or
especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which
could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments”. The
County LCP directly incorporates the definition of ESHA per Section 30107.5 and
identifies beaches as ESHA. As such, the area of beach within the SCC Parcel meets
the definition of ESHA. Section 4.3.4 of the DEIR includes an analysis of the potential
adverse impacts to ESHA, including beach within the SCC Parcel, and concludes that
since construction would be short (approximately 10 to 25 work days) would include
removal of invasive plants and revegetation with native species, the impacts to beach
ESHA would be considered less than significant.

Although the duration of project activities would be relatively short, the intensity of
project activities associated with the shoreline armoring along the SCC Parcel would not
be considered insignificant. The CCC has historically considered any development that
includes grading, disturbance to soils, or placement of permanent materials (such as the
proposed cobble berm or rip rap) to be a significant impact, regardless of the duration of
project activities. As such, the DEIR should include a quantification of the area of beach
that would be permanently impacted by the shoreline armoring along the SCC Parcel.
The analysis of Section 4.3.4 should be revised to include a discussion of the significant
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Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project
Comment 6-6 Cont.

and permanent adverse impacts to ESHA from the SCC Parcel armoring options.
Further, the resulting inconsistency of this permanent loss of beach ESHA with the
relevant policies of the Ventura County LCP and California Coastal Act should be
acknowledged and considered as a significant adverse impact in the Biological
Resources section of the DEIR.

Comment 6-7

Likewise, the Land Use and Planning Section, Section 4.10, includes an analysis of the
project’s consistency with the relevant land use and planning policies such as Section
30240 and other ESHA protection policies. The DEIR concludes that the project would
be consistent with all land use regulations with the proposed mitigation. However, as
discussed above, options 2 and 3 for the SCC Parcel would constitute a permanent
adverse impact to sandy beach ESHA and thus would conflict with Section 30240 and
the other ESHA protection policies of the California Coastal Act and Ventura County
LCP. As such, CCC staff requests that the analysis under Impact LU-1 of the DEIR be
revised.

Conclusion

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to working with
the State Lands Commission on the development of the CDP process. Please contact
me at Wesley.Horn@coastal.ca.gov if you have any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

Wapt

Wesley Horn
Environmental Scientist
Energy, Ocean Resources, and Federal Consistency
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 6: CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION (CCC)

6-1

6-2

6-3

Thank you for your review of the Draft EIR. Please see responses to
comments provided below.

CSLC acknowledges the jurisdictions of both the County of Ventura,
through its Local Coastal Program, and the CCC to issue Coastal
Development Permits for the proposed Project. CSLC is coordinating
with the County of Ventura in response to their previously submitted
comment letter regarding coastal permitting. If agreed upon by the
County and the CCC, the CSLC will consider applying for a
consolidated Coastal Development Permit for the Project.

As acknowledged within this comment, the Project is limited to
decommissioning of Rincon Island and the Onshore Facility and
does not include proposals for future use. Staff appreciates the offer
of assistance for future planning and analysis efforts.

Because the State Coastal Conservancy (SCC), and not the CSLC,
currently has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, Commission staff will
not recommend inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel opftions in the
Project for consideration by the Commission at this time. If the
Commission or the SCC (whichever may have jurisdiction over the
SCC Parcel at that time) decides to move forward with a project to
implement any of the SCC Parcel options in the future, additional
engineering analyses would be conducted to refine the site-specific
design based on the prevailing conditions (e.g., sea level rise,
erosion, sand retention). Subsequent analysis under CEQA may be
required prior to project approval.

The permanent loss of sand area available for recreational use due
to implementation of SCC Parcels Options 2 and 3 has been
included within the discussion for Impact REC-3 (Permanent
Changes to Recreational Access to Mussel Shoals Beach Area) of
the EIR. Option 2 would be located primarily subsurface within the
back portion of the parcel, and the small area exposed along the
shoreline would mimic natural conditions that would not preclude
use or access. As noted in the EIR, placement of riprap under
Option 3 would result in the permanent loss of 0.04 acres
(encroachment footprint) of sandy beach area that could be used
by the public. Further, the Griggs study (Appendix G2) concluded
that placement of riprap in this area would not result in significant
changes to the volume of sand available for littoral transport to
beaches downcoast. However, additional clarification has been
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6-5

6-6

added to Section 4.12 to address the potential for long-term
changes to Mussel Shoals Beach as a result of implementation of
Options 2 or 3. Although shoreline protective devices like riprap can
alter patterns of sand deposition and scour, this concept refers to
the effects of riprap placement in areas adjacent to beaches that
are not protected by hard armoring. This is not the case with the
SCC parcel, which has existing riprap protection immediately
upcoast and downcoast of the parcel.

CSLC appreciates the review of the proposed SCC Parcel options
by CCC's coastal engineer. The decision to include Project options
with potential armoring scenarios in the EIR is based upon the need
to protect the access roads to the beach and Rincon Island, as well
as access points within the SCC Parcel, to protect access to Public
Trust resources, and in furtherance of SCC's goal of increasing
public access af the parcel. As noted above, because the SCC,
and not the CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel,
Commission staff will not recommend inclusion of any of the SCC
Parcel options in the Project for consideration by the Commission at
this time. If the Commission or the SCC (whichever may have
jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel at the time) decides to move
forward with a project to implement any of the SCC Parcel options
in the future, additional engineering analysis would be conducted
to refine the site-specific design based on the prevailing conditions
(e.g., sea levelrise, erosion, sand retention). Subsequent analysis
under CEQA may be required prior to project approval. This
additional information and analysis will help determine the
appropriate site-specific design in consultation with the CCC
through the Coastal Development Permit process.

Although the beach and intertidal habitat at the SCC Parcel is
considered ESHA, the upland area of the parcel is a flat terrace
consisting of a mixture of poorly sorted alluvial fan material leading
to a low sedimentary bluff, rather than coastal dune habitat, and
supports a ruderal and disturbed, non-native plant community
which would not be considered ESHA under Section 30107.5 of the
California Coastal Act. There is no significant grading or disturbance
to soils proposed within the intertidal or beach area located at the
front of the SCC Parcel with Options 2 or 3. CSLC staff disagrees with
the contention that any development that includes placement of
permanent materials such as cobble or riprap is a significant impact
under CEQA. Although, as part of Option 2, the majority of the
cobble would be subsurface, some installed cobble may transition
down onto the beach, mixing with the existing rock onsite, which is
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6-7

not considered a significant impact to ESHA. As already stated in
the EIR, Option 3 would permanently displace approximately 0.04
acres, at the toe of the bluff, of beach area ESHA with additional
riprap rock. As described in the Griggs report (Appendix G1), riprap
and natural rock historically (per photos over the last 60 years)
existed in this location on the beach and was partially displaced
due to natural wave action (based on historical data); therefore,
the addition of 0.04 acres of riprap at the toe of the bluff to an area
historically occupied by natural rock and rip rap would not be a
"significant disruption of habitat values" or “significantly degrade
those areas” as noted in Coastal Act Section 30240(a), and impacts
to ESHA under Option 3 are considered less than significant.

See response to Comment 6-6 above. CSLC staff disagrees that
implementation of Options 2 or 3 would constitute a permanent
adverse impact on beach area within the SCC Parcel; therefore,
impact determinations will not change based on the suggested
comment, and no changes are required within Section 4.10 (Land
Use and Planning).
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COMMENT SET 7: STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY

(:0'),

Coastal
Conservancy

Comment 7-1

C a

May 15, 2024

Cynthia Herzog

Division of Environmental Science, Planning, and Management
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South

Sacramento, CA 95825

Delivered via email: CEQAcomments@slc.ca.gov
Subject: Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Herzog,

The State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) is submitting written comments about the Public Draft
Environmental Impact Report for Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning (DEIR). We address two
overarching issues in the body of the letter and attach a table with comments about specific
sections of the DEIR.

Project Objectives for the SCC Parcel

We want to clarify the SCC’s objective for the SCC Parcel and request that the DEIR be revised
to reflect SCC’s objective. In the DEIR, the project objectives for the SCC Parcel are described as
including “[ilmprovement of the SCC Parcel to enhance public access for recreational
opportunities and installation of erosion reduction methods to prevent potential future loss of
existing adjacent access roads.” (DEIR, p. 1-4) Throughout the DEIR the intention for erosion
reduction is also described as addressing potential impact to access to the SCC Parcel, the
causeway entrance, the access road to Rincon Island, private property, homes and access
roadways within the Mussel Shoals community, and the Mussel Shoals Community generally
(DEIR, p 2-25, p 2-28, p 4-163-164, and p. 4-165).

In fact, the SCC’s objective for the SCC Parcel is to keep a natural sand beach and bluff top for as
long as possible with minimal improvements to enhance public use of the parcel and to
maintain safe access to the ocean. The erosion reduction objectives in the DEIR predetermine
selection of Option 2 or 3 without sufficient analysis of the impacts to the natural shoreline as
an important recreational and ecological resource. The sandy area is a safe access point to this
very popular and unique surf environment.

1515 Clay Street, 10" Floor
Oakland, California 94612-1401
scc.ca.gov

510-286-1015

11 fornia S tate C oastal C onservan

cy
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Comment 7-2

Site Specific Modeling and Analysis

Based on SCC'’s objective, we would not support hard solutions for shoreline protection. To
inform selection of an option provided in the DEIR, site specific analysis is necessary to compare
Options 1, 2, and 3 and to demonstrate whether Option 2 and/or 3 would serve to significantly
extend the life of public access resources onsite. The analysis in the DEIR and in Appendix G-2
does not adequately demonstrate the long-term performance and impacts of the proposed
cobble back berm and rip rap in Options 2 and 3 relative to Option 1 for the goals of retaining
natural shoreline and bluff. Modeling and analysis, including a wave uprush study, of all options
should be based on site specific conditions and processes and current sea level rise guidance.

Table of Additional Comments

While these comments about project objectives and site-specific modeling and analysis pertain
to the entire DEIR, a table is attached with additional corrections and comments for specific
sections of the DEIR.

We look forward to collaborating with SLC staff to address these comments.

Sincerely,

Fiasirs Bione

Karen Bane
Project Manager, South Coast
State Coastal Conservancy

Attachment:
Table of Additional Comments and Corrections by Section of DEIR

SCC Comment Letter for Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning DEIR, May 15, 2024 2

July 2024

I-33 Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning

Project EIR



Responses to Comments

Attachment to State Coastal Conservancy’s May 15, 2024 Comment Letter
Additional Comments and Corrections by Section of DEIR

Page

Section and Comment

2.0 Project Description

2.2.3 Current (Baseline) Site Conditions, SCC Parcel Improvements
?_%mment p.2-8 [The DEIR incorrectly states:

“This riprap historically extended along the entire SCC Parcel shoreline following
installation of the causeway in 1959 (evident in 1971 aerial photography), but has
been pulled offshore by surf and swell conditions since that time, leaving an
approximately 115-foot gap along the western shoreline (see Figures 2-7 and 2-9).
(DEIR, p. 2-8)

The Griggs report (Appendix G-2) states that, in 1959, riprap extended from the

abutment partially into the parcel for about 135 feet and, in 2002, another 115 foot

section of riprap was installed upcoast of two seawalls in front of 2 private homes

adjacent to the SCC Parcel.

> Ina 1963 photo, a “Dark area along the shoreline (arrow) appears to be rip rap
that was placed [in 1959 construction of abutment and causeway] in an arc
extending from the abutment downcoast along the back beach.” (G-2, p. 7, Figure
7)

> “...in 1971, the riprap is more evident and extends in an arc eastward for about
135 feet from the abutment across the downcoast shoreline (Figure 8). (G-2, p. 8)

> ... Additional rock along the shoreline contiguous with the riprap appears to
continue about 300 feet further downcoast. It is impossible to tell, however, if this
was imported rock (e.g., more riprap), or if it is bedrock weathered from shoreline
or nearshore outcrops of the resistant Pico Formation. (G-2, p. 8)

> The 1972 oblique aerial photo illustrates a difference in contrast between the rock
{rip rap) adjacent to the abutment and what appear to be smaller cobbles
scattered across the shoreline to the east (Figure 9).” (G-2, p. 8)

> “The 2002 photograph shows two concrete seawalls at the eastern end of the SCC
parcel and riprap now placed upcoast of the seawalls for about 115 feet as well
{Figure 13). This has left a gap of about 115 feet, however, between the causeway
revetment and the downcoast riprap that is not protected and where erosion of
the bluff has continued.” (G-2, p. 10)

Please note: The rip rap that appears on the SCC Parcel in the 2002 photo upcoast of

the sea walls was not authorized by the State Coastal Conservancy.

IThe same incorrect assertion is repeated at

o 2.3.2.3 Decommissioning Methodology, SCC Parcel, Option 3

e 4.6.1.5 Coastal Processes, Erosion and Scour, p. 4-145

o 4.6 Geology and Coastal Processes, Impact GEO-4 p. 4-165

o 4.12 Recreation, p. 4-280

o 7.1.2 Sea Level Rise p. 7-6

Attachment, SCC Comment Letter for Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning DEIR A-1
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?_%r%n;i?t p. 2-10 [There are some errors with this statement:
“Documentation provided in a study done by Everest (2014) for SCC shows that
coastal erosion in this area has been significant (resulting in a change in beach
elevation from 6 to10 feet) and will continue northward into the back of the SCC
Parcel by the year 2100 if left unprotected (Figure 2-10), which could eliminate
public access points on the SCC Parcel, and threaten adjacent access roads and
private property, including the access road to Rincon Island”
> Figure 2-10is not in Everest Report. Figure 4 in the Everest report shows
inundation limits that do not reach as far into the parcel.
> Please indicate where the 6-10 feet of beach elevation change at the SCC Parcel is
documented in the Everest report.
> The Everest report does say the beach has been stable: “Based on a qualitative
review of the aerial photographs, it appears that the project site beach has been
relatively stable between 1994 and 2013.” (Everest, p. 6)
> Some documents summarized in the Everest report mention the larger region may
be a beach erosion concern. This does not translate to coastal erosion at the SCC
Parcel has been significant. The Everest report does state that the site has been
“relatively stable during typical oceanographic conditions occurring under
existing sea levels” (Everest, p. 15}
> The clause, “which could eliminate public access points on the SCC Parcel, and
threaten adjacent access roads and private property, including the access road to
Rincon Island,” should not be attributed to the Everest Report.
2.3.2 Project Decommissioning Methodology, SCC Parcel
Comment 2.3.2 Project Decommissioning Methodology, SCC Parcel
et Please see discussion of Site Specific Modeling and Analysis in the State Coastal
Conservancy letter.
Comment p. 2-25 [2.3.2.1 Project Decommissioning Methodology, SCC Parcel, Option 1
7 “Existing informal walking and access pathways would be improved”
The proposed plan should design for a path(s) that provides public access from the
street to the beach or stairway while respecting proposed native habitat. This may not
be the same alignment as existing volunteer paths onsite. Please allow for design
flexibility by stating that “walking and access pathways will be paved with
decomposed granite rock”
4.0 Environmental Impact Analysis
4.3 Biological Resources
?_%mment p. 4-89 Impact BIO-2: Temporary Effects to ESHA, SCC Parcel - Project activities would
& 4-90 result in loss or disturbance of intertidal, beach, and riparian ESHA (Less than
Significant}.
Attachment, SCC Comment Letter for Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning DEIR A-2
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Comment

7.6 Cont Site specific modeling and analysis is necessary to assess whether the cobble

back berm, as designed, would stabilize the bluff or beach width and how it
would perform over time with the projected sea level rise.

\Wave refraction caused by rip rap added to parcel can potentially cause loss of sandy

beach along the front of the SCC Parcel, which impacts the beach ESHA. In addition, as
sea levels rise, the complete riprap across the SCC Parcel may lead to the beach ESHA

being permanently lost.

4.6 Geology and Coastal Processes
p. 4-144 |4.6.1.5 Geology and Coastal Processes, Environmental Setting, Coastal Processes
(73c;mment to4- |- Wave Climate and Exposure (p. 4-144)

146 Please correct use of Figure 2-10 and conclusions based upon it. See comment for p.
2-10 above.

Comment — Erosion and Scour (p. 4-145)

& Please correct this statement:

“The low coastal bluff, abutting the rocky shoreline within the SCC Parcel, is
susceptible to erosion from wave action during high tide (Griggs 2022)” p. 4-
145

Both Griggs (Appendix G-2) and Everest say that the bluff is susceptible to erosion
during high storm waves at high tides not necessarily all high tides: “How quickly
future bluff erosion proceeds would depend upon the combination of storm waves
and high tides, the modest protection provided by the existing boulders and cobbles
on the beach, and the erodibility of the bluff materials. Over the longer term (several
decades into the future), the rate of local or relative sea-level rise will also be a factor
affecting the rate of bluff retreat.” (Appendix G-2, p 15)

Comment - Beach Width and Sediment Transport (p. 4-146)

= Please include a discussion of beach width at the SCC Parcel.

Comment p. 4- Impact GEQ-3: Geologic Hazards and Wave Exposure - The proposed Project would
7-10 160-4- [eave Rincon Island and the causeway in place, and install components as part of the
161 SCC Parcel improvements that would be subject to long-term geological hazards and
wave exposure {Less than Significant).

It is stated in the DEIR that Options 1-3 “would not exacerbate existing geological
conditions, the potential for seismic ground shaking, or increase the intensity of
coastal storms. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.”

Without site specific modeling and analysis, it can not be determined
e whether the cobble back berm in Option 2, as designed, will extend the life

Attachment, SCC Comment Letter for Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning DEIR A-3
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Comment
7-10
Cont.

Comment
7-11

Comment
7-12

of the natural beach and bluff profile or potentially exacerbate the impacts
to the beach and bluff from sea level rise and increasing intensity of coastal
storms and thereby reduce the life of the natural beach and bluff

s whether armoring (rip rap) will exacerbate impacts to sandy beach from
projected sea level rise and intensity of coastal storms

Impact GEO-4 Shoreline Stability and Littoral Transport —

“Propased Project activities at the SCC Parcel would result in long-term effects
to shoreline erosion and littoral transport (Less than Significant).

In this section it is stated that placement of cobble or infill riprap “could be
beneficial to shoreline stability and would create a less than significant impact
to littoral transport downcoast.”

The discussion in this section appears to limit consideration of shoreline stahility to
mean the bluff/back beach and not the stability of the beach portion of the shoreline.
Please refer to the comment letter (above) about the need for site specific modeling
and analysis. There is no site specific demonstration that the cobble back berm will
extend the life of the beach and bluff compared to option 1. In addition, this section
does not discuss impacts of riprap to the sandy beach directly in front of the riprap on
the parcel under existing conditions or impacts to the beach long-term under
projected sea level rise.

4.12 Recreation

Impact REC-3: Permanent Changes to Recreational Access to Mussel Shoals Beach
IArea —

“The Project would permanently alter the access paths and Mussel Shoals
Beach area during and after SCC Parcel improvements. (Less than
Significant/Beneficial}”

“Option 1 and Option 2

p. 4-279 - Removal of the existing coastal hazards would improve aesthetics
and create a safer beach area for public use. A long-term beneficial impact
would result.”

“Further, the riprap would reduce future erosion of the SCC Parcel, thereby
reducing the risk of future loss of existing adjacent access roads to Rincon
Island and of public access points on the SCC Parcel. “

IThe existence of sandy beach is part of public access on the SCC Parcel. On p. 4-166 of
the DEIR, it is acknowledged that rip rap can accelerate beach erosion and block beach
access. The analysis for REC-3 does not consider the potential impact of rip rap on the
existing beach profile and its ability to migrate with sea level rise. The natural

Attachment, SCC Comment Letter for Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning DEIR A-4
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Comment
712
Cont.

Comment
7-13

shoreline is an asset for public access on the SCC Parcel. For example, it invites beach
combing and offers safer ingress and egress for surfers. The loss of sandy beach to
bluff transition may create hazardous conditions that could result in injury or force
surfers to paddle in from distant locations.

As stated in the SCC’s Comment Letter, site specific modeling and analysis of the
cobble back berm and rip rap options are necessary to assess over the range of
existing and future sea level projections the potential success of these approaches and
the impact (beneficial or negative) to the sandy beach and bluff.

7.0 Othe

r State Lands Commission Considerations

7.1.2 Sea Level Rise

p.7-4 to
7-6

“Under the proposed Project, ... and Options 2 and 3 would provide additional
protection ... However, flooding of the upland portion of the parcel may still
result depending on actualized SLR.”

Please see the Site Specific Modeling and Analysis section of the State Coastal
Conservancy’s comment letter (above). The performance of the cobble back berm
and riprap needs to be analyzed with site specific conditions and sea level rise
projections to demonstrate potential success, assess impacts (beneficial or negative)
including to the sandy beach profile at the SCC Parcel, and estimate years of
protection of existing beach and access improvements on the SCC Parcel.

