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Letter 
A1 

California Coastal Conservancy 
Christopher Kroll, Project Manager 
February 27, 2020 

 
A1-1 The California Coastal Conservancy’s involvement in planning and funding 

projects in Ventura County is noted. This comment is introductory in nature and 
does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

A1-2 The commenter refers to two mitigation measures. Mitigation Measure AG-1, as 
included on page 4.2-16 of the draft EIR, would require that the County include a 
policy in the 2040 General Plan that requires discretionary development on 
Important Farmland be conditioned to avoid direct loss of Important Farmland as 
much as feasibly possible. Mitigation Measure AG-2, as included on page 4.2-16 of 
the draft EIR, would require that the County include a policy in the General Plan that 
requires discretionary projects resulting in a certain acreage of loss of Important 
Farmland protect offsite farmland at a 2-to-1 ratio of acres preserved to acres 
converted. The commenter does not specify how it believes these mitigation 
measures would add significant costs to its habitat restoration and public access 
plans for Ormond Beach and the Santa Clara River. It appears, however, that the 
commenter is suggesting that these projects would require conversion of agricultural 
lands, which then may be subject to the conservation easement requirements 
outlined in Mitigation Measure AG-2, increasing costs of restoration projects. 

Mitigation Measures AG-1 and AG-2 outline requirements that are triggered for 
discretionary projects subject to the County’s jurisdiction. Discretionary approvals 
are needed from the County for certain projects, including commercial and industrial 
projects, conditional use permits, variances, tract and parcel maps, and zoning 
ordinance and general plan amendments. Within the Coastal Zone, a Coastal 
Development Permit may be required for habitat restoration projects to authorize the 
methodology and removal of invasive plants in and amongst sensitive plants or 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. Outside the Coastal Zone restoration 
projects may require discretionary approval if a subdivision action (such as approval 
of a conservation subdivision) was needed. Other than projects involving the 
creation of a conservation subdivision, habitat restoration projects in the non-coastal 
zone generally do not trigger the need for a discretionary approval by the County. 
The acquisition of lands for wildlife conservation and certain small habitat restoration 
projects are among the classes of categorically exempt projects as provided in 
Sections 15313 and 15333 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, 
respectively.  

Without a discretionary approval from the County, the requirements of Mitigation 
Measure AG-1 and Mitigation Measure AG-2 would not apply. Therefore, it is 
unlikely that these measures would add to the costs of habitat restoration and 
associated projects. Nonetheless, this comment is acknowledged for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration before 
making a decision on adopting a Final 2040 General Plan. 

Regarding the general feasibility of Mitigation Measure AG-2, including cost of 
implementation, refer to Master Response MR-5. 
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Letter 
A2 

California Department of Conservation, Division of Mine Reclamation 
Carol E. Atkins, Manager, Environmental Services Unit 
Paul Fry, Manager, Engineering and Geology Unit 
February 27, 2020 

 

A2-1 The Department of Conservation, Division of Mine Reclamation’s responsibilities 
and primary focus are noted. This comment is introductory in nature and does 
not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

A2-2 As suggested by the comment, the text of the second paragraph of Section 1.4, 
“Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies,” on page 1-5 of the draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 

Responsible agencies are agencies other than the lead agency that have 
discretionary power over carrying out or implementing a specific 
component of the general plan or for approving a project (such as an 
annexation) that implements the goals and policies of the general plan. 
Agencies that may be responsible agencies include: the California 
Department of Transportation, which has responsibility for approving 
future improvements to the state highway system; the Department of 
Conservation, which has responsibility for approvingreviewing and 
commenting on surface mineing Reclamation Plans pursuant to the 
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act; and the Local Agency Formation 
Commission of Ventura County, which has responsibility for approving any 
annexations within the county that might occur over the life of the 2040 
General Plan. 

A2-3 The comment addresses the County’s existing surface mining ordinance and is 
not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. Therefore, no response is 
required. However, this comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration before making a 
decision on adopting a Final 2040 General Plan. 

A2-4 The comment provides the preferred contact for the agency. The County has 
noted the information appropriately for future reference. 
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Letter 
A3 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Erinn Wilson, Environmental Program Manager I 
February 26, 2020 

 

A3-1 The California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW’s) role and jurisdiction is 
noted. This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

A3-2 This comment outlines CDFW’s role as a responsible agency under California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and regulatory authority provided by Fish and 
Game Code and other State regulations. This comment is noted. This comment 
is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental issue for 
which a response is required. 

