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RE: Channel Islands Public Works Plan Amendment No. PWP-4-CIH-16-0005-2 

Dear Ms. Krieger: 

Thank you for the additional information submitted on September 22, 2016. However, the 
proposed Public Works Plan Amendment (PWPA), which addresses the Urban Village Sub
Category to the Visitor Serving Harbor Oriented land use designation at Channel Islands Harbor 
(Harbor) remains incomplete at this time, pursuant to Title 14, Sections 13352 through 13357 
and 13365 of the California Code ofRegulations and Section 30605 of the Coastal Act. In order 
to process the amendment in accordance with the provisions of the Coastal Act and the 
California Code of Regulations, please provide the following items: 

1. City of Oxnard LCP Consistency. As previously discussed, pursuant to Sections 13052 
and 13352 of the California Code of Regulations, applications for PWPAs shall not be 
accepted as complete until other government agencies have granted at least preliminary 
approval. To date, the Commission has not received any notice of approval from the City 
of Oxnard (Oxnard) regarding the necessary zoning change, and the Commission's 
Executive Director continues to choose not to waive the requirement of preliminary 
approval. In addition, the provision of Title 14, Section 13357(a)(l) requiring a Local 
Coastal Program Amendment (LCP A) in order to process a PWP A is still applicable in 
this instance. Therefore, the proposed PWP A will continue to remain incomplete until 
evidence is provided that the required amendment to the Oxnard LCP has been approved 
by the City of Oxnard and effectively certified by the Coastal Commission. 

In your letter you propose that the Commission process the PWP A and condition final 
certification of the PWP A upon final certification of a future Oxnard LCP A. The letter 
goes on to suggest that processing the PWP A in this manner would expedite the process 
and facilitate conformance between the two documents. However, even if processing the 
proposed PWPA first were allowable (as we have discussed, it is not), this would not 
expedite the project. We cannot prejudge what action the City of Oxnard may take on 
such an LCP A. Nor can we predict what Commission staff would recommend on any 
future City of Oxnard LCP A. Any inconsistencies between the proposed PWP A and any 
future LCP A could require amendments and additional hearings to reconcile any 
discrepancies. 



Commission staff appreciate that the County is working with the City of Oxnard to bring 
forward a targeted LCP A to address the inconsistency with the proposed PWP A. 
Commission staff is happy to coordinate with the City of Oxnard on any such targeted 
LCP A. As you mention in your letter, Commission staff has previously discussed the 
need for such an amendment with you, and we have consistently stated that such an 
LCP A would need to be certified prior to completing the PWP A application. 
Commission staff could not recommend that the Commission certify the PWP A at this 
point because, as you acknowledge, it is inconsistent with the current Oxnard LCP. 

2. You have indicated that the requested updated traffic study including traffic counts 
collected during peak visitor times in summer will be submitted shortly. Thank you for 
your attention to this item and we look forward to reviewing the updated traffic study 
once it is available. This item remains incomplete at this time. 

3. The application for the subject PWP A includes proposed revisions to Table I, Inventory 
of Existing Uses/Intensities by Parcel, under Appendix A. The suggested revisions to the 
table include adding the proposed Parcel V and specifying the floor area of the various 
uses within Parcel V, the number of apartment units, and the number of boat slips 
associated with the project. If the proposed amendments to Table I are approved by the 
Commission, the totals proposed would then represent the type and amount of allowable 
development within Parcel V. The future Notice of Impending Development (NOID) for 
the final project will then be evaluated using the PWP as amended, including the revised 
building intensities for Parcel V in Table I. As such, the Commission believes it is 
important to understand how the proposed use intensities within Parcel V were 
determined and whether there are any alternatives. Please provide an analysis that 
discusses how the proposed intensities were chosen and also analyzes the feasibility of 
any alternative intensities of residential and commercial space that could provide more 
public and visitor serving amenities and commercial uses, specifically along the 
waterfront promenade and fronting the public parking lot. The standard of review for the 
subject PWP A is the certified Oxnard LCP which incorporates the policies of Chapter 3 
by reference and under those policies residential is not a priority use. Thus we need to 
know why it is infeasible to have more public and visitor serving amenities and 
commercial uses at this location. 

4. Figure IV of the certified PWP is a land use map illustrating the parcels of the Harbor and 
their associated land use designations. As discussed, the proposed PWP A will aggregate 
Parcels V-1, V-2, V-3, V-4 and a Portion ofN-2 to form a new parcel, Parcel V. Parcel 
V will then be designated with a new land 'use sub-category, the Urban Village. The 
proposed modifications to the certified PWP included in the application do not include a 
revised land use map showing the location of Parcel V and the Urban Village sub
category. Please provide an updated land use map illustrating the existing parcels within 
the Harbor and their associated land use designations that also illustrates the proposed 
Parcel V and the Urban Village sub-category. 
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5. Thank you for providing the parcel map showing the existing and proposed parcel 
configurations. Upon reviewing the parcel map in conjunction with Figure 5 of the 
application it appears that the proposed public park will be located within Parcel N-2. A 
review of the proposed modifications to Table I in Appendix A identifies the public park 
with Parcel V, not Parcel N-2. As such, please update the table in Appendix A to reflect 
the proposed public park within Parcel N-2. 

We are requesting the above information in order to deem the PWP amendment filed pursuant to 
Section 13354 of the California Code of Regulations. Please contact me at (805) 585-1800 if you 
have questions regarding the requested information. 

Sincerely, 

Wesley Hom 
Coastal Program A 
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