Attachment, SCC Comment Letter for Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning DEIR A-5
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 7: STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY

/-1

SCC objectives regarding the parcel have been noted as part of
the Joint Review Panel discussions, and CSLC staff thoughtfully
considered those objectives in designing and analyzing the
proposed Project. The Project objectives for the SCC Parcel stated
in the EIR (Section 1.2.2) are not meaningfully different than the
objectives stated in Comment 7-1. Any of the three options would
serve the objective of “keeping a natural sand beach and bluff top
as long as possible.” CSLC staff disagrees that the EIR objectives
predetermine selection of Option 2 or Option 3. The SCC Parcel was
included in the EIR at SCC's request, with the understanding that
SCC was interested in transferring jurisdiction of the SCC Parcel to
the CSLC. The decision to include Options 1 through 3 within the EIR
is based upon the need to protect the access roads to the beach
and Rincon Island, as well as access points on the SCC Parcel, to
preserve access to Public Trust resources and in furtherance of
SCC'’s goal of increasing public access at the parcel. However,
because SCC, and not the CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over the
SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will not recommend any of the SCC Parcel
options be included in the Project to be considered by the
Commission at this time. If the Commission or the SCC (whichever
may have jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel at that time) decides to
approve a project implementing any of the SCC Parcel options in
the future, additional engineering analysis would be conducted to
refine the site-specific design based on the prevailing conditions
(e.g., sea levelrise, erosion, sand retention). Subsequent analysis
under CEQA may be required prior to project approval.

SCC's preference for a “soft” shoreline protection solution was
considered in the Project options analyzed for the SCC Parcel.
However, the three options presented are conceptual and
described at a high level for the purposes of preliminary
environmental analysis in the CEQA document. The decision to
include Options 1 through 3 within the EIR is based upon the need
to protect the access roads to the beach and Rincon Island, as well
as access points on the SCC Parcel, to preserve access to Public
Trust resources. Because SCC, and not the Commission, currently
has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will not recommend
any of the SCC Parcel options be included in the Project to be
considered by the Commission at this time. If the Commission or the
SCC (whichever may have jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel at that
time) decides to approve a project implementing any of the SCC
Parcel options in the future, coastal engineers would refine each
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7-3

7-4

7-6

concept based on addifional technical studies. The studies would
include additional modeling and analysis prior to selection,
permitting, and implementation.

The referenced text (Draft EIR page 2-8) describes a scenario in

1971 where the length of the shoreline in front of the SCC parcel
contained rock (either riprap or naturally occurring) which provides
a reasonable example of how the shoreline would react under a
return to this composition. Edits have been made to the EIR to
reflect the presence of riprap and natural occurring rock in this area
since construction of Rincon Island in 1959. The commenter is
correct, Figure 2-10 is not in the Everest (2014) report, and was
erroneously cited in the EIR. Figure 2-10 in the EIR should have been
cited as being taken from a study conducted by Bionic in 2014
(page 7 photo exhibit, first panel shows the é6-foot to 10-foot drop)
on behalf of the SCC. The EIR has been corrected. Additional
changes were made in the EIR to clarify that the clause “which
could eliminate public access points on the SCC Parcel, and
threaten adjacent access roads and private property, including the
access road to Rincon Island” is not afttributed to any study findings,
but rather to the preparers of the EIR.

See response to Comment 7-2 above.
Section 2.3.2.1 has been revised as suggested.

As further described in Section 2.2.3, during winter months when
sand levels are typically lowest, the beach area can be up to 8 feet
lower than the bluff and is very narrow with mostly cobble. Although
the beach and intertidal habitat at the SCC Parcel is considered
ESHA, the upland area of the parcel supports a ruderal and
disturbed, non-native plant community which would not be
considered ESHA under Section 30107.5 of the California Coastal
Act. There would be no significant grading or disturbance to soils
proposed within the intertidal or beach area located at the front of
the SCC Parcel with Options 2 or 3. For Option 2, the maijority of the
cobble would be subsurface; however, some installed cobble may
transition down onto the beach, mixing with the existing rock onsite,
which is not considered a significant impact to ESHA. As already
stated in the EIR, Option 3 would permanently displace
approximately 0.04 acres of beach area ESHA with additional riprap
rock. As described in the Griggs report (Appendix G1) naturally
occurring and riprap rock previously existed in this location on the
beach and was displaced due to natural wave action (based on
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7-7

7-8

7-9

7-10

7-11

7-12

historical data); the addition of 0.04 acres of riprap would cause
only minor displacement of habitat, and impacts to ESHA under
Option 3 are considered less than significant. Potential impacts to
ESHA are discussed within Impact BIO-2 of the EIR.

See response to Comment 7-3 above.

The text has been corrected to state, “The low coastal bluff,
abutting the rocky shoreline within the SCC Parcel, is susceptible to
erosion from wave action during storms combined with high fides.”

Information regarding the beach width at the SCC Parcel has been
added to Section 4.6.1.5 (Coastal Processes) of the EIR.

As indicated in the discussion for Impact GEO-3, in accordance with
CEQA, Project analysis should address the potential impacts of the
Project on the environment, not the potential impacts of the
environment on the Project. As stated by the California Supreme
Court, “agencies subject to CEQA generally are not required to
analyze the impact of existing environmental conditions on a
project's future users or residents. But when a proposed project risks
exacerbating those environmental hazards or conditions that
already exist, an agency must analyze the potential impact of such
hazards on future residents or users.” (California Building Industry
Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62
Cal. 4th 369, 386 (CBIA)).

The discussion of permanent impacts for Impact GEO-3 is limited to
naturally occurring geologic hazards. Proposed Project activities
would not exacerbate existing geological conditions related to
these hazards (such as seismic ground shaking or the intensity of
coastal storms); therefore, the potential for impact is less than
significant.

A discussion of potential Project effects on the coastline is provided
in Impact GEO-4.

Please see response to Comment 7-2 above.

The reference to accelerated beach erosion in the Draft EIR, page
4-166 refers to the effects of riprap placement in areas adjacent to
beach areas that are not protected by hard armoring. This is not
the case with the SCC parcel, which has existing riprap protection
both upcoast and downcoast of the parcel. Edits to the impact
discussion in Section 4.12 (Recreation) have been made to include
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potential effects related to the loss of sandy beach on the SCC
Parcel. See response to Comment 7-2 above regarding additional
studies.

7-13 Please see response to Comment 7-2 above. The potential effects
of Sea Level Rise have been included in Section 7.1 (Climate
Change and Sea Level Rise) of the EIR.
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COMMENT SET 8: NAACP

Comment
8-1

Comment
8-2

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project

5/14/2024, Paul Burke, naacp@yrr.info
Chair, Environmental & Climate Justice Committee, NAACP of Ventura County
due 5pm 5/15/2024 to CEQA.comments@slc.ca.gov Subject: Rincon Project DEIR Comments

Keep the Island and Causeway

The plan to keep Rincon Island and the access causeway is appropriate and wise. While it will
not be used for public access in the short term, that is an important option in the longer term to
provide public experiences at the ocean, as sea level rise removes our beaches.

Noise in the Ocean

Section 4.11 needs to address underwater noise in the ocean. Appendix D4 shows the presence
of dolphins and whales. Noise of any work carried out on the island will carry in the water.
Breaking the 3” concrete with “hydraulic claw, cutter, shear, and breaker attachments” (p.2-19)
will be noisy. The underwater effects of that and other noise need to be evaluated, mitigated, and
will probably need “take” permits under federal and state rules which protect marine mammals
(e.g., pp.B-16, B-27, B-29).

e “prohibits takes of all marine mammals in the U.S. (including territorial seas) with few
exceptions. The Act defines “take”.. potential to disturb a marine mammal or marine
mammal stock in the wild by causing disruption of behavioral patterns, including, but not
limited to, migration, breathing, nursing, breeding, feeding, or sheltering.” (pp.B-16, B-17)

Whales and dolphins produce and can be disturbed by a wider range of frequencies than the
ones described for humans in the DEIR (p.4-245). This graph shows the frequencies they
produce. There is other research which shows they hear and react to much lower decibel levels,
in this same wide range of frequencies.
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Comment

SOICHRE CA Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW) scoping comment 11-17 (in Appendix A) pointed out that

whales and dolphins are vulherable to underwater noise. Table A-2 says this is addressed in 4.3.
The impact analysis in 4.3.4 on p.4-96 says “Project does not include any activities within ocean
waters that may directly affect marine mammals such as dolphins and whales.” This ignores the
reality that the extremely loud concrete breakage outside the water will cause underwater noise
which directly affects marine mammals. Page 4-81 lists Ventura County criteria and ignores
federal and state criteria of not disturbing marine mammals. There needs to be analysis of the
quietest methods to remove the concrete, how to muffle the noise, or break less of, or none of,
the concrete. It might be possible to monitor the effectiveness of the mitigation by hydrophone
arrays or other effective methods, to see if marine mammals move away or change vocalizations.
If so, the mitigation will need to be improved.

CDFW Comment 11-18 covered “materials to be removed...underwater sound monitoring methods
and mitigation...during in-water construction...” Table A-2 says this is addressed in 5.8. Section
5.8 pretends that removing the island or causeway would be mitigated by {p.5-14): description,
analysis, two Marine Wildlife Observers, records, and reports. Those would not mitigate the noise
impacts, but just document some impacts. Since whales and dolphins are usually underwater,
the observers would not even observe most impacts, to document them, whether the observers
are above or below water. If the alternatives in 5.0 are adopted, noise would need to be
mitigated, and its effects would need to be monitored effectively.

Comment | Road and Beach Erosicn East of Causeway
8-3
The State Coastal Conservancy Parcel at Punta Gorda is s0 small and exposed that it will not
provide practical public benefits for the people of California for recreation: “access reduction is
not deemed to be significant” {p.G2-28). Certainly in the long term, with sea level rise, and
stronger storms than in the past, the parcel will disappear under water.

The DEIR is imprecise in quoting its source on sea level rise {p.7-2 of DEIR, p.66 of source). The
source estimates 1in 208 chance of 6.6' or more rise in 21880 if we have high greenhouse gas
emissions, and 58-58 chance of 2.1 Low emissions would give 1 in 280 chance of 5.3' and
58-58 chance of 1.2".

Probabilistic Projections (in feet) (based on Kopp et al. 2014)

) H++ scenario

Santa Barbara, p.66 excerpt LIKELY RANGE 1-IN-20 CHANCE | 1-IN-200 CHANCE (Sweet et al.
OPC_SLR_Guidance-rd3.pdf 2017)
50% probability 66% probability 5% probability 0.5% probability *Single

sea-level rise meets sea-level rise sea-level rise meets | sea-level rise meets scenario
or exceeds... is between... or exceeds... or exceeds...

2.0 2.9 5%
3.1 4.1 6.6
“The largest tsunami event in Ventura County occurred in 1812 and reached heights of
approximately 6.5 feet above sea level” (p.4-142).

i 0.6

21 1.2

These future water levels will undermine the access road. The state needs to protect the access
road, to keep the option open of public reuse of the causeway and island in the future. The road
appears to be the focus in the diagrams on pp. 2-26 and 2-29.

Presumably the state is not protecting the adjacent homes, so it needs to say so clearly, in a
format accessible to future home buyers, such as signage and a filing with the county land
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Comment
8-3 Cont.

records. The state needs to avoid liability for any reliance private citizens might place on work
designed and done by the state to protect the access road, when that work fails.

The DEIR proposes an option of a small area of cobbles, with edges in front of the homes and
near the causeway. The DEIR cites no research on edge effects of small areas of cobbles, and
needs to analyze whether the placement of cobbles or riprap to protect the road will displace
forces to erode in front of the homes. The state also needs a process to coordinate with any
protections the homeowners undertake. If the adjacent property owners protect their homes
privately, they will choose and take responsibility for the methods, and they need to be
coordinated.

f:éﬁ/& ‘

Ly oot

Replacement Bench and

“[Algencies subject to CEQA generally are not required to analyze the impact of existing
environmental conditions on a project's future users or residents. But when a proposed project
risks exacerbating those environmental hazards or conditions that already exist, an agency must
analyze the potential impact of such hazards on future residents or users” (pp.4-136, 4-160). The
past project does not appear to exacerbate hazards: “aerial photographs of this area, spanning
nearly a century, indicate that the shoreline and beaches both upcoast and downcoast of Punta
Gorda and Mussel Shoals have not been impacted by the construction of the causeway” (p.5-46).
Effects of replacing existing vegetation and installing cobbles or riprap could impact neighbors.

e The proposed option to replace nonnative with native plants will open the land to faster
erosion for the months needed to establish the new plants and replant the ones which
die. The land will eventually erode anyway. The EIR needs to offer a plan to protect the
access road from being eroded away during and after plant establishment.

e The proposed option of cobbles will see them move “upward and landward” (pp.7-5,
G2-23), spreading onto the access road and adjacent properties. Surfer's Point has
cobbles and has moved an average of two feet inland per year in its first 10 years
(p.G2-25). The caption of Fig.27 calls 2'/year “little change.” When it cuts into a road,
2'/year is significant. As storms get stronger and sea level rises, inland movement will
accelerate. The EIR needs to offer a plan to protect the access road from being eroded
away by this upward and landward movement, going at least 2 feet per year.
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Figure 27. Profile 3 across dunes and shoreline at Surfer’s Point built over the 10-year period from 2011 to
2021 showing stability and little change on the upper portion of the profile where cobbles were placed and
dunes were constructed.

e The proposed option of riprap “has occurred periodically over the years” (p.4-166),
without working long term, and certainly cannot suddenly begin to protect against an
ocean which is higher and stormier. The EIR needs to offer a plan to protect the access
road from repeated loss of the riprap.

So none of these options protects the long term access which we want, and which the plans for
the island and causeway assume. More effective options could include re-engineering the access
road as a bridge or continuation of the piling-supported causeway, with land eroding under it, or
installing a structure to attenuate waves. While California universities need to publish more on
wave attenuation, there is research elsewhere. Perforated caissons greatly attenuate wave
reflections for wave lengths 3 to 10 times the distance from the caissons to the shore (p.VI-5-46
of Corps of Engineers Coastal Engineering Manual). "Perforations on the side faces of the
elements provide passage for water flow under surging or breaking waves dissipating the wave
energy within the elements,” and effects can be measured (Ghiasian et al. 2819 U.Miami).
Caissons need to be tall enough not to be overtopped by 108-year storms and tsunamis at high
tide after 2.1 to 6.6 feet of sea level rise, deep enough not to be undercut by those same storms,
and spread wide enough not to erode neighboring properties.

Comment Fossils

84 Fossils are irreplaceable, rare, and have value for all of us. At the onshore facility, “deposits
within the Pico Formation (Pliocene age) have a moderate to high potential for paleontological
importance” (p.4-147). It is unacceptable for anyone to have authority to omit monitoring for the
entire second half of the site just because nothing is noticed and reported in the first half, as
proposed on p.4-158. Monitoring needs to continue until the end of the work.

Comment Greenhouse Gasses
8-5
The greenhouse gas estimates include fuel “used to transport and place cobble” and riprap
(p.4-177). They need to add fuel to excavate or produce the cobble and riprap. They also need to
add CO, emitted from the production of cement (pp.ES-4, 4-155). Making each pound of cement
releases 8.9-1.4 pounds of CO, (CaO; — CaOD + CO,), including the heat and fuel needed.
Impacts will still be below the threshold of significance in this project, but there should not be a
habit of ignoring them, since they will be significant in other projects.

4
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 8: NAACP

8-1

8-2

Support for retention of Rincon Island and the causeway is noted.
The Commission will consider all comments received prior to making
a decision regarding the Project.

The remaining demolition activities at Rincon Island would be
consistent with recent demolition work performed during Phase 1
preparation of the Island to be put in caretaker status. All work
would be conducted within approximately 1 acre of the interior of
the Island. The total area of the Island is over 2 acres, leaving a
considerable buffer around the perimeter of the work area.
Additionally, as indicated within the design report originally
included as Attachment 1 to the Feasibility Study, the seaward
breaker wall of the Island is approximately 24 feet above the water
surface, and the interior of the Island is approximately 16 feet
above mean sea level. Noise producing activities, including
proposed removal of the 3-inch concrete deck, would be
attenuated from the surrounding waters by a significant volume of
existing fill material and the concrete tetrapod perimeter structure,
which would act as a noise barrier to the sound and vibration
generated above ground.

A discussion of potential impacts to biological resources based on
any of the Project Alternatives that require in-water work activities is
included in Section 5.4 of the EIR. That section states that some of
the alternatives may disturb marine mammails if they are foraging in
the area during demolition activities. As such, MM ALT-A (Marine
Wildlife Contingency Plan), has been included to reduce potential
impacts. Implementation of a Marine Wildlife Contingency Plan
(and associated monitoring activities) in coordination with
responsible wildlife agencies is consistently accepted as
appropriate mitigation for prevention of impacts to marine wildlife
for Projects of this scale and nature. As noted in the EIR, applicable
federal and state laws are described in Appendix B.

The sea level rise projections included in Section 7.1 of the EIR are
taken from the State of California Sea-Level Rise Guidance (2018)
and used by all California agencies to determine the potential
impacts of sea level rise. A primary purpose for inclusion of the SCC
Parcel options is based upon the need to protect the access roads
to the beach and Rincon Island, as well as access points on the
SCC Parcel, to preserve access to Public Trust resources and in
furtherance of SCC's goal of increasing public access at the parcel.
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8-4

Please note that the three options presented are conceptual and
described at a high level for the purposes of preliminary
environmental analysis. Because the SCC, and not the CSLC,
currently has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will not
recommend inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel opftions in the
Project for consideration by the Commission at this time. If the
Commission or the SCC (whichever may have jurisdiction over the
SCC Parcel at the time) decides to move forward with a project to
implement any of the SCC Parcel options in the future, additional
engineering analysis would be conducted to refine the site-specific
design based on the prevailing conditions (e.g. sea level rise,
erosion, sand retention). Subsequent analysis under CEQA may be
required prior to project approval. Language has been added to
Section 2.2.3 of the EIR (and elsewhere in the document) noting
that prevention of erosion and damage to private property is not
an objective of the proposed Project, and the EIR does not analyze
potential erosion of private property or prevention thereof. Nothing
in the document should be taken as a guarantee against future
erosion or related damage to private property.

As indicated within Section 4.6 of the EIR, MM GEO-2 would be
implemented for any option at the Onshore Facility that includes
deep excavation (greater than 5 feet) in order to protect potential
paleontological resources. This proposed mitigation is conservative
in nature, as the Onshore Facility is primarily comprised of artificial fill
from the creation of U.S. Highway 101, as confirmed by recent sall
investigations completed on behalf of the Project (Appendix E -
Assessment Reports).

Potential air quality impacts related to production of aggregate
materials are included in each source facility’s Permit to Operate,
as administered by its local Air Pollution Control District. The transport
of these materials from the receiving facility to the Project sites has
been included in the Project’s greenhouse gas emissions analysis
(Section 4.7, Appendix ).
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COMMENT SET 9: SURFRIDER

Comment
9-1

SURFRIDER

FOUNDATION

May 15, 2024

To: Malia Cohen, Chair, State Lands Commission
Cc: Jennifer Lucchesi, Executive Director, State Lands Commission
Cynthia Herzog, Senior Environmental Scientist, State Lands Commission

Re: Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Comments
Dear Chair Cohen and Commissioners,

The Surfrider Foundation Ventura County Chapter (Surfrider) supports the State Lands
Commission efforts to decommission Rincon Island Onshore and Offshore Facilities in a manner
consistent with the maximum protection of public resources. Surfrider’s mission is to protect and
enjoy all 43 miles of Ventura County’s ocean, waves and beaches for all people. On behalf of
our thousands of members and supporters throughout the County who visit, walk, surf, swim
and cherish this portion of the coast, we offer the following comments on the DEIR, particularly
regarding the State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) Parcel. We stand in strong opposition to
Option 3: Installation of Riprap Along Parcel Frontage.

The State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) Parcel to the south of Breakers Way represents a vital
coastal accessway for one of the state’s most popular surf breaks, Little Rincon. Little Rincon is
a reliable point and reef break accessed year round and especially in the winter and fall months
and when other breaks are overcrowded. The partially unarmored portion of the SCC Parcel is
the safest access point on this portion of coast. As seen in the photographs below, depicting the
upcoast and downcoast portions of the shoreline from Rincon Island, the coast is extensively
armored and hazardous for coastal access.

Upcoast from Rincon Island
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Rincon Island and the SCC Parcel

These photographs demonstrate the vital importance of the unarmored portion of the SCC
Parcel for maintaining and maximizing coastal access to Little Rincon and nearby surf breaks.
Indeed, according to CSUCI data, over 57% of Ventura County’s coastline is covered in
shoreline armoring, the highest rate in the state.! The average armoring by county in Southern
Callifornia is 38%.

The DEIR states that the SCC Parcel faces periodic erosion, especially during the winter
months. As sea levels rise, erosion and coastal hazards increase over the coming decades,
erosion and bluff scour will get worse. If our only response is coastal armoring, we may lose this
special pocket beach and coastal access to a popular surf break; additionally, the surf break
itself may be impacted. Coastal armoring makes erosion worse by fixing the back of the beach

" Coastal Armoring in California. Dr. Kiki Patsch. California State University Channel Islands.
https://csucigis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/Cascade/index.html?appid=010d446134ec49a2bcd39881d2856a79.
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Comment
9-1 Cont.

Comment
g9-2

Comment
9-3

and preventing natural landward migration and preventing sediment accumulation. This may
ultimately make the pocket beach disappear, affect the bathymetry, and ultimately the surf break
and surf conditions. Therefore, we strongly oppose Option 3, which would add up to 360 cubic
yards of riprap on the SCC Parcel.