A3-3 The information summarizing the proposed 2040 General Plan is noted. This 
comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

A3-4 This comment summarizes potential impacts to special-status plant species, as 
well as plant communities, alliances, and associations that could result from 
implementing the 2040 General Plan. The comment further defines when impacts 
to these resources would be significant under CEQA. The County agrees with the 
summary of impacts to these resources, and this comment is noted. Impacts to 
special-status plants, and plant communities, alliances, and associations have 
been analyzed in Impacts 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 of the draft EIR. This comment is 
introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental issue for 
which a response is required. 

A3-5 This comment provides recommendations for mitigation to reduce impacts on 
special-status plants and sensitive natural communities. The comment 
recommends the inclusion of avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measure 
language and requirements for focused surveys for special-status plants 
following CDFW protocols. These suggestions regarding mitigation measures to 
reduce impacts to special-status plant species were addressed in the draft EIR, 
and are addressed by the revised version of Mitigation BIO-1 (which is provided 
in full at the end of this response) as explained below. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (New Implementation Program COS-X: Protection of 
Sensitive Biological Resources) on pages 4.4-23 through 4.4-25 of the draft EIR, 
and as revised, states that focused surveys for special-status plants would be 
conducted at the project level following the most recently updated protocols 
recommended by natural resource agencies, including “Protocols for Surveying 
and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural 
Communities [CDFW 2018].” Further, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 states that if 
special-status species are identified during protocol-level surveys, mitigation 
measures “…should adhere to the following priority to reduce adverse impacts of 
a proposed project to the resource: avoid impacts, minimize impacts, and 
compensate for impacts.”  
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This comment also references a State-level vegetation mapping standard (i.e., 
the Manual of California Vegetation) and recommends that this standard be used 
to define sensitive natural communities in future projects under the 2040 General 
Plan. The draft EIR incorporates the Background Report by reference, which 
includes a description of sensitive natural communities (page 8-25). The draft 
EIR also addresses the need to use the current mapping standard on page 4.4-8: 
“The sensitive natural communities included in the CNDDB are based on the 
Holland 1986 classification which is not consistent with the State’s current 
vegetation mapping and classification standards and this legacy data is currently 
being validated by CDFW.” However, use of this classification standard was not 
explicitly described in Mitigation Measure BIO-1 in the draft EIR. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (New Implementation Program COS-X: Protection of 
Sensitive Biological Resources) on pages 4.4-23–4.4-25 of the DEIR has been 
updated to reflect the requirement of mapping vegetation communities using the 
Manual of California Vegetation standards before project implementation, as 
shown below. 

This comment also recommends that sensitive natural communities should be 
avoided and recommends a mitigation ratio of 5:1 for S3 ranked communities 
and 7:1 for S2 ranked communities. The comment further describes 
requirements for revegetation/restoration areas, including restoration plans and 
requirements therein. The commenter did not provide any regulatory basis (e.g., 
California Fish and Game Code) or other justification for these recommended 
mitigation ratios, and the County is not aware of any official guidance regarding 
mitigation ratios for S2 or S3 ranked communities other than reducing impacts to 
less than significant under CEQA. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 on pages 4.4-23 through 4.4-25 of the draft EIR, and 
as revised, states that if sensitive natural communities are identified during field 
surveys, that implementation of mitigation measures would be required that 
would adhere to the following priority: “avoid impacts, minimize impacts, and 
compensate for impacts.” Avoidance of sensitive resources, including sensitive 
natural communities, would include implementation of no-disturbance buffers. 
Further, the mitigation measure requires compensation for loss of sensitive 
habitats, including sensitive natural communities, through restoration, 
enhancement, or preservation of these resources within or outside of the project 
site. The CEQA requirement for sensitive natural communities is to reduce 
impacts to these resources to less than significant. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is 
sufficient to reduce impacts to sensitive natural communities to less than 
significant, because it requires avoidance of these habitats, and compensation 
for impacts to these habitats. For additional clarity, language has been added to 
this measure to emphasize that compensatory mitigation ratios will be 
established based on various factors (e.g., rarity of the habitat, quality of the 
habitat) in consultation with a qualified biologist and applicable resources 
agencies, as shown below. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 also includes discussion regarding the compensation 
options that would be available , including habitat restoration, conservation 
easements, or in lieu fees. The comment regarding restoration plans and the 
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requirements therein is noted and is included as an option to achieve the no-net-
loss standard in the revised text of the mitigation measure. It is not currently 
possible to know the types of compensation (e.g., conservation easements, in 
lieu fee opportunities, onsite habitat restoration) that will be available for specific 
future projects under the 2040 General Plan. Thus, including several options in 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is appropriate and further response is not required. 