The State Lands Commission does not have duty or authority to provide coastal armoring
protection for private property owners in the nearby vicinity. Consideration of coastal armoring
for private property must go through the coastal development permit process and be evaluated
on its own merits. The Commission’s recently adopted Shoreline Armaring and the Public Trust
guidelines, section 4.1.5, states that hard armoring:

“is not recommended for solely protecting private property because it impacts Public
Trust resources and uses, including beach loss and the reduction of coastal habitat,
opportunities for recreation, and space for the public to take refuge during heat waves.
When that occurs, the hard armoring provides a private benefit at the expense of Public
Trust resources, uses and values. In locations where nature-based strategies or
managed retreat are feasible mid- or long-term strategies, hard armoring should be
avoided [...]".

Thus, option 3 is inconsistent with the Commission’s own Shoreline Adaptation guidelines.

Surfrider supports Option 2: Installation of a Cobble Back Berm. A cobble berm is a
nature-based adaptation approach that will help provide resiliency to the native revegetation and
access improvements and longevity of the coastal accessway. Nature-based solutions work with
natural coastal processes in a way that provides protection and limits impacts to public
resources and coastal access. Ve applaud the design concept that utilizes native sized cobble
and a natural slope beach, which will allow for sediment accumulation in the summer months
and maintain and improve coastal accessibility.

We suggest that Option 2 be expanded to remove any unnecessary riprap from the SCC
Parcel that can otherwise be stabilized by cobble berm. This would help maximize coastal
access and resiliency of the parcel over the coming decades in a manner that works with
coastal processes and is least environmentally damaging, as required by the Public Trust
Doctrine, California Coastal Act and California Environmental Quality Act.

\We appreciate your careful consideration of the future of the SCC Parcel and public access to
Little Rincon and the surrounding coast.

Sincerely,

% State Lands Commission. 2023. Shorefine Adaptation and the Public Trust: Protecting California’s Pubiic Trust
Resources from Sea Level Rise.
https.//slcprdwordpressstorage. blob.core. windows. netiwordpressdata/2023/12/Shoreline-Adaptation-Report. pdf
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Oopre™—

Zach Plopper
Environmental Director
Surfrider Foundation
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 9: SURFRIDER

9-1

Opposition to SCC Parcel Option 3 has been noted. As shown on
Figure 2-24, public access to the coastline (including Little Rincon)
would be retained from the western side of the SCC Parcel for
Options 1, 2, and 3. The decision to include Options 1 through 3
within the EIR is based upon the need to protect the access roads
to the beach and Rincon Island, as well as access points on the
SCC Parcel, to preserve access to Public Trust resources and in
furtherance of SCC's goal of increasing public access at the parcel.
However, because the SCC, and not the CSLC, currently has
jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will not recommend
inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel options in the Project for
consideration by the Commission at this time. If the Commission or
the SCC (whichever may have jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel at
that time) decides to move forward with a project to implement
any of the SCC Parcel options in the future, additional engineering
analyses would be conducted to refine the site-specific design
based on the prevailing conditions (e.g., sea level rise, erosion, sand
retention) and input from the adjacent Mussel Shoals community.
Subsequent analysis under CEQA may be required prior to project
approval.

The Griggs study (Appendix G2) concluded that based on the
average annual littoral drift along the Rincon coast, placement of
riprap in this area would not result in significant changes to the
volume of sand available for littoral tfransport to beaches
downcoast. However, additional clarification has been added to
Section 4.12 to address the potential for long-term changes to
Mussel Shoals Beach as a result of implementation of Options 2 or 3.
Although shoreline protective devices like riprap can alter patterns
of sand deposition and scour, this concept refers to the effects of
riprap placement in areas adjacent to beaches that are not
protected by hard armoring. This is not the case with the SCC
parcel, which has existing riprap protection immediately upcoast
and downcoast of the parcel. Although hard armoring is generally
not preferred, as noted in the CSLC Shoreline Adaption Report2, the
Report acknowledges that hard armoring may be necessary to
protect coastal-dependent structures and critical infrastructure.

2

https://slcprdwordpressstorage.blob.core.windows.net/wordpressdata/2023/12/
Shoreline-Adaptation-Report.pdf
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9-2

Language has been added to Section 2.2.3 of the EIR (and
elsewhere in the document) noting that prevention of erosion and
damage to private property is not an objective of the proposed
Project and the EIR does not analyze potential erosion of private
property, or prevention thereof. Nothing in the document should be
taken as a guarantee against future erosion or related damage to
private property.

Support for SCC Parcel Option 2 has been noted. However, see
response to comment 9-1.

Because the SCC, and not the CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over
the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will not recommend inclusion of any of
the SCC Parcel options in the Project for consideration by the
Commission at this fime. If the Commission or the SCC (whichever
may have jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel at the time) decides to
move forward with a project to implement any of the SCC Parcel
options in the future, additional engineering analyses would be
conducted to refine the site-specific design based on the prevailing
conditions (e.g., sea level rise, erosion, sand retention). Surfrider’s
suggestions regarding the design of Option 2 would be considered
during this evaluation.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.
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COMMENT SET 10: STANSON

Herzog, Cynthia@SLC

From: Jason Stanson <stanson@stansonian.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 3:21 PM

To: Herzog, Cynthia@SLC

Subject: Mussel Shoals Resident

Attention: This email originated from outside of SLC and should be treated with extra caution.

Dear Cynthia,

You and | have exchanged correspondence through the years on various Mussel Shoals related issues,
and | hope you don't mind one more, if | may!
Comment 10-1
As itrelates to the "The Project” (as you all at the SLC have defined it}, | writing in support of keeping the
island, causeway/pier, abutment and revetment. | believe this is the only real option of those presented
where we know the actual outcome as it relates to sand flows and preserving the tide pools and surf
zones, as we know them. | am alsc in favor of Option 3 providing for rip rap protection for the SCC
property. We all have direct experience with rip rap and the protection is provides. | am also in favor of
completing the rip rap on the east side of the SCC property to protect against further erosion.
Comment 10-2
As I've stated in prior correspondence, | am not in favor of the "Reefing" alternative, the "Abutment and
Revetment Retention" alternative, the "Partial Causeway Removal" alternative or the "Offshore Disposal”
alternative.

As always, | would like to thank you for taking the time to read my emails on these matters and
considering my concerns. As you know, this community is home to so many of us, and we are highly
motivated to protectit, our beaches, ourtide pools, our marine and bird life and the outdoor recreational
activities that we love so much.

Very best regards,
Jason

JASON STANSON
6698 BREAKERS WAY
VENTURS, CA 93001
949-554-4412
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 10: STANSON

10-1 Support for retention of Rincon Island, the causeway, and the
abutment/revetment and selection of Option 3 at the SCC Parcel
and opposition to the Offshore Disposal Alternative are noted. The
Commission will consider all comments prior to making a decision
regarding the Project. However, because the SCC, and not the
CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will
not recommend inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel opfions in the
Project for consideration by the Commission at this time.

10-2 Opposition to the Reefing, Abutment and Revetment Retention,
Partial Causeway Removal, and Offshore Disposal Alternatives is
also noted.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.
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COMMENT SET 11: CHERNOF

Herzog, Cynthia@SLC

Subject: FW: Subject: Rincon Phase 2--Decommissioning Project

From: DAVID CHERNOF <dchernof@ucla.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2024 12:26 PM

To: Robinson-Filipp, Katie@SLC <Katie.Robinson-Filipp@slc.ca.gov>
Subject: Subject: Rincon Phase 2--Decommissioning Project

Attention: This email originated from outside of SLC and should be treated with extra caution.

Dear Ms. Robinson:

Thank you for the opportunity to share some of my cerns relative to the above project. | have beena
resident, owner in Mussel Shoals for many, many years am concerned about preservation of this
environment and safety of the visiting public.
Comment
11-1] 1. I support The Project and the inclusion of Option 3 Rip-Rap protection for SCC property. | believe rip-
rap protection for this property is extremely important
Comment
11-21 5. Asforthe current vegetation in this area, it has successfully and beautifully survived for over 30 years,
and no maintenance has been required. Replacing the current vegetation would disrupt existing habitats
and present an unnecessary expense. A path could very easily be added for public viewing.
4" There is no bathroom facility available in Mussel Shoals for visitors and their children to use. People
go to the bathroom in my garden anywhere a bush is available.
nﬁrft Public beach access on both sides in the subject area is extremely dangerous. There is no stairway
or handrail-- just jagged rocks. Some form of stairway with handrail is essential, because the current

situation is extremely dangerous.

Comn
11-3

Com|
11-4

Chris Provenzano-Chernof
Dr. David Chernof
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 11: CHERNOF

11-1

11-3

Support for the proposed Project and SCC Parcel Option 3 is noted.
The Commission will consider all comments received prior to making
a decision regarding the Project. However, because the SCC, and
not the CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC
staff will not recommend inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel options
in the Project for consideration by the Commission at this time.

A preference for non-action regarding restoration of the SCC
parcel with native vegetation has been noted. The Commission will
consider all comments received prior to making a decision
regarding the Project. However, because the SCC, and not the
CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will
not recommend inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel options in the
Project for consideration by the Commission at this time.

Installation of a restroom facility is not included as part of the
proposed SCC Parcel improvements. Because the SCC, and not the
CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will
not recommend inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel options in the
Project for consideration by the Commission at this time. The Project
does not include proposals for future use of Rincon Island, which is
an unresolved issue at this time. Any future uses would be subject to
additional review under CEQA. In the event that a project is
proposed in the future for use of Rincon Island for public access
purposes, the Commission will consider your comments regarding
the need for a public restroom facility in this area.

The addition of a public stairway near the eastern perimeter of the
SCC Parcel to provide safer access to the beach from the bluff
drop-off area is included in the proposed Project as described in
Section 2.3.2 (State Coastal Conservancy Parcel Improvements).
However, because the SCC, and not the CSLC, currently has
jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will not recommend
inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel options in the Project for
consideration by the Commission at this time.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.
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COMMENT SET 12: CAREY

Herzog, Cynthia@SLC

From: Sam Carey <samuelmcarey@gmail com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 1, 2024 10:10 PM

To: Phase2, RINCON@SLC

Subject: ldea

Attention: This email originated from outside of SLC and should be treated with extra caution.
Comment 12-1

Put a self sustainable prefab container development and county park space that generates income from
a eco friendly menu and venue.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 12: CAREY

12-1 Please note that the Project does not include proposals for future
use, which is an unresolved issue at this time. Any future uses would
be subject to additional review under CEQA.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comment does
not provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.

July 2024 II-60 Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning
Project EIR



Responses to Comments

COMMENT SET 13: BINIWALE

Herzog, Cynthia@SLC

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Reshma Biniwale <rbiniwale@hotmail.com>

Wednesday, May 1, 2024 8:16 PM

Robinson-Filipp, Katie@SLC; Herzog, Cynthia@SLC; Nicole.Dobroski@scl.ca.gov
Bunny

Rincon Island Draft EIR

Attention: This email originated from outside of SLC and should be treated with extra caution.

As a community we:
Comment 13-1

1.

Comment 13-2

2.

Support The Following
Support “The Project” as defined by SLC to keep the island, causeway/pier,
abutment and revetment. Retention of sand on the westside of abutment and
recreational opportunities need to be protected and maintained.
Support the inclusion of Option 3, rip rap protection for the SCC property. A
managed retreat or cobble berm would endanger the community, whereas rip rap
protection is a proven method to safeguard property and prevent further erosion.
Support the need to complete the rip rap on the eastside of the SCC property.

Do Not Support.
Reefing Alternative
Abutment and Revetment Retention Alternative
Partial Causeway Removal Alternative
Offshore Disposal Alternative

We sincerely request you to consider the above action items that we as a family and community
support.
Dr. Reshma Biniwale
Dr. Manoj Biniwale
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 13: BINIWALE

13-1 Support for retention of Rincon Island, the causeway, and the
abutment/revetment and selection of Option 3 related to
placement of riprap at the SCC Parcel are noted. The Commission
will consider all comments received prior o making a decision
regarding the Project. However, because the SCC, and not the
CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will
not recommend inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel options in the
Project for consideration by the Commission at this time.

13-2 Opposition to the Reefing, Abutment and Revetment Retention,
Partial Causeway Removal, and Offshore Disposal Alternatives is
noted.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.
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COMMENT SET 14: BRUNNER

Rincon Project DEIR comments
CEQA-comments@SLC.CA.GOV
Page one of 2

Rincon Phase 2 Decommission

Robert and Janet Brunner have resided in Mussel Shoals for 50 years. Our residence, located at
6640 Old Pacific Coast Hwy. is located south east of the pier and beach front. We are very
Comment concerned at the removal of the pier and causeway will increase the wave action towards our

s rock riprap seawall and dwelling causing damage to both. Have any Army Corps Engineer
reports regarding this been discussed? We are concerned about sand flow and restoring our
rock riprap seawall.

?;)_nz'lment | Little Rincon is a well-known advanced surf destination. The wave is a world-class point break

- enjoyed by many. Also, our tide pools are designated Coastal Commission tide pools that need

14-3 to be protected and policed due to poachers. Please respect our residential beach community
during the decommissioning process.

Comment | |astly, we know of several old oil wells along the beach between the pier and below the Cliff
flie=d House, we want to make sure these are capped and are in no danger of leaking oil. This should

be part of the State Lands responsibility along with the decommissioning of the island.
Thank you
Robert Brunner

6640 Old Pacific Coast Hwy.
Ventura, CA 93101

Z/Household/RinconPhase2 Decommission 5-2024
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Comment
14-5

May 9, 2024

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2210
Page 2 of 2

Re:

L. Robert Brunner resident of Mussel Shoals for 52 years am reaching out to our California
Coastal Commission regarding four issues that negatively affect our community.

1. Mussel Shoals, Ventura California has designated Coastal Commission tide pools. On
January 1, 2012 nearly 200 square miles of State waters off the coast of southern pacific
became protected by the historic Marine Life Protection Act. Mussel Shoals was not
included. We have many daily visitors that come to the beach south of the Rincon Island
pier to the Cliff House Inn and remove and disrupt sea creatures and our beautiful rocks.
How can we protect our coastline? Can we be included in the Marine Life Protection
Act? Can we get signage to inform the public not to remove creatures, etc. and disturb
the underwater ecosystem as well as our pebbles and rocks along our beaches? As a local
surfer I have noticed signs along Ventura’s point state “No rock removal”. We need tide
pool etiquette signage near the existing pier.

2. In our community we do not have any restroom facilities for beach goers, kayakers,
surfers or the many fishermen who visit our community. We have a world class surf
break called “Little Rincon”. Numerous people who pull off highway 101 or happen to
spend the day here have no place to do their “business™. The public uses our front yards
to urinate and defecate, often in full view of the residents. Our community is worn out
from public exposure and clean up we must endure. How can we initiate getting 1 or 2
restrooms to help keep our ocean, beaches and property clean? The area of concern is
between the Rincon Island pier and the Cliff House Inn located in the beach community
of Mussel Shoals, Ventura, CA 93001.

3. At the south end of Ocean Ave. that crosses Breakers Way is not an intelligent turn
around for automobiles and many cars stop and block the road. Our community does not
have any turn arounds that work.

4. Leave the existing pier and causeway. Place rock rip rap towards the south east to protect
our homes and seawalls. ook into rising sea level solutions to protect our community.

The community of Mussel Shoals looks forward to your reply.

Robert Brunner

6640 Old Pacific Coast Hwy.
Ventura, CA 93001
805-648-6334

Z/RBpers/Cal-Coastal CommS5-2024
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 14: BRUNNER

14-1

14-2

14-3

14-4

14-5

Please note that the proposed Project does not include removal of
the causeway (pier). Potential impacts to the shoreline as a result of
causeway (pier) removal alternatives have been addressed within
Appendix G1 - Potential Causeway Alternative Decommissioning
Impacts of the EIR.

A discussion of surf conditions onsite is included within Appendix H
(Surf Study). Recreational use onsite (including surfing) is discussed
within Section 4.12 (Recreation) of the EIR.

Existing biological resources within the intertidal zone of the SCC
Parcel have been included in Section 4.3 (Biological Resources) of
the EIR. MM BIO-1b includes environmental awareness training by a
CSLC-approved biologist to familiarize workers with environmental
resources onsite. Noftifications to Mussel Shoals residents would
confinue throughout Project implementation.

The referenced oil wells are not related to the Rincon Phase 2
Decommissioning Project and are being addressed by CSLC as part
of another project.

The enclosed letter is addressed to the California Coastal
Commission and is not provided to address the contents of the
Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning EIR.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.
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COMMENT SET 15: BADGER

Herzog, Cynthia@SLC

From: Steve Badger <sbadger@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2024 4:04 PM

To: Comments, CEQA@SLC

Subject: Rincon Project DEIR Comments
Attachments: CAcoastalConsrvancy,jpg

Attention: This email originated from outside of SLC and should be treated with extra caution.

| would like to take a moment of your time to address a few key issues in the Rincon Project, specifically the RipRap,
existing concrete block, the causeway and abutment and access to the tidepools.
Comment 15-1
I am in favor of RipRap as the only solid answer to front the bluff. As you can see by the highlighted portion in the
attached letter the SCC engineer concluded for their Shore Protection Manual that 7 ton RipRap should replace the
existing 4 ton RipRap.
Comment 15-2
| am opposed to the removal of the existing concrete block on the SCC property. A personal visit would conclude it is
offering support and removal would further weaken the bluff; the wave action is already tunneling into the bluff in several
locations.
Comment 15-3
I am also opposed to the removal of the causeway and the abutment. Anyone who has watched the wave action around
the causeway can see that the causeway and abutment are crucial as they break up the waves before they reach the
SCC property and our homes.
Comments 15-4 and 15-5
There is so much concern for public access to such a fragile area as the tidepools; the public has already found ways to
access and remove all the clams and starfish, but the residents have no safe access to the beach side of the causeway.
Comment 15-6
After 65 years | feel the island causeway abutment should be a state historical site. It is to thousands of Californians
driving along the California coast.

Hoping God and nature guide us all.

The Badger Herman Family
6667 Breakers Way
Ventura CA
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.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor

CALIFORNIA STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY
1330 BROADWAY, SUITE 1100

OAKLAND, CA 94612

ATSS 561-1015

TELEPHONE 415/464-1015

April 29, 1991

Mr. Robert Mann
5114 Avenida Hacienda
Tarzana, California 91356

Re: Breakers Way Homeowners
Proposal for Seawall Construction

Dear Mr. Mann:

Staff of the State Coastal Conservancy has reviewed your proposal for
construction of a stone seawall to protect Lots 24 through 27 of Mussel Shoal
Tract No. 1. The seawall would be constructed on portions of property owned by
the State of California (Lot 67 of Mussel Shoal Tract No. 1) and would require
a coastal development permit from the California Coastal Commission.

The Coastal Conservancy’s property was acquired by private donation and is being
held for potential public recreational and shoreline access purposes. Your
proposal would appear to be consistent with these purposes provided the seawall
does not inhibit or interfere with existing or potential public access to the
beach and shoreline, or damage the State’s property interest.

vd

With respect to the design of the seawall, the Conservancy would require that
concrete beach debris be removed prior to construction of the seawall itself, and |/
that the size of the stones used in the seawall be increased from four to seven
tons. These measures were recommended by the Conservancy’s engineering !
consultant, who reviewed your proposal at our request. Our engineer noted that
design criteria specified in the Corps of Engineers Shore Protection Manual,
portions of which are duplicated in your designer’s report and which is the
standard of practice in coastal engineering. would indicate that the stone size
corresponding to the 10-foot wave design lTisted in your proposal should be seven
tons. The removal of beach debris prior to construction is consistent with good
engineering practice.

The enclosed draft "AGREEMENT AND GRANT OF EASEMENT" sets forth the general terms
and conditions (other than as set forth above) under which staff would be willing
to recommend that the Conservancy grant the necessary rights of access and use
to the homeowners association. If your association wishes to acquire such an
easement, approval of the Conservancy’s board, and of the State’s Director of
General Services is required. As I explained in our telephone conversation, it
could take as long as 90 days to secure these approvals; however, it may be
possible to begin the permit application process (and even to obtain permit
approvals, conditioned upon the grant of such an easement) in advance of securing
the easement itself.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 15: BADGER

15-1

15-2

15-3

15-4

15-5

15-6

Support for SCC Parcel Option 3 is noted. Thank you for the
documentation of historical placement of riprap onsite by Mussel
Shoals residents. The Commission will consider all comments
received prior to making a decision regarding the Project. However,
because the SCC, and not the CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over
the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will not recommend inclusion of any of
the SCC Parcel options in the Project for consideration by the
Commission aft this fime.

Opposition to removal of the existing concrete structure is also
noted. However, because the SCC, and not the CSLC, currently has
jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will not recommend
inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel options in the Project for
consideration by the Commission at this time.

Opposition to removal of the causeway and abutment (as part of
the Project alternatives considered) is also noted.

Protection of existing tidepools during decommissioning would be
mitigated through implementation of MM BIO-1b: Environmental
Awareness Training.

The addition of a public stairway near the eastern perimeter of the
parcel to provide safer access to the beach from the bluff drop-off
area is included in the proposed Project as described in Section
2.3.2 (State Coastal Conservancy Parcel Improvements). However,
because the SCC, and not the CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over
the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will not recommend inclusion of any of
the SCC Parcel options in the Project for consideration by the
Commission at this fime.

A discussion of the historical significance of Rincon Island and
causeway is included in Section 4.4.1.2 of the EIR.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.