In response to the concerns raised in this and other comments, to clarify the 
relationship of the measure to the County’s ISAG, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 
beginning on page 4.4-23 has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: New Implementation Program COS-X: Protection of Sensitive 
Biological Resources 
The County shall include the following new implementation program in the 
2040 General Plan. 

Implementation Program COS-X: Protection of Sensitive Biological 
Resources 
The County shall update the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, Biological 
Resources Assessment report criteria to evaluate discretionary development 
that could potentially impact sensitive biological resources with the following: 

 The qualified biologist shall conduct an initial data review to determine the 
sensitive biological resources (i.e.,  special-status plant, special-status 
wildlife, sensitive habitats [e.g., riparian habitat, sensitive plant 
communities, ESHA, coastal beaches, sand dunes, other sensitive natural 
communities], wetlands and other non-wetland waters, native wildlife 
nursery sites, or wildlife corridors) that have the potential to occur within 
the project footprint. This will include but not be limited to review of the 
best available, current data including vegetation mapping data, mapping 
data from the County and California Coastal Commission, and database 
searches of the CNDDB and the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered 
Plants of California.  

 The qualified biologist shall conduct a reconnaissance-level survey for 
sensitive biological resources within the project footprint (including 
proposed access roads, proposed staging areas, and the immediate 
vicinity surrounding the project footprint) to determine whether sensitive 
biological resources identified during the initial data review have potential 
to occur.  

 If the reconnaissance-level survey identifies no potential for sensitive 
biological resources to occur, the applicant will not be subject to additional 
mitigation measures. 

If sensitive biological resources are observed or determined to have potential to 
occur within or adjacent to the project footprint during the reconnaissance-level 
survey, then the following measures shall apply: 
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Special-Status Species 
 If special-status species are observed or determined to have potential to 

occur within or adjacent to the project footprint, a qualified biologist shall 
conduct focused or protocol-level surveys for these species where 
established, current protocols are available (e.g., Protocols for Surveying 
and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and 
Natural Communities [CDFW 2018], Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 
Mitigation [CDFG 2012]). If an established protocol is not available for a 
special-status species, then the qualified biologist will consult with the 
County, and CDFW or USFWS, to determine the appropriate survey 
protocol.  

 If special-status species are identified during protocol-level surveys, then 
the County shall require implementation of mitigation measures that fully 
account for the adversely affected resource. When feasible, mitigation 
measures should adhere to the following priority: avoid impacts, minimize 
impacts, and compensate for impacts.  

 If impacts on special-status species are unavoidable, then the project 
proponent shall obtain incidental take authorization from USFWS or 
CDFW (e.g., for species listed under ESA or CESA) prior to commencing 
development of the project site, apply minimization measures or other 
conditions required under incidental take authorization, and shall 
compensate for impacts to special-status species by acquiring or 
protecting land that provides habitat function for affected species that is at 
least equivalent to the habitat function removed or degraded as a result of 
project implementation; generally at least a 1:1 ratio. Compensation may 
include purchasing credits from a USFWS- or CDFW-approved mitigation 
bank or restoring or enhancing habitat within the project site or outside of 
the project site. 

Sensitive Habitats, Wetlands, Other Non-wetland Waters, Native Wildlife 
Nursery Sites, and Wildlife Corridors 
 If sensitive habitats, wetlands, other non-wetland waters, native wildlife 

nursery sites, and wildlife corridors are identified within or adjacent to the 
project footprint, these features shall be avoided, if feasible, by 
implementing no-disturbance buffers around sensitive habitats, wetlands, 
other non-wetland waters, or native wildlife nursery sites, and avoiding 
development within wildlife corridors or implementing project-specific 
design features (e.g., wildlife-friendly fencing and lighting) within wildlife 
corridors, such that direct and indirect adverse effects of project 
development are avoided. 