July 2024

II-68 Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning
Project EIR



Responses to Comments

COMMENT SET 16: COAST RANCH FAMILY, LLC

MusickPeeler

ATTORNEYS AT LAW Los ANGELES

LAURA K. MCAVOY ORANGE COUNTY
I.mcavoy@musickpeeler.com 2801 TOWNSGATE ROAD, SUITE 200 SAN DIEGO
(805) 418-3115 WESTLAKE VILLAGE, CALIFORNIA 91361

SAN FRANCISCO

VENTURA COUNTY
TELEPHONE: (805) 418-3100

FACSIMILE: (805)418-3101
WWW.MUSICKPEELER.COM

FILE No.: 13084.021

May 14,2024

VIA US MAIL and EMAIL

California State Lands Commission

Division of Environmental Science, Planning and Management
Attn: Cynthia Herzog

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South

Sacramento, CA 95825

CEQA.comments@slc.ca.gov

Re: Rincon Project DEIR Comments
Dear Ms. Herzog:

We represent the owners of the Coast Ranch Family, LL.C (Coast Ranch), which includes
a parcel located immediately west of and adjacent to the “Onshore Facility” identified as the
approximately 6.1-acre parcel owned by the State of California at 5750 W. Pacific Coast
Highway, Ventura and referenced in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) regarding
the Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project (Project). (See DEIR Figures ES-1 (Site Location
Map) and ES-2 (Project Sites Overview Map)). In this capacity, we respectfully submit the
following comments regarding the DEIR.!

As you are aware, one of the so-called “unresolved” issues identified in the DEIR
regarding the Onshore Facility is the privately-owned Coast Ranch parcel located immediately
adjacent to the State’s parcel. Specifically, according to the DEIR, because there is no physical
barrier or separation between the State’s parcel and the adjacent Coast Ranch parcel, those
parcels are contiguous, with interacting soils and groundwater. Therefore according to the
DEIR, the remediation plan for the Onshore Facility would also have to consider what
remediation activities are planned on the adjacent Coast Ranch parcel. (See pp. ES-11. 3-9, 6-5).

The DEIR further notes that it is unknown at this time whether it will be possible to
jointly remediate the Onshore Facility with the adjacent Coast Ranch parcel. (See p. 6-5).
Specifically, as stated in the DEIR, “Although the property owner [of the Coast Ranch] has not

! In October 2022, the Coast Ranch submitted to the Project’s Notice of Preparation (NOP). (See p. 1-7).
A copy of the Coast Ranch’s comments to the NOP is attached hereto as “Exhibit A” and incorporated
herein by reference.

Musick, Peeler & Garrett LLP
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MusickPeeler

Cynthia Herzog

Senior Environmental Scientist
May 14, 2024

Page 2

filed an application with any agency regarding a potential project at the Coast Ranch parcel, if
these activities were to occur at the same time as the proposed Project, cumulative impacts could
result. Therefore, for the purposes of this EIR, remediation of Coast Ranch is included as a
cumulative project to consider.” (See p. 3-9). The DEIR adds that the Onshore Facility
Remedial Action Plan would be developed in coordination with the County of Ventura and Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) prior to the Project’s
implementation. (See p. 6-5).

The DEIR provides that the proposed Project at the Onshore Facility would include the
remediation of hydrocarbon-contaminated soil and groundwater at the site, which would remove
any long-term risk of exposure to the existing community or environment from the site. Once
remediated, the Onshore Facility would be available for new uses, including, but not limited to,
co-management with sovereign tribal nations, consistent with the Public Trust Doctrine. (See p.
1-5). However, according to the DEIR, the Project does not include proposals for future use,
stating that such future uses are “an unresolved issue at this time, “ with such uses “subject to
additional review under CEQA.” (See p. ES-5).

The DEIR analyzed five different options for the Onshore Facility, including Option 1
described as “Surface Cap/Leave Contaminated Soil In-Place and In-Situ Groundwater
Bioremediation.” (See Table 2-1; pp. ES-5, 2-1, 2). According to the DEIR, all of the proposed
five options “would result in the cleanup of the site for future uses that are allowable under the
Public Trust (i.e., non-residential).” (See pp. 2-33, 2-34). The DEIR further concludes that its
analysis supports the determination that there would be no significant environmental impacts
associated with the Project, including any of the Options 1 through 5 proposed at the Onshore
Facility. (See p. 7-15).

Comment 16-1

As such, the Coast Ranch supports Option 1 as the preferred option for implementation at
the Onshore Facility. Option 1 is anticipated to take only 22 to 28 workdays (five weeks) to
complete and would not involve any active remediation or excavation of contaminated soil, but
rather, would use the existing recycled asphalt aggregate base material currently in place
throughout the site, as well as any new asphalt, as a surface cap across the areas of contaminated
soil onsite. (See pp. 2-37,2-61). Option 1 further contemplates the use of in-situ groundwater
bioremediation. (See pp. 2-36, 37). Monitoring of the natural reduction in the volume of
contamination in groundwater would be conducted for a period of five years following
completion of groundwater bioremediation activities. (See p. 2-37). Implementation of Option 1
would avoid any excavation onsite, as well as any associated short-term construction-related
impacts, including both the hauling away of contaminated soil and the import of clean soil.
Specifically, the only truck trips required in support of Option 1 would be for equipment

Musick, Peeler & Garrett LLP
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MusickPeeler

Cynthia Herzog

Senior Environmental Scientist
May 14, 2024

Page 3

Comment 16-1 Cont.

mobilization and demobilization, placement of additional surface cap material and site access to
site monitoring during groundwater bioremediation activities. (See p. 2-37).

Option 1 therefore poses less impacts than any of the other proposed options for the
Onshore facility. For example, Option 2, described as “Excavate Contaminated Soil (Dig and
Haul) and Pump and Treat Groundwater Remediation,” is estimated to be completed in 45
workdays (nine weeks) and would involve the use of approximately 675, 18-ton capacity dump
trucks for soil removal and another 675 such trucks for the import of clean soil. (See p. 2-38). In
addition, Option 5, described as “Localized Excavation/Surface Cap Remainder and In-Situ
Groundwater Bioremediation,” is estimated to be completed in 25 workdays (five weeks) and
would involve the use of approximately 115, 18-ton capacity dump trucks for soil removal and
another 115 such trucks for the import of clean soil. (See p. 2-40).

Moreover, according to the DEIR, Option 1 would have no impacts on: geology and
coastal processes (p. 4-157) nor exacerbate existing geological conditions (p. 4-162); utilities and
service systems (p. 4-309); or wildfire issues (p. 4-317). This option would also not create a
significant visual (aesthetics) impact (p. 4-28), and would generate relatively low greenhouse gas
emissions, which would be less than significant (p. 4-178). Option 1 would also have less than
significant impacts to: air quality (p. 4-43); biological resources (pp.4-86, 90); cultural and
historic resources (p. 4-115, 131); hydrology and water quality (p. 4-218, 223); noise (pp. 4-255,
259); or on transportation and traffic (pp. 4-293).

As to hazards and hazardous materials, the DEIR states that, under Option 1, petroleum
hydrocarbon-contaminated materials would remain encapsulated by the existing asphalt surface
cap and any added cap material. Remediation of groundwater at the site using in-situ
bioremediation methods would address existing impacts to groundwater at the site and improve
groundwater quality in the vicinity of the site, as well as any potential impacts to the Pacific
Ocean. The DEIR further states that remediation of the groundwater contamination would result
in a beneficial impact. Therefore, because Option 1 would minimize the potential release of
contaminated material, impacts regarding hazards and hazardous materials are less than
significant. (See pp. 4-195, 204).

The DEIR also notes that because Option 1 requires minimal construction activities to
leave the existing contaminated soil in place, significant stormwater runoff is not anticipated to
be generated during construction. As such, impact to hydrology and water quality would be less
than significant. (See pp. 4-218, 223).

Musick, Peeler & Garrett LLP
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MusickPeeler

Cynthia Herzog
Senior Environmental Scientist
May 14, 2024
Page 4
Comment 16-1 Cont.

As further noted in the DEIR, in that the Onshore Facility is located on the north side of
Highway 101 and does not contain any public access for beach or ocean recreational activities,
under Option 1, there would be no impact to recreational resources. (See pp. 4-272, 281).
Moreover, according to the DEIR, any truck use or trips involved in implementing Option 1
would have less than a significant impact on recreation resources. (See p. 4-277). Lastly, Option
1 is the least costly of all of the proposed options for the Onshore Facility. (See Table 7-3; pp. 7-
16, 17).

Based on the foregoing, the Coast Ranch believes that the proposed Option 1 for the
Onshore Facility is the most reasonable and appropriate option for that site. Given the current,
anticipated and potential future uses of the Onshore Facility, given its location (and having no
access to the ocean), as well as its very limited use, if any, for commercial, residential or
recreational activities, Option 1 provides the necessary and effective protection of public health
and safety and the environment.?

We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments to the DEIR on behalf of the
Coast Ranch. We also look forward to reviewing and commenting on additional notices, reports
and related materials relating to the proposed Project in the future. Thank you.

Laura K. McAvoy
for MUSICK, PEELER & GARRETT LLP

cc: Coast Ranch Family, LLC
William W. Carter, Esq.

2375576.2

2 As noted in the Coast Ranch’s comments to the NOP submitted in October 2022, this limited possible
use of the Onshore Facility is confirmed by Comment 4-2 to the Feasibility Study made the Ventura
County Resource Management Agency (May 23, 2022), which provided in pertinent part: “The six-acre
Onshore Facility is designated and zoned as Coastal Open Space (COS). Reuse plans should consider
additional recreational and visitor serving uses consistent with the COS zone. The sites’ proximity to the
coast, nearby public parking lot and beach access at Mobil Piers and Punta Gorda could make the site
suitable for day use or low-cost visitor accommodations.”

Musick, Peeler & Garrett LLP
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 16: COAST RANCH FAMILY, LLC

16-1 Support by Coast Ranch Family, LLC for remediation of the Onshore
Facility using Option 1 is noted. The Commission will consider alll

comments received prior to making a decision regarding the
Project.
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COMMENT SET 17: ANNIE MARTHIENS

Comment
17-1

Comment
17-2

Comment
17-3

May 14,2024

California State Lands Commission
Re: Mussel Shoals Island and Causeway

The following are my comments and concerns regarding the Commissions
CEQA analysis:

Summary on Disposal of Materials:

| urge you to implement the offshore disposal alternative to reduce the number of
truck trips in and out of the Mussel Shoals Community. 61 one way or 121 back and
forth truck trips during a single eight hour work day over a period of five months
amounts to a large truck driving through the community every four minutes, which is
extremely inefficient and not feasible for the community.

Summary on Surf and Sand Retention

While the surf study presented an interesting read, the current shape of the
abutement/ revetment structure, tidal fluctuations, and local wind were not taken into
account anywhere in the study. The shape of the abutement/ revetment structure exibits
the greatest influence on sand retention and quality wave formation at the point. The
ocean conditions in the area are way too dynamic to make the conclusions that you
have based on the limited data gathered and the referencing of research that is over 45
years old. There is conflicting information presented between the bathymetric studies
and the actual observations by the scientists at UCSB which raises questions about the
validity of generalizing what bottom conditions are present year round based on one or
two bathymetric studies. We do not know how the point will change in terms of sand
movement or surf quality with removing the causeway or changing the abutement/
revetment structure. | urge you to keep them as they are.

Explanation and Analysis RE: Surf and Sand Retention

To clarify, there are five different take off spots within 200ft of either side of the current
abutement/ revetment structure that are dependent on tide (near shore water depth
fluctuations) and back wash off of the the abutement/revetment (whose exposure is also
dependent on near shore water depth fluctuations).

Arguably the best section of the wave starts on the west side of the pier behind the
abutement, travels through the pier and past the tip of the abutement/revatement
structure. Under ideal conditions, the backwash off of that structure “jacks up” the wave,
will effectively make the wave easier to catch and sling shots a person riding the wave
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Comment

17-3 down the face of the wave with great speed. This phenomenon is not addressed at all in
Cont. the study, rather, that section of the wave seems to be negated. If the revetment is
reshaped, shortened or changed in any way that will have a dramatic effect on the best
part of the wave.

During your analysis of the wave on Jan 6, 2024, the videos collected were taken
during a high tide event which are not considered optimal conditions for the wave to
break (according to your chart on pg 24) and the positive effects of the backwash on the
revetment are not present during that tidal period but rather require a lower tide.

On pg iii of appendix H Surf Study it is stated “The man-made abutment at the
landside terminus of the pier is well above an elevation on the headland profile that
would have any significant impact on waves and sediment movement, and hence on the
surfbreak. Given the fact that the primary “structure” that creates the point break is the
natural rocky headland, removal of the abutment and resulting changes to the existing
riprap revetment would not be expected to have any significant impact on the
surfbreak.” This is not accurate as the existing riprap revetment is partially underwater
and therefor plays a significant roll on blocking sediment movement and shaping the
wave.

There is conflicting information presented in the Coastal Engineering Study that is
presented. The Coastal Engineering Study states “this revetment intrudes into the
ocean and thus actually acts as a short sand retention structure (similiar to a short
groin). Since sand moves upcoast to downcast in this region, this revetment helps
prevent sand in the surf zone from moving downcast and thus helps retain more sand
upcoast. Removal of this revetment may cause more sand being removed from the
beach that is immediately north of the causeway to the areas south of the causeway.”

Comment

17-4 On pg 14, based on historic and current arial photos, the assumption was made that

“(1) the natural rock outcrop at Punta Gorda is responsible for the existence of the wide
sand beach that exists to the north; and (2) the abutment that was constructed on the
bedrock in 1959 does not materially affect the existence or configuration of this beach.” |
understand based on historical reports that there was a large rock called “Mussel Rock”
from which the area was named that has been covered by the abutement/ revatement
as well as other bedrock. In terms of sand retention seen in the arial photo taken in
1947, what additional roll did that particular large rock or any other exposed rocks
buried by the current structure play in holding the sand? How tall was the original
bedrock structure under the abutement/ revetment structure, was it at the sea floor or
just below the surface? Will the design of the replaced revetment take this into
consideration when determining the elevation of how high and how long the new
revetment will be built in order to continue holding the sand on the beach to the west? Is
it possible to remove the causeway pier abutement without making changes to the
current the revetment?

Comment | \Within the surf study, there is no mention of how the causeway blocks the prevailing
175 winds, keeping ocean surface conditions significantly smoother on the south east side
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Comment
17-5
Cont.

Comment
17-6

Comment
17-7

of the causeway than the west side of the causeway. Wind blockage slows currents and
literal movement as well as enhances the surfability of the point by keeping the surface
ocean conditions flat and calm. How do the local winds play a roll in the speed and
direction of the current and how does the causeway interact with local winds? | would
like to see data collected at the point at Mussel Shoals that shows the local windspeed
and direction and difference in the current speed on either side of the causeway and
current headland structure. It is important that we take wind into consideration within the
design of a new revetment structure and considering weather or not to remove the
causeway.

Your reference to Nobels study in section 4.1.1.2 seems inappropriate, as the study is
over 45 years old. Scientific modeling and analysis have changed a lot over the past 45
years and data gathered in the past ten years would better reflect our current
understanding of coastal structures effects on shoreline. This study alone is inadequate
to justify removal of the pier.

The EIR pg 4-145 references the lack of scour canyons around the pier pilings, and it is
inferred that no scour is present around pier pilings due to their diameter and wide
spacing. According to the UCSB Characterization of Marine Habitat and Assoc Species
pg 4-3 there “1 to 2 foot circular depressions surrounding the base of each piling
presumably resulting from dynamic ocean conditions and currents of the surf zone at
the Nearshore Survey Site.” These scours were visualized by diving biologists are not
represented in the bathymetric study. It is clear that only one or two bathymetric photos
is not enough data to generalize what the dynamic and changing sand conditions
surrounding the causeway and abutement are year round.

In terms of biological resources, The UCSB Marine Biological Study Section 5.4
Conclusion of pg 5-2 “While the causeway pilings do provide additional hard substrate
and vertical structure in the Study Area, the rocky outcropping offers natural complexity
and substrate variability which provides the primary value to the Study Area and
regional marine environment.” The pilings do provide a secondary value. Can we
quantify the amount of value that it does have? Although it is not quantified, removing
those pilings will have an effect on the marine life in the area, according to the study
presented by UCSB.

| am also not seeing a cost associated with the removal of the causeway?

Thank you for taking the time to look into my concerns.

Annie Marthiens
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 17: ANNIE MARTHIENS

17-1

17-2

17-3

17-4

Support for the Offshore Disposal Alternative is noted. The
Commission will consider all comments received prior to making a
decision regarding the Project. Although on page 4-274 of the EIR it
states that 61 one-way frips per day would have the potential to
occur if Rincon, SCC parcel, and OPC pipeline flushing activities
were to occur simultaneously (61 trips/8 hours = 7 tfrucks per hour, 60
minutes/7 tfrucks = a truck every 9 minutes), as we have also noted,
this overlap would not be logistically feasible for a contractor. While
some work could be done simultaneously, a contractor would not
be able to realistically complete all of the above tasks at the same
time, given limitations of space within the work area and time
required for loading/unloading of materials. This “worst case
scenario” was analyzed to ensure the maximum potential
environmental impact was considered, even though such *worst
case scenario” is unlikely to occur.

Support for retention of the causeway abutment/revetment
structures is noted.

As indicated in the Potential Causeway Alternative
Decommissioning Impacts (Griggs 2022, Appendix G-1), the rock
outcrop at Punta Gorda pre-dates the construction of Rincon Island
in 1959. This natural feature acts as a groin and is noted for retention
of the updrift sand beach and creation of the Little Rincon point
break. The abutment at the landside terminus of the causeway is
well-above an elevation on the headland profile that would have
any significant impact on waves and sediment movement, and
hence on the surfbreak. Likewise, the rock revetment placed in 1959
to protect the abutment only extends seaward as far as the existing
bedrock outcrop in the surf zone and does noft significantly
lengthen or extend the original natural rock outcrop. Modifications
to the causeway abutment/revetment are not included as part of
the proposed Project.

See response to Comment 17-2 above. Potential impacts to sand
retention and littoral drift related to selection and implementation
of any of the alternatives that include decommissioning of the
causeway are included in Appendix G1.

Please refer to response to comment 17-2 above. All Project
alternatives included within Section 5 are conceptual in nature and
described at a high level for the purposes of preliminary
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environmental analysis in the CEQA document. If any alternative is
carried forward as part of the Project, coastal engineers would
refine each concept based on additional technical studies and
input from responsible agencies. Subsequent analysis under CEQA
may be required if the final design differs substantially from that
described in the EIR.

17-5 Regional wave and climate data including information from the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
National Data Buoy Center Buoy #46053 regarding significant wave
height and wind conditions are included in Section 2.1.2 of the Surf
Study (Appendix H).

Page 4-145 indicates that there is no evidence of a “scour canyon”
(or other prominent topographic feature across the seafloor)
underneath the causeway that has been created by the presence
of the causeway and pier pilings. This is not to say that localized
individual pier scouring does not exist, as it was observed during the
biological survey. However, these small-scale features associated
with individual pilings would not affect the seafloor bathymetry in a
way that would influence wave climate.

17-6 As concluded in the marine biological study prepared by UCSB, the
EIR acknowledges in Section 5.0 that removal of the causeway
under any of the alternatives would result in removal of hard
substrate surface areas currently used by intertidal and subtidall
communities; the pilings provide habitat for the local prey base and
refuge habitat for upper trophic levels (fish and marine mammails).
Qualitatively this habitat is not as biologically valuable as the
naturally complex rocky outcroppings, but quantification of the
habitat value was not calculated, nor is it required at this stage of
analysis.

17-7 Costs related to removal of the causeway were previously
published within the Feasibility Study prepared on behalf of the
Project. A copy of that study can be found at: Final Rincon Phase 2
Decommissioning Feasibility Study | CA State Lands Commission.
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COMMENT SET 18: HARMON

Herzog, Cynthia@SLC

From: Rey Montano <nmontano11@ucsbalum.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2024 9:49 AM

To: Robinson-Filipp, Katie@SLC; Herzog, Cynthia@SLC, Dobroski, Nicole@SLC
Cc: Rey Harmon; Bryan Harmon

Subject: Rincon Island - Comment Letter for Draft EIR

Attention: This email originated from outside of SLC and should be treated with extra caution.

Hello,
Please see below for my comment letter on this project.

Thank you,
Nereyda (Rey) Harmon

Comment 18-1
This comment letter is regarding the Rincon Island project. We are Mussel Shoals residents; we have a
direct view of the pier and the island. We support “The Project” as defined by the SLC to keep the
island, causeway/pier, abutment and revetment. Retention of sand on the westside of the abutment
and recreational opportunities need to be protected and maintained. In addition, we support the
inclusion of Option 3, rip rap protection for the SCC property. A managed retreat or cobble berm would
endanger the community, whereas rip rap protection is a proven method to safeguard property and
prevent further erosion. We also support the need to complete the rip rap on the eastside of the SCC
property.
Comment 18-2
We do NOT support the following:

+ Reefing Alternative

s Abutment and Revetment Retention Alternative

+« Partial Causeway Removal Alternative

« Offshore Disposal Alternative
Comment 18-3
Please refer to the following 1997 LA Times article titled “Parting of the
Waves”: https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-1997-sep-01-me-27897/-story.html
The article states, in part:
“A State Lands Commission study, however, has shown the oil piers have no effect on sand migration
and wave action at the beach. The commission report suggests that nearby Rincon Island and the 1971
widening of the Ventura Freeway had more to do with wave creation that the pilings.
“We didn’t see that it had any major impact,” said Michael Valentine, senior staff attorney with the State
Lands Commission.”

Unfortunately Mobil Oil dismantled and removed those two piers in the summer of 1998 and in the
process did remove the very things that trapped sand and made that wave any good. Please don’t make
the same mistake in this case. Removing the island or pier would undoubtedly affect the surf break, an
important recreational component.
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Comment 18-3 Cont.

In addition, Rincon Island and its associated infrastructure (causeway/pier, abutment and revetment)
have become important habitat for many marine animals and seabirds including the thousands of
pelicans that reside on the island. Removal or disturbance of any of these would have a negative effect
on the local flora and fauna (please ncte that this area includes ESHAs (Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Areas})}.

Thank you for your time,
Nereyda (Rey) Harmon

Bryan Harmon
nmontano11@ucsbalum.com
818-926-0195

Sent from my iPhone
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 18: HARMON

18-1

18-2

18-3

18-4

Support for the proposed Project, including retention of Rincon
Island, the causeway/pier, and the abutment/revetment as well as
selection of Option 3 related to placement of riprap at the SCC
Parcel is noted. The Commission will consider all comments received
prior to making a decision regarding the Project. However, because
the SCC, and not the CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over the SCC
Parcel, CSLC staff will not recommend inclusion of any of the SCC
Parcel options in the Project for consideration by the Commission at
this time.

Opposition to the Reefing, Abutment and Revetment Retention,
Partial Causeway Removal, and Offshore Disposal Alternatives is
also noted.

The history of the Mobil Piers removal project and associated surfing
impacts is included in Section 4.1.1.3 of the Surf Study provided in
Appendix H.

The proposed Project does not include removal of Rincon Island or
its associated infrastructure. A discussion of potential effects to
biological resources from removal of the causeway has been
included in Section 5.0 (Alternatives Analysis) of the EIR.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.
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COMMENT SET 19: OTTO

Herzog, Cynthia@SLC

From: rickotto2@gmail.com

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2024 1:18 PM

To: Robinson-Filipp, Katie@SLC; Herzog, Cynthia@SLC, Dobroski, Nicole@SLC
Subject: Rincon Project DEIR Comments

Attention: This email originated from outside of SLC and should be treated with extra caution.

As a community we:
Comment 19-1
1. Support The Following
e Support “The Project” as defined by SLC to keep the island, causeway/pier, abutment and
revetment. Retention of sand on the westside of abutment and recreational opportunities need to be
protected and maintained. Note > Our house hold will hold>> SLC = California State Land Commission
and SCC & California State Coastal Conservancy responsible for erosion and any destruction of the
property at 6714 Breakers Way due to the reduction of sand
e Support the inclusion of Option 3, rip rap protection for the SCC property. A managed retreat or cobble
berm would endanger the commmunity, whereas rip rap protection is a proven method to safeguard property
and prevent further erosion.
e Support the need to complete the rip rap on the eastside of the SCC property.
Comment 19-2
2. Do Not Support.
e Reefing Alternative
» Abutment and Revetment Retention Alternative
o Partial Causeway Removal Alternative
e Offshore Disposal Alternative

Best Regards

Rick Otto

S.E.A. TECH Corp
6714 Breakers Way
Ventura Ca 93001

rickotto? @gmail.com
Phn: (805) 701 7396
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 19: o110

19-1

19-2

Support for retention of Rincon Island, the causeway, and the
abutment/revetment as well as selection of Option 3 related to
placement of riprap at the SCC Parcel is noted. The Commission will
consider all comments received prior o making a decision
regarding the Project. However, because the SCC, and not the
CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will
not recommend inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel opfions in the
Project for consideration by the Commission at this time. Please
note that prevention of erosion and damage to private property is
not an objective of the proposed Project, and the EIR does not
analyze potential erosion of private property or prevention thereof.
Nothing in the document should be taken as a guarantee against
future erosion or related damage to private property.

Opposition to the Reefing, Abutment and Revetment Retention,
Partial Causeway Removal, and Offshore Disposal Alternatives is
also noted.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.
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COMMENT SET 20: CARLSON

Herzog, Cynthia@SLC

From: James Carlson <jimcarlson92@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2024 1:31 PM

To: Comments, CEQA@SLC

Subject: Rincon Project DEIR Comments

Attention: This email originated from outside of SLC and should be treated with extra caution.

We own two adjacent properties on Breakers Way in the Mussel Shoals community

Comment 20-1

We Support The Following

s Support “The Project” as defined by SLC to keep the island, causeway/pier, abutment and
revetment. Retention of sand on the westside of abutment and recreational opportunities need to be
protected and maintained.

+ Support the inclusion of Option 3, rip rap protection for the SCC property. A managed retreat or cobble
berm would endanger the community, whereas rip rap protection is a proven method to safeguard property
and prevent further erosion.

s Support the need to complete the rip rap on the eastside of the SCC property.

Comment 20-2
We Do Not Support.

* Reefing Alternative

* Abutment and Revetment Retention Alternative

+ Partial Causeway Removal Alternative

« Offshore Disposal Alternative

Thank you,

Mary Anne and James Carlson
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 20: CARLSON

20-1

20-2

Support for retention of Rincon Island, the causeway, and the
abutment/revetment as well as selection of Option 3 related to
placement of riprap at the SCC Parcel is noted. The Commission will
consider all comments received prior o making a decision
regarding the Project. However, because the SCC, and not the
CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will
not recommend inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel options in the
Project for consideration by the Commission at this time.

Opposition to the Reefing, Abutment and Revetment Retention,
Partial Causeway Removal, and Offshore Disposal Alternatives is
also noted.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.
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COMMENT SET 21: REDDICK

B
Comment 21-1

May 18, 2024

California State Lands Commission
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South

Sacramento CA 95825

Attention: Cynthia Herzog, Katie Robinson-Filipp, Sheri Pemberton and Micaela Wiemer
Reference: Rincon Onshore and Offshore Facilities

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report: Questions and Concerns

Dear California State Lands Commission (SLC),

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback, regarding the recently issued Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), dated March 2024.

“The Project”

| support “The Project” as defined by SLC in the DEIR to keep the island, causeway/pier, abutment
and revetment for the following reasons:

These structures retain sand on the westside of the abutment which is critical to the protection of
recreational activities, the protection of homes and the protection of other critical infrastructure
such as sewer/water/gas pipelines and roadways.

Based on the information in the DEIR, the only reasonable decision at this time is to select “The
Project” for the following reasons:

a. Beach Erosion - No change

b. Storm Wave Protection — No Change

c Loss of marine habitat— No Change

d. Impact to bird and mammalhabitat — No Change

8. L oss of surfing waves — No Change

i Cost — | owest Cost

g. Schedule — Shortest Duration
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Comment 21-2

Comment 21-3

SCC Property

In general, SCC Property portion of the DEIR is insufficient in detail and analysis. The DEIR does
not address the following:

Removal of concrete structures - The concrete structures on the far eastside of the SCC
property are integral to the sea wall that protects the community infrastructure such as roads,
sewer/water/gas pipelines and homes. Removal of the concrete structures will leave a holein
the bluff area and allow the undercutting by wave action of protective structures currently in
place. Perthe Draft EIR the SLC has no plan to address the need to install additionalrip rap to
protect this area. In addition, the DEIR does not mention the history of how the rip rap in 1992
was approved for use by the Coastal Commission and installed by Mussel Shoals residents.

I support installation of rip rap or alternative 3 for the SCC Property. The DEIR incorrectly
states that rip rap causes more erosion and it is costly to maintain. NOTE: Therip rap
installed in 1992 has not caused any additional erosion and it has cost $0 to maintain over the
past 30 years.

The cobble back berm or “managed retreat” Opticn 2 is an extremely dangerous and risky plan
for the community of Mussel Shoals and the public; however we understand the Coastal
Commission desires this option. The Coastal Commission would like to replicate the success
of the managed retreat at the Ventura Fairgrounds, however the conditions at Mussel Shoals
are much different. If youread the updates on the Fairground Phase | cobble back berm
project the success there is highly contingent on the sentiment deposits at the site from the
Ventura River. We have noriver to replenish the site in Mussel Shoals. Once the dirt and
cobble have been washed away by large winter storm waves, there is no hatural method to
replenish.

NOTE: Waves slam into the bluff on the SCC property every winter. If a cobble back berm is
installed, the waves will roll up the slope and strip the soil covering the cobble away. After the
soilis stripped clean then the wave action will pull the cobble rock back into the ocean. During
a big swell event this stripping or erosion would likely happen in just a few hours. Once the
cobble back berm materials are washed away by a storm surge, they will need to be
immediately replenished on an emergency basis, during the middle of a storm surge. If the
materials are not replenished immediately, it is very likely that the roadways, sewer/water/gas
and homes will be damaged. The cobble back berm is an dangerous design for this
application and it would be extremely costly to maintain.

In addition at the toe of the slope or bluff at the SCC parcel there is a bitumen or tar sands
seam. If disturbed by the addition of a cobble back berm, this activity activate a tar flow similar
to tar pits in Carpentaria.

Revegetation: Note that the community would like to be able to give input on the selection of
plants, as we will be looking at it everyday and likely performing ongoing maintenance.
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Comment 21-4

No Environmental Study - To the best of my knowledge, a detail hazardous materials or
cultural studies were never performed for the SCC parcel as part of the DEIR.

Abandoned oil piping sticks out from the bluff
Approximately 20% of the SCC property is covered in asphalt
Oilwells and oil extraction activities once covered the SCC property

Concrete structures on the site supported a military cannon/gun used to protect our coastline
during WWII, it is possible that hazardous materials may be present in that area.

Comment 21-5

Bluff elevation - If option 3 is chosen and rip rap will be used to protect the SCC parcel, the
existing elevation needs to maintained for drainage purposes. [f the bluff elevationis raised
water will not sheet into the ocean as it does today.  Arecent survey of the bluff area is
provided on the next page:
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comment 21-5 Cont.

As you will note, the bluff height varies from elevation 15’ to 11’ when moving east to west.
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Comment 21-5 Cont.

Comment 21-6
Inthe DEIR there is evidence of opinions being inserted into the analysis as fact making some parts
of the document suspect.

l

&
Comment 21-6a

Export of Soil - If the decisicn is made to install a cobble back berm, excavated soils will need
to be exported in order to support natural drainage. “Balancing” or spreading the soil on the
site will raise the elevation and destroy the current natural drainage.  As | understand, the
California Coastal Commission desires to replenish sand along the coast with sand excavated
from properties located along the shoreline.  Thisis a permit stipulation by the CCC for a
property located here in Mussel Shoals that is currently under construction

Rather than trying to balance the site with excavated materials and thereby destroy the natural
drainage we currently enjoy, we recommend that the excess soil be deposited on the westside
of the rock groin and allow the ocean’s wave action to distributed along the coast. This would
be awin foreveryone. No costly long haul trucking, maintain the natural drainage and
replenish sand that is so desperately needed along the coast.

Page 2-47 Table 2.2 - Export of materials such as concrete, vegetation, deleterious materials
excess soil and contaminated soil will need to “exported” for all SCC Parcel options.

Other than a short narrative, no plans or details were provided for the SCC property portion of the
project. Theitems presented above were absent in the analysis or DEIR. With this said, CSL
needs to complete the SCC portion of the DEIR and allow the public to review the information prior
to the decision making process.

Alternates To “The Project”

Alternative - Reefing

Examples:

Inthe wave study, it asserts that the causeway/pier removal will keep surfers safer because
they won’t hit the causeway pilons when shooting the pier. The danger surfing Mussel
Shoals is the rocks, not the causeway/pier.

Comment 21-6b | Visual impact for removing the causeway/pier is considered B beneficial. Note: hundreds

of pictures are taken of the causeway/pier every week by the public who pull off the
highway just to photographit. Itis a beloved landmark.

Comment 21-6¢ | Recreation impact for removing the causeway/pier is considered B beneficialin the DEIR.

Comment 21-7

That is impossible as local fisherman, free divers, scuba divers and commercial lobstermen
seek their catch along the pilons. How could destroying this habitat be considered
positive for recreation.  If the pilons are removed, it will become a underwater sand desert
between the island and the shoreline.

Future Use Of The Island - If the causeway/pier is removed it will be impossible to
repurpose theisland. It would be prudent to perform the work associated with “The
Project” first, then search for a public or private party to takeover the island.
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Comment 21-8 .

Comment 21-9 o

Letter Of Intent — During the recent meeting in Carpinteria, the Mussel Shoals community
was “surprised” to learn that that the SLC had signed a Letter Of Intent with the Chumash
Indians to comanage the island with no mention of the causeway/pier. To the best of my
knowledge, the agreement or letter of intent has not been offered for review by the public.
Please provide.

Destruction of surf and beach erosion - The surf study in the DEIR relied on a circa 1970’s
analysis of whether pier pilons helped to retain sand. Inthe DEIR, the surf study states
that sand retention on the westside of the abutment will not be impacted by the removal of
causeway/pier. Inthe article below SLC believed that removing the “oil pier pilons” a site 1
mile from Mussel Shoals would not impact sand retention in the area. In this case, SLC
was wrong.

After the removal of the oil piers, the large 100’ wide sand beach between the “oil pier”
structures quickly eroded away. Today, the beach cannot be enjoyed by the public, all
recreational uses were destroyed. We know from this past failure that reliance of on the
1970 era study is completely irresponsible. The example of what happened at the oil
piers should be studied and used for future analysis.

DO NOT LET THIS HAPPEN AGAIN!

| urge you to read the following 1997 LA Times article (Parting of the Waves) regarding
Oil Piers, just south of Mussel Shoals: https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-1997-
sep-01-me-27897-story.html

An excerpt from this article:

“A State Lands Commission study, however, has shown the oil piers have no effect on
sand migration and wave action at the beach. The commission report suggests that
nearby Rincon Island and the 1971 widening of the Ventura Freeway had more to do
with wave creation that the pilings.

“We didn't see that it had any major impact,” said Michael Valentine, senior staff
attorney with the State Lands Commission.

The commission has, in turn, decided to conduct a fast-track environmental review
released last week...”
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Comment 21-10

B. Alternative - Partial Causeway Removal

¢ The analysis of the partial causeway removal alternative in the DEIR does not address (to
the best of my knowledge) impacts to the Mussel Shoals community.

Who is going to manage the public access?

Who is going to prevent people from jumping off the causeway/pier?

Who is going to control the public from partying onthe pier 24/7, 365 day a year?

Who is going to provide cleaning and trash removal?

Will lighting be installed?

Will security be provided?

Who is going to manage emergencies such as fire or injuries to the public?

Will an emergency phone be provided for the public to use.

Will a gate be installed and opened during reasonable hours such as 8:00am to 5:00pm

The partial causeway removal would require a substantial amount of manpower and cost to
manage the public and maintain the installation. The partial removal of the causeway is

not a good alternative for both the SLC, the public and the community of Mussel Shoals.

If you have any questions, comments or heed any additional information, please feel free to
contact me at 661-809-4465.

Sincerely,

Paniel € cReddick
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 21: REDDICK

21-3

Support for the proposed Project as defined in the EIR is noted.

Preference for retention of the concrete structure and
implementation of Option 3 at the SCC Parcel is noted. Opposition
to SCC Parcel Option 2 is also noted. The Commission will consider
all comments received prior to making a decision regarding the
Project. However, because the SCC, and not the CSLC, currently
has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will not recommend
inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel options in the Project for
consideration by the Commission at this time. If the Commission or
the SCC (whichever may have jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel at
that time) decides to move forward with a project to implement
any of the SCC Parcel options in the future, additional engineering
analyses would be conducted to refine the site-specific design
based on the prevailing conditions (e.g., sea level rise, erosion, sand
retention). Subsequent analysis under CEQA may be required prior
to project approval.

Information included within the EIR is conceptual for analysis
purposes. If the SCC transfers ownership of the SCC parcel to the
CSLC, the final design would consider input solicited by CSLC from
residents of the Mussel Shoals community. As indicated in EIR
Section 2.3.2 (State Coastal Conservancy Parcel Improvements)
watering and maintenance of revegetation proposed at the SCC
Parcel would be included for a period of 1 year to ensure new
plantings become established. As noted in response to Comment
21-2, because the SCC, and not the CSLC, currently has jurisdiction
over the SCC Parcel, Commission staff will not recommend inclusion
of any of the SCC Parcel options in the Project for consideration by
the Commission at this time.

As indicated in EIR Section 4.8.1.2 (Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, Project-Specific Setting), the SCC Parcel has been
historically open space, and the site is not included on any
published database (i.e., Department of Toxic Substances Control
Cortese List) of properties that are known to contain hazardous
materials. According to CalGEM's Wellfinder database, an
exploratory well (Hickey No. 1) was drilled on the southeastern
portion of the SCC Parcel area (API 0411102010); however, this well
was identified as a dry hole that never produced, and was plugged
and abandoned in 1929 in accordance with CalGEM
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21-5

21-6

specifications. As such, no further site assessment for hazardous
materials is warranted.

The three SCC Parcel options presented are conceptual and
described at a high level for the purposes of preliminary
environmental analysis in the CEQA document. Because the SCC,
and not the CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel,
CSLC staff will not recommend inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel
options in the Project for consideration by the Commission at this
time. If the Commission or the SCC (whichever may have jurisdiction
over the SCC Parcel at that time) decides to move forward with a
project to implement any of the SCC Parcel options in the future,
additional engineering analyses would be conducted to refine the
site-specific design based on the prevailing conditions (e.g., sea
level rise, erosion, sand retention), including consideration with
respect to onsite drainage. Subsequent analysis under CEQA may
be required prior to project approval

Export of various coastal hazards (including concrete, rebar,
remnant pipe, and concrete) and import of native vegetation are
already included in Table 2-2 (Estimates of Import/Export of Waste
and Materials During Phase 2 Decommissioning). There is no
documentation or information available that has identified the
presence of contaminated soil at the SCC Parcel.

Analysis included within the Draft EIR is based upon published
information and technical studies performed on behalf of the
Project as cited within Appendices G (Coastal Processes Studies —
Griggs), and H (Surf Study — Coastal Frontiers).

21-6a: One benefit of causeway/pier removal would be elimination
of offshore hazards (i.e., existing pier pilings) to surfers who choose
to surf through this structure.

21-6b: It is noted within the EIR analysis that protection of the existing
viewshed is preferred by some residents. However, CSLC leases,
including former State Oil and Gas Lease 1466 issued to Rincon
Island Limited Partnership for Rincon Island and the causeway,
require all structures to be removed from the lease area at the end
of the lease period and the site restored to its natural condition.
Based upon this lease requirement, the removal of the causeway
would be beneficial.

21-6c: It is acknowledged within the EIR analysis that removal of all
or a portion of the causeway as part of the Reefing Alternative, the
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21-7

21-10

Abutment and Revetment Retention Alternative, and the Partial
Causeway Removal Alternative may reduce the availability of
fishing opportunities for recreational fishers. However, a significant
reduction in fishing opportunities is not anticipated, as fishermen
would have access to areas of existing rocky outcrops that provide
good quality hard-substrate habitat along the former causeway
alignment. These existing rocky outcrops are described in the
Marine Biological Dive Survey Report (Padre 2023) as providing
greater abundance and diversity for both fish and attached
epifauna species than the causeway pilings.

The Rincon Island wharf provides access to the Island by boat, so
future use of the Island would be available even without the
causeway (unless the Commission selects the Reefing Alternative,
which would include removal of the wharf); however, the proposed
Project does not include removal of the causeway.

No agreement or letter of intent between CSLC and the Coastal
Band of the Chumash Nation has been finalized at this time.

The history of the Mobil Piers removal project and associated surfing
impacts is included in Section 4.1.1.3 of the Surf Study provided in
Appendix H.

A conceptual sketch of the Partial Causeway Removal Alternative is
provided as Figure 5-4 of the EIR. If this Project Alternative were to
be selected, CSLC staff would further refine the design concept
through coordination with a structural engineering firm and input
from local residents as well as responsible agencies. Any active
management of the area and provision of public services would
require the Commission to approve a lease applied for by a third
party interested in managing the area. Opposition to this Alternative
has been noted.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.
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COMMENT SET 22: TODD COOLIDGE

Herzog, Cynthia@SLC

From: danreddick60@gmail.com

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2024 4:45 PM

To: Herzog, Cynthia@SLC; Robinson-Filipp, Katie@SLC; Comments, CEQA@SLC
Cc: ‘Todd & Dianne'

Subject: RE: Rincon Project DEIR Commenits:

Attachments: IMG_8782.MOV

Attention: This email originated from outside of SLC and should be treated with extra caution.
Comment 22-1
Cynthia,

Todd also forwarded the attached video to support his comments in my prior e-mail.  Please include both
videos as part of his public commments, concerning the Rincon Island DEIR.

Thank you,

Dan

From: danreddick60 @gmail.com <danreddick60@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2024 4:29 PM

To: 'Herzog, Cynthia@SLC' <Cynthia.Herzog@®slc.ca.gov>; katie.robinson-Filipp @slc.ca.gov; CEQAcomments@slc.ca.gov
Cc: Todd & Dianne <tdcool19 @gmail.com>

Subject: Rincon Project DEIR Comments:

Cynthia,
Comment 22-2
Todd from Mussel Shoals sent the attached video taken yesterday on Rincon Island. He would like to point out
that comments made during the recent public comment meeting suggested that the island is not used as a seal
colony or nesting site for birds. Upon review of the video it is apparent that the island is in fact used as a seal
rookery and historically the island has an active nesting site for birds such as Osprey. He furthers that no
modifications to underwater habitat be made (such as removing the causeway/pier) as it is needed to support the
seal colony. In addition, the marine life that flourish at the island and causeway/pier are critical to supporting the
large pelican/cormorant population.

He fully supports “The Project” as defined in the documents.

Thank you for the opportunity to respectfully submit Todd’s comments, concerning Rincon Island Draft
Environmental Impact Report.

Best Regards,

Dan

The video attachments provided via email show sea lions hauling out at Rincon
Island and pelicans at Rincon Island. The videos are available upon request.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET 22: TODD COOLIDGE

22-1

22-2

CSLC has reviewed the videos provided in this submittal. The videos
can be made available to the public upon request.

As noted, Pages 4-55 and 4-83 of the EIR acknowledge that

the Island is frequented by osprey that roost in the Island’s palm
trees at night. Additionally, a Roosting Bird Survey Report was
prepared for the proposed Project and included in Appendix D3.
Page 4-59 of the EIR acknowledges that harbor seals and California
sea lions have been reported to occasionally utilize the seawater
perimeter tetrapods surrounding Rincon Island to haul out. Since
completion of Phase 1 activities and placement of the Island into
caretaker status, the decrease in human activity and equipment
onsite has led to increased use of the Island by marine wildlife.

Removal of Rincon Island and the causeway are not included as
part of the proposed Project. Support for the proposed Project has
been noted. The Commission will consider all comments received
prior to making a decision regarding the Project.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.
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SUBPART II.B — ORAL PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following comments are taken from the transcript from the May 2, 2024,
public meeting sessions (2:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.) at Carpinteria City Hall (both
sessions) and via Zoom online (6:00 p.m. meeting) on the Draft EIR.

COMMENT O1: DAN REDDICK

Oral comments submitted at Public Meeting on Rincon Phase 2
Decommissioning Project Draft EIR, May 2, 2024

Mr. Reddick’s comments included support for the proposed Project, and in
particular Option 3 related to placement of riprap at the SCC Parcel. Further,
Mr. Reddick indicated that he does not support the Reefing, Abutment, or
Partial Causeway Alternatives for multiple reasons. Other primary comments
include the following:

e Option 3 (Placement of riprap) is superior to the other options being
considered at the SCC Parcel, because in his opinion, riprap is a proven
method to safeguard property and prevent further erosion that has
required no maintenance in the past.

e Does not support removal of the concrete structure, as he indicated it
provides additional stability and prevents undercutting of the eastern
portion of the SCC Parcel.

e Would like the EIR to include a discussion of potential visual impacts of
native plant restoration with respect to profiles and the viewshed. Native
plant selection should be coordinated with residents of Mussel Shoals.

e Cobble back berm excavation may expose bitumen/tar sand flow.

e EIR does not mention large area of asphalt that will need to be removed
and exported offsite from the SCC Parcel.

e No hazardous materials analysis was performed on the SCC Parcel.

e No cultural studies were performed on the SCC Parcel.
RESPONSE TO COMMENT O1:

Ol Support for the proposed Project, and in particular Option 3 related
to placement of riprap on the SCC Parcel, is noted. Additionally,
opposition to the Reefing, Abutment, and Partial Causeway
Alternatives is also noted. The Commission will consider alll
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comments received prior to making a decision regarding the
Project. However, because the SCC, and not the CSLC, currently
has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will not recommend
inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel options in the Project for
consideration by the Commission at this time.

Impact AES-2 includes a discussion of long-term changes to
aesthetics that would result at the SCC Parcel from implementation
of Options 1 through 3. As indicated within the EIR, improvements
would be designed to conform with the existing aesthetics and
following construction would not create a visually incompatible
element to the site. Please note that information included within the
EIR is conceptual for analysis purposes. If the SCC transfers
ownership of the SCC parcel to the CSLC, the final design would
consider input solicited by CSLC from residents of the Mussel Shoals
community. The current conceptual design for SCC Parcel
improvements does not include removal of any existing asphalt, as
the referenced large area of asphalt was not observed during inifial
reconnaissance of the parcel. However, if asphalt removal is
necessary for the final design, this would be included within the final
design concept review prior to permitting of the restoration
activities. Subsequent analysis under CEQA may be required prior to
project approval.

As indicated in Section 4.8.1.2 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
Project-Specific Setting), the SCC Parcel has been historically open
space, and the site is not included on any published database of
properties that are known to contain hazardous materials. As such,
no further site assessment for hazardous materials is warranted.

Finally, as part of the EIR Cultural Resources evaluation (Section 4.4,
Cultural and Historic Resources and Section 4.5, Cultural Resources —
Tribal), a records search by the California Historical Resources
Information System at the South Central Coastal Information Center
(SCCIC) was conducted. The record search included a review of all
recorded historic-era and precontact archaeological sites within a
0.25-mile radius of the Project sites as well as a review of known
cultural resource surveys and technical reports. The record search
did not identify any previously recorded cultural resources within the
Project sites (including the SCC Parcel). Additionally, a cultural
resource pedestrian survey was conducted by an archaeologist in
February 2023. No cultural resources were observed during the
survey.
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No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.

COMMENT O2: DENNIS LONGWILL

Oral comments submitted at Public Meeting on Rincon Phase 2
Decommissioning Project Draft EIR, May 2, 2024

Mr. Longwill expressed thanks to CSLC staff for keeping the community informed
on the Project. Mr. Longwill also agrees with the proposed Project to keep
Rincon Island, causeway, abutment structure, and protective revetment in
place. Mr. Longwill indicated support for the offshore disposal alternative as the
best option for removal of contaminated soils and backfill for Rincon Island to
reduce “truck traffic, noise, air pollution, and potential exposure to hazardous
materials”. Mr. Longwill also noted a preference for Option 3 at the SCC Parcel.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O2:

02 Support for retention of Rincon Island, the causeway, abutment,
and protective revetment; for selection of the offshore disposal
alternative; and for Option 3 at the SCC Parcel is noted. The
Commission will consider all comments received prior to making a
decision regarding the Project. However, because the SCC, and
not the CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC
staff will not recommend inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel options
in the Project for consideration by the Commission at this time.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.

COMMENT O3: MARJORIE BADGER

Oral and written comments submitted at Public Meeting on Rincon Phase 2
Decommissioning Project Draft EIR, May 2, 2024

Ms. Badger described the process of Mussel Shoals community residents
applying to the Coastal Commission for placement of riprap along the parcel
frontage in 1992. She expressed support for Option 3 (placement of additional
riprap) at the SCC Parcel for protection of property and homes. She provided
details regarding the past design of utilizing 4-pound rock and SCC providing
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input that they recommended 7-pound rock. Ms. Badger also indicated a
preference not to remove the concrete structure from the parcel. Finally, she
indicated that she believes the causeway should be a State historical
monument.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O3:

O3 Support for implementation of Option 3 at the SCC Parcel is noted.
Staff appreciates the information about the historical placement of
riprap onsite by Mussel Shoals residents and the input from SCC
regarding the size of rock. The Commission will consider alll
comments received prior to making a decision regarding the
Project. However, because the SCC, and not the CSLC, currently
has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will not recommend
inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel options in the Project for
consideration by the Commission at this time.

A discussion of the historical significance of Rincon Island and
causeway are included in Section 4.4.1.2 of the EIR.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.

COMMENT O4: NEILA BEAM

Oral comments submitted at Public Meeting on Rincon Phase 2
Decommissioning Project Draft EIR, May 2, 2024

Ms. Beam indicated a preference not to remove the existing ice plant or bench
at the SCC Parcel, and instead leave things in their existing condition.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O4:

O4 Opposition to native plant restoration and the addition of a more
accessible bench as part of the proposed SCC Parcel
improvements is noted. The Commission will consider all comments
received prior to making a decision regarding the Project. However,
because the SCC, and not the CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over
the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will not recommend inclusion of any of
the SCC Parcel options in the Project for consideration by the
Commission at this fime.
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No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.

COMMENT O5: ROBERT BRUNNER

Oral comments submitted at Public Meeting on Rincon Phase 2
Decommissioning Project Draft EIR, May 2, 2024

Mr. Brunner identified himself as the President of Mussel Shoals, and agreed with
the proposed Project to leave Rincon Island and the causeway in place. He
also expressed a preference for the use of riprap as erosion control along the
SCC Parcel frontage. He noted that the proposed SCC Parcel improvements
would require long-term maintenance, which is currently being undertaken by
local residents within the community. Mr. Brunner raised a question regarding
seasonality with respect to biological resources when work activities occur, and
requested that the existing tidepools be protected during decommissioning.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O5:

OS5 Support for retaining Rincon Island and the causeway and for SCC
Parcel Option 3 is noted. The Commission will consider all comments
received prior to making a decision regarding the Project. However,
because the SCC, and not the CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over
the SCC Parcel, CSLC staff will not recommend inclusion of any of
the SCC Parcel options in the Project for consideration by the
Commission at this fime.

A discussion of Project implementation with respect to biological
resources and seasonality of special status species is included in
Section 4.3.4, Biological Resources — Impact Analysis and Mitigation.
Mitigation for potential impacts to biological resources during
Project implementation are addressed by MM BIO-1a: Onshore
Facility Nesting Season Avoidance or Pre-Construction Surveys, MM
BIO-3: Monarch Butterfly Avoidance, and MM BIO-4: Pre-Activity
Western Snowy Plover Survey. Protection of existing tidepools during
decommissioning will be mitigated through implementation of MM
BIO-Tb: Environmental Awareness Training.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.
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COMMENT Oé: TODD COOLIDGE

Mr. Coolidge identified himself as the President of the Breakers Way Property
Association. Mr. Coolidge indicated that he backs the Project as currently
proposed (as it is today). He also expressed a preference for Option 3 to include
riprap at the SCC Parcel and indicated that he would also like the causeway
abutment to remain unchanged because he noted the structure as a
conftributor to sand retention, surfing, and bird/fish habitat. Lastly, he expressed
disappointment that the Commission’s decision-making body was not present at
the public meeting to hear comment directly.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT Oé:

06 Support for implementation of SCC Parcel Option 3 and retention of
the causeway and causeway abutment are noted. The
Commission will consider all comments received prior to making a
decision regarding the Project. However, because the SCC, and
not the CSLC, currently has jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel, CSLC
staff will not recommend inclusion of any of the SCC Parcel options
in the Project for consideration by the Commission at this time.

Please note, public participation is encouraged at the meeting
where the Commission will consider certifying the EIR and approving
the Project, which is tentatively planned for August 15, 2024, and
may be afttended in person or online. Details regarding the
Commission meeting will be posted on the Commission’s website
(www.slc.ca.gov).

No changes to the EIR are required because the comments do not
provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.

COMMENT O7: PHILIP BEGUHL

Oral and written comments submitted at Public Meeting on Rincon Phase 2
Decommissioning Project Draft EIR, May 2, 2024

Mr. Beguhl identified himself as the Chairman of the Santa Barbara County Fish
and Wildlife Commission, although he was not speaking on behalf of the
County. Although he noted that he hadn’'t had a chance to review the EIR, he
wanted to relay that Rincon Island is an important resource for sport and
commercial lobster fisherman. Mr. Beguhl indicated that continued access
should be protected during work activities. Further, he suggested using the
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causeway and Island for aquaculture, marine research, or reefing to expand
the existing resource. He noted that lobster and fishery resources belong to the
people of the State.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O7:

o7 Section 7.2 of the EIR includes a discussion of potential impacts to
commercial fisheries and fishing. As noted in the conclusion in
Section 7.2.2.1, the proposed Project would not result in any change
to the existing commercial fishing in the region. Project activities
would occur within the interior of Rincon Island and would not
remove or damage fish habitat surrounding the Island. Rincon Island
and the causeway occur in shallower water depths than the
operating depths of the majority of local commercial fisheries, and
there are no in-water activities associated with the proposed
Project that would restrict access to or remove valuable fishing
grounds. Alternatives that include the full or partial removal of the
causeway may have a temporary impact on access to a small
area of habitat adjacent to Rincon Island.

Please note that the Project does not include proposals for future
use, which is an unresolved issue at this fime. Any future uses would
be subject to additional review under CEQA.

Please see additional detail provided in Section 7.2.2 (Fisheries) of
the EIR in response to this comment.

COMMENT O8: JEFF MAASSEN

Oral comments submitted at Public Meeting on Rincon Phase 2
Decommissioning Project Draft EIR, May 2, 2024

Mr. Maassen indicated that he is a commercial urchin diver/harvester in the
Santa Barbara Channel. He also identified himself as a member of the
commercial fishermen of Santa Barbara, the Ventura County Commercial
Fishermen's Association, the Santa Barbara Fish and Wildlife Committee, and the
California Sea Urchin Divers Network. He noted that Rincon Island is very
important to commercial sport and recreational opportunities. Mr. Maassen
indicated that he hadn’t had a chance to review the EIR, but stressed that
contfinued access for fisherman should be protected during work activities,
particularly during lobster season (6 months of the year). He also expressed
support for out planting of kelp and expansion of the ecosystem. Lastly, he

July 2024 II-104 Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning
Project EIR



Responses to Comments

noted that if future use of the Island is a marine reserve, it would reduce the
fishing area and force fisherman to go out to the Channel Islands instead.

RESPONSE TO COMMENT O8:

08 Section 7.2 of the EIR includes a discussion of potential impacts from
Project activities to commercial fisheries and fishing. As noted in the
conclusion in Section 7.2.2.1, the proposed Project would not result
in any change to the existing commercial fishing in the region.
Project activities would occur within the interior of Rincon Island and
would not remove or damage fish habitat surrounding the Island.
Rincon Island and the causeway occur in shallower water depths
than the operating depths of the majority of local commercial
fisheries, and there are no in-water activities associated with the
proposed Project that would restrict access to or remove valuable
fishing grounds. Alternatives that include the full or partial removal
of the causeway may have a temporary impact on access to a
small area of habitat adjacent to Rincon Island.

Please see additional detail provided in Section 7.2.2 (Fisheries) of
the EIR in response to this comment.

COMMENT 0O¢9: PAUL BURKE

Oral comments submitted (via Zoom) at Public Meeting on Rincon Phase 2
Decommissioning Project Draft EIR, May 2, 2024

Mr. Burke identified himself as being the Environmental and Climate Justice
Chair of the NAACP of Ventura County. He indicated further written comments
from the NAACP were in progress and would be submitted by the May 15th
deadline. Mr. Burke's first comment included support for retention of Rincon
Island and the access causeway as an important long-term option for public
access/experiences. Secondly, he expressed that utilization of a breaker to cut
concrete is a noisy activity and underwater noise should be mitigated to protect
marine mammals. Lastly, roadway erosion at the SCC Parcel was noted as a
concern for all three options considered, and he noted that additional
engineered options (such as reengineering the access road as a bridge,
contfinuation of the piling supported causeway, or installation of a wave
attenuating structure) should be considered.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT O9:

o9

Support for the retention of Rincon Island and the access causeway
is noted. A discussion of potential impacts to biological resources
based on the Project alternatives that require in-water work
activities is included in Section 5.4 of the EIR. That section states that
some of the Alternatives may disturb marine mammails if they are
foraging in the area during demolition activities. As such, MM ALT-A
(Marine Wildlife Contingency Plan), has been included to reduce
potential impacts. See response to Comment 8-2 for a more
thorough discussion of potential noise impacts to marine mammails.

Lastly, because the SCC, and not the CSLC, currently has jurisdiction
over the SCC Parcel, Commission staff will not recommend inclusion
of any of the SCC Parcel options in the Project for consideration by
the Commission at this time. If the Commission or the SCC
(whichever may have jurisdiction over the SCC Parcel at that time)
decides to move forward with a project to implement any of the
SCC Parcel options in the future, additional engineering analyses
would be conducted to refine the site-specific design based on the
prevailing conditions (e.g., sea level rise, erosion, sand retention).
Subsequent analysis under CEQA may be required prior to project
approval.

No changes to the EIR are required because the comment does
not provide new information that would result in a change to the
analysis provided within the document.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND AND PROJECT LOCATION

Rincon Island and the Onshore Facility (along with the adjacent privately owned
Coast Ranch parcel) were constructed in 1959 and used for oil and gas
production. The California State Lands Commission (CSLC or Commission)
historically issued leases to oil production companies for this purpose. In
December 2017, Rincon Island Limited Partnership, the most recent lessee of
these lands, quitclaimed (transferred) its lease interests (including State Oil and
Gas Lease Nos. PRC 145, PRC 410, and PRC 1466) to CSLC after becoming
financially insolvent. Thereafter, the State of California (State) pursued
decommissioning of the oil and gas related facilities and final disposition of
Rincon Island. Phase 1 of this process included the plugging and abandonment
of all oil and gas wells and removal of service equipment at Rincon Island, the
Onshore Facility, and the adjacent privately owned Coast Ranch parcel.

Phase 1 activities were completed in June 2021, and the facilities are currently in
“caretaker” status, meaning they do not require a full-time operator for safety or
pollution prevention.

The first part of the Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Project (Project) was the
development of the Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Feasibility Study
(Feasibility Study) that was completed in July 2022. The Feasibility Study provided
information from technical studies and public input to inform CSLC staff’s
recommendations to the Commission for a proposed Project to be evaluated in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (ltem 47,
August 23, 2022).

Rincon Island is located approximately 3,000 feet offshore of Punta Gorda in
Ventura County, approximately 7 miles northwest of the city of Ventura,
California. The Island is immediately offshore of the community of Mussel Shoals,
and approximately 0.5 mile south of the community of La Conchita (Figure ES-1).
The Island is located in approximately 55 feet of water. A causeway, or access
pier, connects the Island to the coast. A State Coastal Conservancy (SCC)
Parcel, included in the decommissioning analysis, is located just east of the
causeway landing (abutment) within Assessor’'s Parcel Number (APN) 060-0-090-
425. The associated Onshore Facility, that consists of a 6.01-acre parcel owned
by the State, is located 1.3 miles to the east of Rincon Island at 5750 W. Pacific
Coast Highway (PCH), Ventura. Rincon Island and the Onshore Facility were
previously connected by a pipeline system, until they were disconnected as part
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Figure ES-1. Site Location Map

of the facility’s oil and gas well plugging and abandonment process (Phase 1).
Figure ES-2 provides an overview of the proposed Project sites.
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Figure ES-2. Project Sites Overview Map
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PROJECT SUMMARY

The proposed Project analyzed within this Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
would retain Rincon Island and the Rincon Island Causeway (causeway) in their
current configuration. The proposed Project would consist of the following
components:

Rincon Island Surface Facilities Removal and Remediation of Soils within the
Island Core

Island Surface Structure Removal

o Option: Public Facilities Retention

e Island Well Bay Concrete Deck and Pavement Removal

e Contaminated Soil and Contaminated Interstitial Water Removal
e Transport of Materials to Offsite Disposal or Recycling Facility

e Backfill and Compaction with Clean Saill

Improvements on the State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) Parcel

Improvement of the SCC Parcel to enhance public access for recreational

opportunities and installation of erosion reduction methods to prevent potential
future loss of existing adjacent access roads to the beach and Rincon Island, as
well as public access points on the SCC Parcel (by one of the following options):

e Option 1: Native Revegetation and Access Improvements

Removal of Non-Native Vegetation

Restoration with Native Vegetation (approximately 0.33 acre)

Walkway/Pathway Improvements

Installation of Visitor Amenities, including Seating and Signage

Installation of Beach Access Stairway at Eastern End of Parcel

Removal of Exposed Coastal Hazards, including Remnant Pipe and

Concrete/Rebar, as Appropriate Along the Shoreline

e Option 2: All Components of Option 1, Plus Installation of a Cobble Back
Berm

e Option 3: All Components of Option 1, Plus Installation of Riprap Along
Parcel Frontage

O O O O O O

Decommissioning of Onshore Pipeline Connections (OPC) within the Project Site

e Cleaning and Flushing of the é-inch-diameter Oil and Gas Pipelines

e Filling the Pipelines with Cement Slurry from the Causeway Abutment to
the Southern End of the Casing

e Removing Pipelines from the 30-inch-diameter Casing North to the
Concrete Vault
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Filling the 30-inch-diameter Casing with Cement Slurry
Transport of Materials to Offsite Disposal or Recycling Facility

Decommissioning of the Onshore Facility

Remediation of Petroleum Hydrocarbon-contaminated Soil and
Groundwater (by one of the following options):
o Option 1: Surface Cap/Leave Contaminated Soil In-Place and In-Situ

Groundwater Bioremediation

o Option 2: Excavate Contaminated Soil (Dig and Haul) and Pump and

Treat Groundwater Remediation

o Option 3: Excavate Contaminated Soil (Onsite Soil Treatment and
Bioremediation) and Pump and Treat Groundwater Remediation
Option 4: In-Situ Soil Mixing and In-Situ Groundwater Bioremediation
Option 5: Localized Excavation/Surface Cap Remainder and In-Situ

Groundwater Bioremediation

Transport of Contaminated Materials to Offsite Disposal or Recycling

Facility (as applicable)

Surface Grade Backfilled with Clean Imported Soil (as applicable)
Final Site Restoration and Revegetation (as applicable)

PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

The Project purpose is to remediate and decommission the subject facilities in
accordance with existing federal, state, and local laws and regulations. The
proposed Project activities would be completed during Phase 3 (the timing of
which is dependent on future funding) to prepare Rincon Island and the
Onshore Facility to be leased for new uses, including but not limited to co-
management with sovereign tribal nations, consistent with the Public Trust. The
Project does not include proposals for future use, which is an unresolved issue at
this time. Such future uses would be subject to additional review under CEQA.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

This EIR identifies potential significant impacts of the Project on the following
environmental issue areas:

Aesthetics

Air Quality

Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Cultural Resources — Tribal

e Geology and Coastal
Processes

e Greenhouse Gas Emissions

e Hazards and Hazardous
Materials
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e Hydrology and Water Quality e Transportation and Traffic
e Land Use and Planning e Utilities and Service Systems
e Noise e Wildfire

e Recreation

Impacts within each affected environmental issue area are analyzed in relation
to pertinent significance criteria. Impacts are classified as one of five categories:

e Significant and Unavoidable: A substantial or potentially substantial
adverse change from the environmental baseline that meets or exceeds
significance criteria, where either no feasible mitigation can be
implemented, or the impact remains significant after implementation of
mitigation measures.

e Less than Significant with Mitigation: A substantial or potentially substantial
adverse change from the environmental baseline that can be avoided or
reduced to below applicable significance criteria.

e Less than Significant: An adverse impact that does not meet or exceed
the significance criteria of a particular resource area and, therefore, does
not require mitigation.

e Beneficial: An impact that would result in an improvement to the physical
environment relative to baseline conditions.

e No Impact: A change associated with the Project that would not result in
an impact to the physical environment relative to baseline conditions.

Potential significant environmental impacts anticipated during the proposed
Project implementation are discussed in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact
Analysis. With the implementation of mitigation measures (MMs) identified in this
EIR (see Table ES-1 at the end of this Executive Summary and Appendix K,
Mitigation Monitoring Program [MMP]), the proposed Project would avoid
significant impacts. CSLC staff or CSLC-contracted monitors would monitor
Project implementation in accordance with the MMP.

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

CEQA requires identification and evaluation in an EIR of a reasonable range of
alternatives to a proposed project plus a “no project” alternative to allow
decision makers to compare the impacts of approving a project with the
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impacts of not approving a project. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines? section
15126.6, subdivision (a), an EIR need only consider a range of feasible
alternatives that would foster informed decision making and public
participation; therefore, while an EIR need not consider every conceivable
alternative, an EIR must include sufficient information about each alternative to
allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed
Project. The range of potential alternatives that must be and are considered in
this EIR is limited to those that would feasibly attain most of the Project objectives
while avoiding or substantially reducing any of the significant effects of the
Project. Alternatives that were considered but rejected are identified and
accompanied by brief, fact-based explanations of the reasons for rejection.
Among the factors that were used to eliminate alternatives from detailed
consideration, as permitted by CEQA, are: (1) a failure to meet most of the
proposed Project objectives; (2) infeasibility; or (3) inability to avoid significant
impacts (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(c)).

The Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning Feasibility Study (https://slc.ca.gov/oil-
and-gas/rincon-phase-2-decommissioning-feasibility-study/), completed in July
2022, evaluated three Project scenarios (referred to in the Study as “Reefing,”
“Reuse,” and “Removal” Alternatives) that included a number of Project
components. As summarized in the Study findings, it was concluded that the
Feasibility Study Reuse Alternative required the least number of tasks and would
result in fewer temporary impacts associated with construction activities as
compared to the other Alternatives. Based on this analysis, the Feasibility Study
Reuse Alternative was chosen by the Commission (ltem 47, August 23, 2022) to
be further refined into the proposed Project being evaluated in this EIR. Because
the Project was selected as a result of the Feasibility Study findings, which
already included an alternatives analysis, there are no further reasonable
alternatives that are available for consideration that would accomplish the
basic objectives of the Project and avoid or substantially lessen any significant
effects.

However, several different alternatives have been included in this analysis in
order to present a full range of scenarios based on public and agency input
received throughout the Feasibility Study and EIR scoping process. In some
cases, these alternatives are included despite the potential for increased
environmental impacts in order to provide the Commission, other responsible

3The State CEQA Guidelines are found at California Code of Regulations, title 14,
section 15000 et seq.
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agencies, tribal nations, and the public with a thorough understanding of the
tradeoffs of other alternatives that could be considered. Alternatives carried
forward for analysis in this EIR are summarized below and in Table ES-2.

Reefing Alternative

The remaining structures and pavement on Rincon Island and the contaminated
soil, including any remaining contamination in the well bay area, would be
removed and replaced with clean fill (based on the results of the soil assessment
activities, the depth of contaminated soil stops just below the depth of interstitial
water in isolated areas) to an elevation and condition consistent with use of the
remaining island structure as habitat for wildlife species. The well bay
conductors, surrounding perimeter rock and tetrapods, as well as the
submerged Island, would be left intact. Under the Reefing Alternative, the
causeway, wharf, and abutment would be removed in their entirety with pilings
removed to 5 feet below the seafloor. These facilities would be removed to
return the offshore area to a more natural state. The riprap revetment that
protects the abutment would be temporarily removed to allow abutment
removal and would then be replaced in its original configuration. The Onshore
Facility would be remediated and left in a condition acceptable for future
Public Trust-consistent use, the SCC Parcel would be improved, and the OPC
would be disconnected.

Abutment and Revetment Retention Alternative

The remaining structures and pavement on Rincon Island and the contaminated
soil, including any remaining contamination in the well bay area, would be
removed and replaced with clean fill (based on the results of the soil assessment
activities, the depth of contaminated soil stops just below the depth of interstitial
water in isolated areas). The well bay conductors, surrounding perimeter rock
and tetrapods, as well as the submerged Island, would be left intact. The Island
wharf and the abutment and riprap revetment at the landward end of the
causeway would remain untouched, but the causeway would be completely
removed, along with associated pilings to 5 feet below the seafloor. The
causeway would be removed to return the offshore area to a more natural
state, but the wharf on Rincon Island would be left intact for potential future
boating access. The Onshore Facility would be remediated and left in a
condition acceptable for future Public Trust-consistent use, the SCC Parcel
would be improved, and the OPC would be disconnected.
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Partial Causeway Removal Alternative

The remaining structures and pavement on Rincon Island and the contaminated
soil, including any remaining contamination in the well bay area, would be
removed and replaced with clean fill (based on the results of the soil assessment
activities, the depth of contaminated soil stops just below the depth of interstitial
water in isolated areas). The well bay conductors, surrounding perimeter rock
and tetrapods, as well as the submerged Island, would be left intact. The Island
wharf, abutment, and riprap revetment would also remain untouched, but a
portion of the causeway would be removed, along with associated pilings to 5
feet below the seafloor. The remaining causeway would be reconfigured to
provide a stable and safe “pier” structure extending from shore, but no longer
connected to the island. Removal of a portion of the causeway would return
the offshore area to a more natural state and also create a recreational facility
for public use. The Onshore Facility would be remediated and left in a condition
acceptable for future Public Trust-consistent use, the SCC Parcel would be
improved, and the OPC would be disconnected.

Offshore Disposal Alternative (Rincon Island)

The remaining structures and pavement on Rincon Island and the contaminated
soil, including any remaining contamination in the well bay area, would be
removed and replaced with clean fill (based on the results of the soil assessment
activities, the depth of contaminated soil stops just below the depth of interstitial
water in isolated areas). The well bay conductors, surrounding perimeter rock
and tetrapods, as well as the submerged Island, would be left intact. The Island
wharf, abutment, and riprap revetment would also remain untouched. The
existing causeway would be left intact. Instead of bringing waste material from
the Island to shore via the causeway in trucks, the Offshore Disposal Alternative
would provide for waste material generated from decommissioning activities at
Rincon Island to be transported by offshore vessel for disposal or recycling at an
onshore facility after it is unloaded at Port Hueneme to provide a significant
reduction in traffic through the Mussel Shoals community. Additionally, the
Onshore Facility would be remediated and left in a condition acceptable for
future Public Trust-consistent use, the SCC Parcel would be improved, and the
OPC would be disconnected.

ALTERNATIVES NOT CONSIDERED FOR FULL EVALUATION

Two alternatives that were evaluated in the Feasibility Study were not
considered for full evaluation. The Full Removal of Rincon Island Alternative was

July 2024 ES-9 Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning
Project EIR



Executive Summary

considered infeasible, had no environmental benefits over the proposed
Project, and was eliminated from further consideration. The Rincon Island
Surface Structure Removal and Foundation Replacement Alternative (identified
as Component Plan 2A in the Feasibility Study) would significantly lessen impacts
related to waste transport and disposal but would not meet the Project
objective of remediating contamination on Rincon Island and was also
eliminated from further consideration. The alternatives considered, but rejected,
are listed below (see Section 5.3, Alternative Eliminated from Further
Consideration, for further details).

e Full Removal of Rincon Island
e Rincon Island Surface Structure Removal and Foundation Replacement

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE DISCUSSION

Five alternatives were analyzed in detail in this EIR: the No Project Alternative,
the Reefing Alternative, the Partial Causeway Removal Alternative, the
Abutment and Revetment Retention Alternative, and the Offshore Disposal
Alternative. Table ES-2 compares the environmental impacts associated with
implementation of the proposed Project with the other alternatives. As discussed
in Section 5.4.1, the No Project Alternative would noft result in any new direct
impacts to the environment. However, the remaining remediation activities on
Rincon Island and the Onshore Facility would not be completed, therefore
contamination would remain, and a primary Project objective would not be
fulfilled. Because of ongoing environmental impacts due to soil and
groundwater contamination if the decommissioning Project is not implemented,
the No Project Alternative is not considered the environmentally superior
alternative.

The State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, subdivision (e)(2) states, in part, that
an EIR shall identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other
alternatives if the “environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’
alternative.” Because the No Project Alternative is not considered the
environmentally superior alternative, the State CEQA Guidelines do not require
identification of an environmentally superior alternative among the remaining
alternatives.

KNOWN AREAS OF CONTROVERSY OR UNRESOLVED ISSUES

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15123, the EIR shall identify “areas of
controversy known to the lead agency including issues raised by agencies and
the public.” The proposed Project was selected based on preliminary analysis in
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the Feasibility Study and information received from the public and resource
agencies during their review of the Feasibility Study. One area identified as
being potentially controversial during the Feasibility Study review process was
the potential to disrupt existing recreational opportunities (surfing) present within
the offshore Project site. Additionally, as acknowledged within the Feasibility
Study and public comment, removal of the causeway would result in
permanent impacts to biological resources. This conclusion was based on
historically published studies, as recent surveys had not been conducted at that
time. In response to these concerns, additional studies and analysis have been
included within the EIR to address coastal processes, baseline surfing conditions,
and biological resources associated with the causeway structure.

Another controversial issue surrounds the remediation of the Onshore Facility. As
previously mentioned, the Onshore Facility parcel is located adjacent to the
privately owned Coast Ranch parcel. These two parcels were both leased to
the same oil companies to facilitate oil and gas production from State lands.
The abandonment of the wells and oil facilities on the two parcels occurred
during Phase 1. Although not considered a component of Phase 2 because it is
privately owned, the Coast Ranch parcel (due to the configuration of the
former oil and gas facility) has been determined to be the major source of
contamination to the Onshore Facility parcel. The Coast Ranch parcel is
adjacent to and upgradient from the Onshore Facility, and there is no physical
barrier or separation between the two parcels — the parcels are contiguous, with
interacting soils and groundwater. Therefore, the remediation plan for the
Onshore Facility would need to consider what remediation activities are
planned on the adjacent Coast Ranch parcel.

Finally, both the SCC and California Coastal Commission (CCC) noted in
comments submitted during the Feasibility Study review and through
participation in the Joint Review Panel (JRP) for preparation of the draft EIR that
they encourage a return of the coastline to its natural state and reduction of the
amount of added “hardscape” (such as cobble and riprap) along the coast,
which may affect natural shoreline processes regarding erosion and sand
movement downcoast. Because one of the draft EIR objectives is to provide the
Commission with a full range of Project options to consider for protection of
Public Trust resources and uses (including preservation of existing public access
at the SCC Parcel and of roadways that provide access to Public Trust
resources, such as the causeway to Rincon Island), and because the SCC and
CCC have not issued any approvals or taken any actions on the final disposition
of the SCC Parcel, SCC Parcel Options 2 and 3, which include the use of
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hardscape, are retained in this document. Such inclusion allows for full
consideration, comparison, and disclosure of options for preserving and
improving the SCC Parcel and access from adjacent roads.

ORGANIZATION OF THE EIR

The EIR is presented in eight sections:

Section 1.0 - Introduction provides background on the Project, previous
related environmental review, and the CEQA process.

Section 2.0 - Project Description describes the Project, its location,
construction activities, monitoring, and schedule.

Section 3.0 - Cumulative Projects identifies the projects that are analyzed
for potential cumulative effects and the EIR’'s approach to cumulative
impact analysis.

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impact Analysis describes existing
environmental conditions, impacts of the Project (including options
considered), and mitigation measures, and evaluates cumulative
impacts.

Section 5.0 - Project Alternatives Analysis describes the alternatives
screening methodology, alternatives screened from full evaluation, and
alternatives carried forward for analysis, and analyzes impacts of each
alternative carried forward.

Section 6.0 - Other Required CEQA Sections addresses other required
CEQA elements, including significant and irreversible environmental and
growth-inducing impacts, comparison of the Project and alternatives, and
a discussion of whether there is an environmentally superior alternative.

Section 7.0 - Other Commission Considerations presents information
relevant to the Commission’s consideration of the Project that is in
addition to the environmental review required pursuant to CEQA. These
considerations include: (1) climate change and sea level rise (SLR); (2)
commercial fishing (socioeconomics); (3) environmental justice; and (4)
long-term maintenance costs and funding associated with the selected
Project. Other considerations may also be addressed in the staff report
presented at the time of the Commission’s consideration of the proposed
Project and alternatives.

Section 8.0 - Report Preparation Sources and References lists the persons
involved in preparation of the EIR and the reference materials used.
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The EIR also contains the following Appendices:
e Appendix A - Public Scoping Documents
e Appendix B - Federal and State Regulations
e Appendix C - Project Distribution List
e Appendix D - Biological Studies
o Appendix D1 - UCSB Characterization of Marine Habitat

o Appendix D2 - Rincon Island Causeway Marine Biological Survey
Report (Padre)

o Appendix D3 - Roosting Bird Survey Report (Padre)
o Appendix D4 - Terrestrial and Marine Special Status Species Table
o Appendix D5 - Plant List
e Appendix E - Assessment Reports
o Appendix E1 — Rincon Island Assessment Report (Padre)
o Appendix E2 — Onshore Facility Assessment Report (Padre)
e Appendix F - Phase 1 Archaeological Report (Padre)
e Appendix G - Coastal Processes Studies (Griggs)

o Appendix G1 - Potential Causeway Alternative Decommissioning
Impacts

o Appendix G2 - Evaluation of Effects and Effectiveness of Three
Different Treatments of SCC Parcel at Punta Gorda

e Appendix H - Surf Study (Coastal Frontiers)
e Appendix | - Air Quality and GHG Calculations
e Appendix J - Noise and Vibration Calculations

e Appendix K - Mitigation Monitoring Program
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Table ES-1. S ummary of Impacts: Proposed Project

Notes: B = Beneficial; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation; NI = No Impact, SU = Significant and Unavoidable

Impact Class

Impacts to Public Views

Section 4.2, Air Quality

Impact
Impact Rincon
Rincon Island - SCC SCC SCC Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore
Island Public Parcel Parcel Parcel Pipeline Facility Facility Facility Facility Facility
Facilities Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Connections Optionl Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5
Retention
Section 4.1, Aesthetics ‘
Impact AES-1: Temporary
Effects on Public Views LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
from Decommissioning
Activities
Impact AES-2: Long-term
Changes to Aesthetics as
a Result of the Proposed NI NI LTS/B LTS/B LTS/B NI LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Project
Impact AES-3: Potential
for Cumulative Aesthetic LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM

Air Quality Impacts

Impact BIO-1: Temporary
Disturbance to Foraging,
Roosting, and Nesting

Section 4.3, Biological Resources

Impact AQ-1:

Decommissioning-related LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Air Pollutant Emissions

Impact AQ-2: Cumulative | ¢ LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS

Effects to ESHA

Birds, including California LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
Brown Pelican, Osprey,

and Double-Crested

Cormorant

Impact BIO-2: Temporary NI NI LTS LTS LTS NI LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
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Impact Class
Notes: B = Beneficial; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation; NI = No Impact, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
Impact
Impact Rincon
Rincon Island - SCC SCC SCC Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore
Island Public Parcel Parcel Parcel Pipeline Facility Facility Facility Facility Facility
Facilities Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Connections Optionl Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5
Retention
Impact BIO-3: Temporary
Impacts to Monarch
Butterflies at the Onshore NI NI NI NI NI NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
Facility
Impact BIO-4: Temporary
Impacts to Western
Snowy Plover at the SCC NI NI LTSM LTSM LTSM NI NI NI NI NI NI
Parcel
Impact BIO-5: Temporary
Impacts to Marine LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS NI NI NI NI NI NI
Mammals
Impact BIO-6:
Cumulative Impacts to LTS LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
Biological Resources
Section 4.4, Cultural and Historic Resources
Impact CR-1: Potential
Impacts to the
Significance of a LTS LTS NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI
Historical Resource During
Project Implementation
Impact CR-2: Substantial
Adverse Change to
Previously Undiscovered LTS LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
Cultural Resources During
Project Implementation
Impact CR-3: Cumulative
Impacts to Cultural LTS LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
Resources
Section 4.5, Cultural Resources - Tribal
Impact TCR-1: Substantial | 1 LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
Adverse Change to
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Impact Class
Notes: B = Beneficial; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation; NI = No Impact, SU = Significant and Unavoidable

Impact
Impact Rincon
Rincon Island - SCC SCC SCC Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore
Island Public Parcel Parcel Parcel Pipeline Facility Facility Facility Facility Facility
Facilities Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Connections Optionl Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5
Retention
Previously Undiscovered
Tribal Cultural Resources
During Project
Implementation
Impact TCR-2:
Cumulative Impacts to LTS LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM

Tribal Cultural Resources

Section 4.6, Geology and Coastal Processes

Impact GEO-1:
Temporary Increase in
Surface Erosion During
Decommissioning and
Soil Remediation
Activities

Impact GEO-2:
Paleontological NI NI NI NI NI NI NI LTSM LTSM NI LTS
Resources

LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM

Impact GEO-3: Geologic
Hazards and Wave NI NI LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Exposure

Impact GEO-4: Shoreline
Stability and Littoral NI NI NI LTS LTS NI NI NI NI NI NI
Transport

Impact GEO-5:
Cumulative Impacts to
Geology and Coastal
Processes

LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTS LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM

Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact GHG-1:
Decommissioning-related LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
GHG Emissions
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Impact Class
Notes: B = Beneficial; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation; NI = No Impact, SU = Significant and Unavoidable

Impact
Impact Rincon
Rincon Island - SCC SCC SCC Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore
Island Public Parcel Parcel Parcel Pipeline Facility Facility Facility Facility Facility
Facilities Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Connections Optionl Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5
Retention

Impact GHG-2: Project
Confribution to Global LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Climate Change

Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact HAZ-1: Release of
Hazardous Materials
During or Following LTSM LTSM NI NI NI LTS LTS/B LTSM/B LTSM/B LTS/B LTSM/B
Decommissioning
Activities

Impact HAZ-2: Release of
Hazardous Materials from
Project Equipment and
Machinery During
Decommissioning
Activities

LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM

Impact HAZ-3: Potential
Cumulative Hazardous LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
Materials Impacts

Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HWQ-1:
Construction-related
Erosion and
Sedimentation Impacts to
Marine and Onshore
Water Quality

Impact HWQ-2:
Construction-related
Water Consumption LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Impacts on Groundwater
Resources

LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
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Impact Class
Notes: B = Beneficial; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation; NI = No Impact, SU = Significant and Unavoidable

Impact
Impact Rincon
Rincon Island - SCC SCC SCC Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore
Island Public Parcel Parcel Parcel Pipeline Facility Facility Facility Facility Facility
Facilities Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Connections Optionl Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5
Retention
Impact HWQ-3:
Remediation and
Discharge of NI NI NI NI NI NI LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS

Groundwater on of the
Onshore Facility

Impact HWQ-4: Potential
for Cumulative Water LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
Quality Impacts

Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning ‘

Impact LU-1: Temporary
Conflicts with State and LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
Local Policies

Impact LU-2: Cumulative
Impacts of Project LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
Construction

Section 4.11, Noise
Impact N-1: Noise

Impacts to Sensitive LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Receptors

Impact N-2: Vibration

Impacts to Residents and LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Structures

Impact N-3: Cumulative

C . LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Decommissioning Noise

Section 4.12, Recreation

Impact REC-1: Temporary
Loss of Recreational
Access to Beach and NI NI LTS LTS LTS LTS NI NI NI NI NI
Ocean Areas Due to
Onsite Project Activities
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Notes: B = Beneficial; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation; NI = No Impact, SU = Significant and Unavoidable

Impact Class

Impact
Impact Rincon
Rincon Island - SCC SCC SCC Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore
Island Public Parcel Parcel Parcel Pipeline Facility Facility Facility Facility Facility
Facilities Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Connections Optionl Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5
Retention
Impact REC-2: Temporary
Interference with LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
Recreational Traffic on
Ventura Coastal Trail
Impact REC-3: Permanent
Changes to Recreational
Access to Mussel Shoals NI B B B LTS NI NI NI NI NI NI
Beach Area
Impact REC-4:
Cumulative Recreational LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM

Impacts

Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic

Impact T-1:

Decommissioning Vehicle LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Trip Generation and VMT

Impact T-2: Contribution

to Cumulative Venhicle LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS

Trip Generation and VMT

Impact US-1: Generation
of Project Waste During

Section 4.14,

Utilities and Service Systems

L LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Decommissioning
Activities
Impact US-2: Cumulative
Generation of Waste that
Would Affect Waste LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Receiving Facilities

Section 4.15, Wildfire

Impact WF-1: Temporary
Increase in Risk to Wildfire NI NI LTS LTS LTS LTSM NI NI NI NI NI

During Decommissioning
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Impact Class
Notes: B = Beneficial; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation; NI = No Impact, SU = Significant and Unavoidable
Impact
Rincon
Rincon Island - SCC SCC SCC Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore Onshore
Island Public Parcel Parcel Parcel Pipeline Facility Facility Facility Facility Facility
Facilities Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Connections OptionT Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Options
Retention
Activities Within an Area
Designated as Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone
by CAL FIRE
Impact WF-2: Cumulative
Impacts to Potential NI NI LTS LTS LTS LTSM NI NI NI NI NI
Wildfire
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Project Impacts by Site to Project Alternatives

Notes: B = Beneficial; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation; NI = No

Impact, SU = Significant and Unavoidable Impact;

“+” = more impact than the proposed Project; “-* = less impact than the proposed Project

Most Impactful Option at
Proposed Project Site(s)

Project Alternatives

2 G c Abutment

IMPACT 5 S ©0G | O Partial
* n = o E¥F o= . . and Offshore

NUMBER = O = 0 = | No Project Reefing Causeway .

c o S 00 S0 . : Revetment | Disposal

o 0 cQc c o | Alternative | Alternative Removal . .

o O& £ O« . Retention | Alternative

c O o Alternative .

= (§] Alternative
AESTHETICS
AES-1 LTSM | LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM+ LTSM+ LTSM+ SU
AES-2 NI LTS/B NI LTS NI B B B LTS
AES-3 LTSM | LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM SuU
AIR QUALITY
AQ-1 LTS LTS LTS LTS NI LTS LTS LTS LTS
AQ-2 LTS LTS LTS LTS NI LTS LTS LTS LTS
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
BIO-1 LTS LTS NI LTSM NI LTS+ LTS+ LTS+ LTS
BIO-2 NI LTS NI LTS NI LTS+ LTS+ LTS+ LTSM+
BIO-3 NI NI NI LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
BIO-4 NI LTSM NI NI NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
BIO-5 LTS LTS NI NI NI LTS+ LTS+ LTS+ LTS+
BIO-6 LTSM | LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
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Notes: B = Beneficial; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation; NI = No
Impact, SU = Significant and Unavoidable Impact;

“+” = more impact than the proposed Project; “-* = less impact than the proposed Project
Most Impactful Option at . .
Proposed Project Site(s) Project Alternatives
O — n
IMPACT 5 g © 06 | O Partial | APUiment
* n = o E¥F o= . . and Offshore
NUMBER = O = 0 2 = | No Project Reefing Causeway .
c o % 00 % O - k Revetment | Disposal
) %) c Qc c o | Alternative | Alternative | Removal Retenti Alt H
2 O oO& 5 o * Alternative etention ernative
= v (¥] Alternative
CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES
CR-1 LTS NI NI NI NI SU SU SU LTS
CR-2 LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
CR-3 LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
CULTURAL RESOURCES - TRIBAL
TCR-1 LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
TCR-2 LTS LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
GEOLOGY AND COASTAL PROCESSES
GEO-1 LTSM | LTSM NI LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
GEO-2 NI NI NI LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
GEO-3 NI LTS LTS LTS NI LTS LTS LTS LTS
GEO-4 NI LTS NI NI NI LTS LTS LTS B
GEO-5 LTSM | LTSM LTS LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
GHG-1 LTS LTS LTS LTS NI LTS LTS LTS LTS
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Notes: B = Beneficial; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation; NI = No
Impact, SU = Significant and Unavoidable Impact;
“+” = more impact than the proposed Project; “-* = less impact than the proposed Project
Most Impactful Option at . .
Proposed Project Site(s) Project Alternatives
O — n
IMPACT 5 g © 06 | O Partial | APUiment
* n = o E¥F o= . . and Offshore
NUMBER =2 O = 0 = | No Project Reefing Causeway .
c o SO0 % 0 . : Revetment | Disposal
o %) c Qc c o | Alternative | Alternative Removal . .
o O O& £ O« . Retention | Alternative
= 9 o Alternative Alt .
= (¥] ernative
GHG-2 LTS LTS LTS LTS NI LTS LTS LTS LTS
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ‘
HAZ-1 LTSM NI LTS LTBS/ M NI LTSM+ LTSM+ LTSM+ LTSM+
HAZ-2 LTSM | LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM+ LTSM+ LTSM+ LTSM+
HAZ-3 LTSM | LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY ‘
HWQ-1 LTSM | LTSM LTSM LTSM SU LTSM+ LTSM+ LTSM+ LTSM+
HWQ-2 LTS LTS LTS LTS NI LTS LTS LTS LTS
HWQ-3 LTS NI NI LTS NI LTS LTS LTS LTS
HWQ-4 LTSM | LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM+
LAND USE AND PLANNING
LU-1 LTSM | LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
LU-2 LTSM | LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
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Notes: B = Beneficial; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation; NI = No

“+” = more impact than the proposed Project; “-*

Impact, SU = Significant and Unavoidable Impact;

less impact than the proposed Project

Most Impactful Option at
Proposed Project Site(s)

Project Alternatives

2 < c Abutment

IMPACT 5 3 ®oo | O Partial
* - = 5 € = 5 = . . and Offshore

NUMBER = O = 0 2 = | No Project Reefing Causeway .

c o So0o0 % O . . Revetment | Disposal

o %) coc c o | Alternative | Alternative Removal . .

o O& £ O« . Retention | Alternative

c O o Alternative .

= (¥] Alternative
N-1 LTS LTS LTS LTS NI LTS+ LTS+ LTS+ LTS+
N-2 LTS LTS LTS LTS NI LTS+ LTS+ LTS+ LTS+
N-3 LTS LTS LTS LTS NI LTS LTS LTS LTS+
RECREATION
REC-1 NI LTS LTS NI NI LTSM+ LTSM LTSM LTSM
REC-2 LTSM | LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM+ LTSM+ LTSM+ LTSM-
REC-3 NI LTS/B NI NI NI B B B B
REC-4 LTSM | LTSM LTSM LTSM NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
T-1 LTS LTS LTS LTS NI LTS+ LTS+ LTS+ LTS
T-2 LTS LTS LTS LTS NI LTS LTS LTS LTS
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Us-1 LTS LTS LTS LTS NI LTS+ LTS+ LTS+ LTS
Us-2 LTS LTS LTS LTS NI LTS LTS LTS LTS

WILDFIRE
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Notes: B = Beneficial; LTS = Less than Significant; LTSM = Less than Significant with Mitigation; NI = No
Impact, SU = Significant and Unavoidable Impact;
“+” = more impact than the proposed Project; “-* = less impact than the proposed Project

Most Impactful Option at

Proposed Project Site(s)

Project Alternatives

2 < e Abutment
IMPACT S S vl | O Partial and Oftshore
NUMBER* 2 o 9E7C | 9= | NoProject | Reefing | Causeway )
c o % 0 0 » O . . Revetment | Disposal
o %) c Qc c o | Alternative | Alternative Removal R . .
o O& £ O« . etention | Alternative
c O o Alternative .
= (¥] Alternative
WEF-1 NI LTS LTSM NI NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM
WEF-2 NI LTS LTSM NI NI LTSM LTSM LTSM LTSM

*Please see Table ES-1 for full text of each Impact number statement
Full analysis of each Project Alternative is provided in Section 5
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Table ES-3. Project Mitigation Summary

Impact
AESTHETICS

Impact AES-1: Temporary Effects on Public Views
from Decommissioning Activities

Recommended MMs

MM AES-1a: Overnight Storage of EqQuipment

MM AES-1b: Material Removal at Construction
Completion

MM AES-1c: Minimize Night Lighting

Impact AES-2: Long-term Changes to Aesthetics
as a Result of the Proposed Project

None Required

Impact AES-3: Potential for Cumulative Aesthetic
Impacts to Public Views

AIR QUALITY

Impact AQ-1: Decommissioning-related Air
Pollutant Emissions

MM AES-1a: Overnight Storage of EqQuipment

MM AES-1b: Material Removal at Construction
Completion

MM AES-1c: Minimize Night Lighting

MM AQ-1: Standard Ventura County Air Pollution Control
District Construction Emissions Reduction Measures

Impact AQ-2: Cumulative Air Quality Impacts

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Impact BIO-1: Temporary Disturbance to Roosting,
Foraging, and Nesting Birds, including California
Brown Pelican, Osprey, and Double-Crested
Cormorant

MM AQ-1: Standard Ventura County Air Pollution Control
District Construction Emissions Reduction Measures

MM BIO-1a: Onshore Facility Nesting Season Avoidance
or Pre-Construction Surveys

MM BIO-1b: Environmental Awareness Training

Impact BIO-2: Temporary Effects to ESHA

None Required

Impact BIO-3: Temporary Impacts to Monarch
Butterflies at the Onshore Facility

MM BIO-1b: Environmental Awareness Training
MM BIO-3: Monarch Butterfly Avoidance
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Impact Recommended MMs

Impact BIO-4: Temporary Impacts to Western MM BIO-1b: Environmental Awareness Training

Snowy Plover at the SCC Parcel MM BIO-4: Pre-Activity Western Snowy Plover Survey
Impact BIO-5: Temporary Impacts to Marine None Required

Mammals

Impact BIO-46: Cumulative Impacts to Biological MM BIO-1a: Onshore Facility Nesting Season Avoidance
Resources or Pre-Construction Surveys

MM BIO-1b: Environmental Awareness Training
MM BIO-3: Monarch Butterfly Avoidance
MM BIO-4: Pre-Activity Western Snowy Plover Survey

CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES

Impact CR-1: Potential Impacts to the Significance | None Required
of a Historical Resource During Project
Implementation

Impact CR-2: Substantial Adverse Change to MM CUL-1/TCR-1: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

Previously Undiscovered Cultural Resources During | Management and Treatment Plan

Project Implementation MM CUL-2/TCR-2: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Monitoring

MM CUL-3/TCR-3: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Awareness Training

MM CUL-4/TCR-4: Discovery of Previously Unknown
Cultural or Tribal Cultural Resources

MM CUL-5/TCR-5: Unanticipated Discovery of Human

Remains
Impact CR-3: Cumulative Impacts to Cultural MM CUL-1/TCR-1: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Resources Management and Treatment Plan
MM CUL-2/TCR-2: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Monitoring
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Impact Recommended MMs
MM CUL-3/TCR-3: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Awareness Training

MM CUL-4/TCR-4: Discovery of Previously Unknown
Cultural or Tribal Cultural Resources

MM CUL-5/TCR-5: Unanticipated Discovery of Human

Remains
CULTURAL RESOURCES - TRIBAL
Impact TCR-1: Substantial Adverse Change to MM CUL-1/TCR-1: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Previously Undiscovered Tribal Cultural Resources | Management and Treatment Plan
During Project Implementation MM CUL-2/TCR-2: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Monitoring

MM CUL-3/TCR-3: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Awareness Training

MM CUL-4/TCR-4: Discovery of Previously Unknown
Cultural or Tribal Cultural Resources

MM CUL-5/TCR-5: Unanticipated Discovery of Human

Remains
Impact TCR-2: Cumulative Impacts to Tribal MM CUL-1/TCR-1: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Cultural Resources Management and Treatment Plan
MM CUL-2/TCR-2: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Monitoring

MM CUL-3/TCR-3: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Awareness Training

MM CUL-4/TCR-4: Discovery of Previously Unknown
Cultural or Tribal Cultural Resources

MM CUL-5/TCR-5: Unanticipated Discovery of Human
Remains
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Impact
GEOLOGY AND COASTAL PROCESSES

Impact GEO-1: Temporary Increase in Surface
Erosion During Decommissioning and Soil
Remediation Activities

Recommended MMs

MM GEO-1: Grading and Erosion Conftrol Plan

MM AQ-1: Standard Ventura County Air Pollution Control
District Construction Emissions Reduction Measures
(Fugitive Dust Conftrol)

MM HWQ-1: Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

Impact GEO-2: Paleontological Resources

MM GEO-2: Paleontological Monitoring and Mitigation
Plan

Impact GEO-3: Geologic Hazards and Wave
Exposure

None Required

Impact GEO-4: Shoreline Stability and Littoral
Transport

None Required

Impact GEO-5: Cumulative Impacts to Geology
and Coastal Processes

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Impact GHG-1: Decommissioning-related GHG
Emissions

MM GEO-1: Grading and Erosion Conftrol Plan

MM AQ-1: Standard Ventura County Air Pollution Control
District Construction Emissions Reduction Measures
(Fugitive Dust Conftrol)

MM HWQ-1: Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

None Required

Impact GHG-2: Project Contribution to Globall
Climate Change

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Impact HAZ-1: Release of Hazardous Materials
During or Following Decommissioning Activities

None Required

MM HAZ-1a: Remedial Action Plan Implementation

MM HAZ-1b: Hydrocarbon Contaminated Soill
Notification(s) and BMPs

July 2024

ES-29 Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning

Project EIR



Executive Summary

Impact Recommended MMs
MM HAZ-1c: QOil Spill Contingency Plan Implementation

MM HAZ-1d: Haozardous Materials Management and
Contingency Plan

MM HAZ-1e: Asbestos Abatement Workplan
MM HWQ-1: Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

Impact HAZ-2: Release of Hazardous Materials MM HAZ-1c: Oil Spill Contingency Plan Implementation
from Project Equipment and Machinery During MM HAZ-1d: Hazardous Materials Management and
Decommissioning Activities Contingency Plan

Impact HAZ-3: Potential Cumulative Hazardous MM HAZ-1a: Remedial Action Plan Implementation
Materials Impacts MM HAZ-1b: Hydrocarbon Contaminated Soil

Notification(s) and BMPs
MM HAZ-1c: QOil Spill Contingency Plan Implementation

MM HAZ-1d: Hazardous Materials Management and
Contingency Plan

MM HAZ-1e: Asbestos Abatement Workplan
MM HWQ-1: Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Impact HWQ-1: Construction-related Erosion and
Sedimentation Impacts to Marine and Onshore MM HWQ-1: Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
Water Quality

Impact HWQ-2: Construction-related Water
Consumption Impacts on Groundwater Resources

Impact HWQ-3: Remediation and Discharge of
Groundwater on the Onshore Facility

None Required

None Required

Impact HWQ-4: Potential for Cumulative Water

. MM HWQ-1: Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
Quality Impacts
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Impact Recommended MMs

LAND USE AND PLANNING

Impact LU-1: Temporary Conflicts with State and MM AES-1a: Overnight Storage of Equipment

Local Policies MM AES-1b: Material Removal at Constfruction
Completion

MM AES-1c: Minimize Night Lighting

MM AQ-1: Standard Ventura County Air Pollution Control
District Construction Emissions Reduction Measures

MM BIO-1a: Onshore Facility Nesting Season Avoidance
or Pre-Construction Surveys

MM BIO-1b: Environmental Awareness Training

MM BIO-3: Monarch Butterfly Avoidance

MM BIO-4: Pre-Activity Western Snowy Plover Survey

MM CUL-1/TCR-1: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Management and Treatment Plan (CRMTP)

MM CUL-2/TCR-2: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Monitoring

MM CUL-3/TCR-3: Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Awareness Training

MM CUL-4/TCR-4: Discovery of Previously Unknown
Cultural or Tribal Cultural Resources

MM CUL-5/TCR-5: Unanticipated Discovery of Human
Remains

MM GEO-1: Grading and Erosion Control Plan

MM GEO-2: Paleontological Monitoring and Mitigation
Plan

MM HAZ-1a: Remedial Action Plan Implementation
MM HAZ-1b: Hydrocarbon Contaminated Soill
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Impact Recommended MMs

Notification(s) and BMPs

MM HAZ-1c: QOil Spill Contingency Plan Implementation
MM HAZ-1d: Haozardous Materials Management and
Contingency Plan

MM HAZ-1e: Asbestos Abatement Workplan

MM HWQ-1: Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

MM NOI-1: Notification of Work Activities Posted at
Mussel Shoals

MM REC-1: Recreational Site Access and Traffic
Management Plan

MM WE-1a: Fire Management and Prevention Plan
MM WEF-1b: Ventura County Noticing Requirements

Impact LU-2: Cumulative Impacts of Project Same as Above
Construction

Impact N-1: Noise Impacts to Sensitive Receptors None Required

Impact N-2: Vibration Impacts to Residents and None Required
Structures

Impact N-3: Cumulative Decommissioning Noise None Required

RECREATION

Impact REC-1: Temporary Loss of Recreational None Required
Access to Beach and Ocean Areas Due to Onsite
Project Areas

Impact REC-2: Temporary Interference with MM REC-1: Recreational Site Access and Traffic
Recreational Traffic On Ventura Coastal Trail Management Plan
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Impact

Recommended MMs

Impact REC-3: Permanent Changes to
Recreational Access to Mussel Shoals Beach Area

None Required

Impact REC-4: Cumulative Recreational Impacts

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Impact T-1: Decommissioning Vehicle Trip
Generation and VMT

MM REC-1: Recreational Site Access and Traffic
Management Plan

MM REC-1: Recreational Site Access and Traffic
Management Plan

Impact T-2: Contribution to Cumulative Venhicle
Trip Generation and VMT

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Impact US-1: Generation of Project Waste During
Decommissioning Activities

MM REC-1: Recreational Site Access and Traffic
Management Plan

None Required

Impact US-2: Cumulative Generation of Waste
that Would Affect Waste Receiving Facilities

WILDFIRE

Impact WF-1: Temporary Increase in Risk to Wildfire
During Decommissioning Activities Within an Area
Designated as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone
by CAL FIRE

None Required

MM WEF-1a: Fire Management and Prevention Plan
MM WE-1b: Ventura County Noticing Requirements

Impact WF-2: Cumulative Impacts to Potential
Wildfire

MM WEF-1a: Fire Management and Prevention Plan
MM WE-1b: Ventura County Noticing Requirements
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The California State Lands Commission (CSLC or Commission), as representative
owner of the State-owned sovereign lands known as (former) State Oil and Gas
Lease Nos. PRC 145, PRC 410, and PRC 1466, is analyzing the potential
environmental impacts associated with the Rincon Phase 2 Decommissioning
Project (Project). Rincon Island (or Island) and its associated facilities were
historically leased by CSLC to oil and gas operators, including most recently
Rincon Island Limited Partnership, which quitclaimed (transferred) its lease
interests to CSLC in December 2017 after becoming financially insolvent.
Thereafter, the State of California (State) pursued decommissioning of the oil
and gas related facilities and final disposition of Rincon Island. CSLC is the lead
agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; Pub. Resources
Code, § 21000 et seq.) for the Project.

1.1 PROJECT LOCATION

Rincon Island is located approximately 3,000 feet offshore of Punta Gorda in
Ventura County, approximately 7 miles northwest of the city of Ventura,
California (Figures 1-1 and 1-2). Rincon Island is located immediately offshore of
the community of Mussel Shoals and approximately 0.5 mile south of the
community of La Conchita. The Island is located in approximately 55 feet of
water. The Rincon Island Causeway (causeway), or access pier, connects the
Island to the coast. A State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) Parcel, included in the
decommissioning analysis, is located just east of the causeway landing
(abutment) within Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 060-0-090-425.

The Onshore Facility consists of a 6.01-acre parcel owned by the State located
1.3 miles to the east of Rincon Island at 5750 W. Pacific Coast Highway (PCH),
Ventura. Rincon Island and the Onshore Facility were previously connected by a
pipeline system, until they were disconnected as part of the well plugging and
abandonment process (see Figure 1-2).

1.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND

In December 2017, Rincon Island Limited Partnership quitclaimed (transferred) its
lease interests (State Oil and Gas Lease Nos. PRC 145, PRC 410, and PRC 1466)
to CSLC after becoming financially insolvent. Thereafter, the State pursued
decommissioning of the oil and gas related facilities and final disposition of
Rincon Island.
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Figure 1-1. Site Location Map
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Figure 1-2. Project Sites Overview Map
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Phase 1 of this process included the plugging and abandonment of all oil and
gas wells and removal of surface equipment at Rincon Island, the Onshore
Facility, and the adjacent privately owned Coast Ranch parcel. Phase 1
activities were completed in June 2021. Phase 2 of the Rincon decommissioning
effort includes the development of a Feasibility Study (which was completed on
July 22, 2022) and analysis under CEQA.

1.2.1 Project Purpose and Need

The Project purpose is decommissioning of the subject facilities in accordance
with existing federal, state, and local regulations. The proposed Project activities
would be completed during Phase 3 to prepare Rincon Island and the Onshore
Facility for new uses