 A delineation of aquatic habitat within a project site (including waters of 
the United States and other waters including those under State 
jurisdiction) including identification of hydrology, hydric soils, and 
hydrophytic vegetation, by a qualified biologist may be required to identify 
the exact extent of wetlands or other water features identified within or 
adjacent to the project footprint. 
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 If impacts to sensitive habitats, wetlands, other non-wetland waters, native 
wildlife nursery sites, and wildlife corridors cannot be avoided, then the 
project proponent shall obtain required regulatory authorization (e.g., 
Section 404 permits for impacts to waters of the United States, 401 water 
quality certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, a 
Streambed Alteration Agreement for impacts to aquatic or riparian habitats 
within CDFW jurisdiction under Fish and Game Code Section 1602, a 
coastal development permit for impacts to ESHA), and shall compensate 
for unavoidable losses of these resources. Compensation may include 
restoration of sensitive habitats, wetlands, other non-wetland waters, 
native wildlife nursery sites, and wildlife corridors within or outside of the 
project site, preserving the aforementioned resources through a 
conservation easement at a sufficient ratio to offset the loss of acreage 
and habitat function, or purchasing credits at an existing authorized 
mitigation bank or in lieu fee program. The County shall require restoration 
or compensation for loss of sensitive habitats, wetlands, other non-
wetland waters, native wildlife nursery sites, and wildlife corridors at a 
minimum of a 1:1 ratio or “no-net-loss.”  

Implementation Program COS-X: Protection of Sensitive Biological Resources 
For any future discretionary development project that could potentially impact 
sensitive biological resources, the project shall be evaluated pursuant to the 
methodology described in the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment 
Guidelines which shall be amended within one year of 2040 General Plan 
adoption to include the following: 

 A preliminary assessment of the project shall be completed by County staff, 
in consultation with a qualified biologist, using available mapped biological 
resource data and aerial imagery to determine if the project has the 
potential to impact sensitive biological resources in the defined impact area 
(direct and indirect impacts). County staff will determine if project conditions 
or mitigation measures can be developed and implemented that would 
reduce or avoid those impacts to a less than significant level without 
requiring a more comprehensive biological resource assessment, otherwise 
known as an Initial Study Biological Assessment. Examples of projects that 
would not require a biological resource assessment may include but are not 
limited to: Projects that occur in previously developed areas, if additional 
vegetation removal is not required or the use may not impact surrounding 
natural areas; or projects on land consisting of non-native grasslands 
totaling less than one acre that are completely surrounded by existing urban 
development (such as urban infill lots).   

 If County staff find that the project may adversely affect sensitive biological 
resources, then a County approved qualified biologist shall prepare a 
biological resource assessment to assess and mitigate the adverse impacts 
of the proposed project. The procedures detailed in Step 3 of the County of 
Ventura Initial Study Guidelines, Biological Resources Chapter, 
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Methodology Section shall be followed to prepare this biological resource 
assessment.   

 The biological resource assessment shall be conducted by a County 
approved qualified biologist that meets the minimum qualifications for 
biological consultants listed in Attachment 1 to the County of Ventura Initial 
Study Assessment Guidelines. The qualified biologist shall have expertise 
in the taxonomic group or species on which the surveys are focused as well 
as the County’s data review procedures and survey methods recommended 
by natural resource agencies or commonly accepted standards in the 
taxonomic group, community, or species (e.g., California Native Plant 
Society survey protocols).  

 The biological field survey area will be determined by the County agency 
responsible for administering the project with consideration of 
recommendations from the qualified biologist. The survey area will include 
all areas of proposed disturbance, including associated equipment or 
personnel staging areas, and the surrounding area of potential sensitive 
biological resources that may be indirectly adversely affected by the project. 
The size of the survey area will be based on the characteristics of 
surrounding habitat, the potential for sensitive biological resources to occur, 
and the nature of the project. For example, an infill project within an already 
developed area may not require a large survey area; however, a 
development project adjacent to natural habitat may require a larger survey 
area based on the potential for disturbance. The procedure for delineating 
the size of the survey area will follow Step 1 of the County of Ventura Initial 
Study Guidelines, Biological Resources Chapter, Methodology Section.  

 Prior to conducting any field surveys, the qualified biologist shall conduct an 
initial data review to determine the type of sensitive biological resources that 
may occur within the survey area using the procedures detailed in Step 3 (a) 
of the County of Ventura Initial Study Guidelines, Biological Resources 
Chapter, Methodology Section. This will include but not be limited to review of 
the best available, current data including: vegetation mapping data, mapping 
data from the County (Locally Important Species, Habitat Connectivity and 
Wildlife Corridor, Water Protection District data, past biological reports in the 
area, etc.); National Wetland Inventory Database (NWI); USGS National 
Hydrographic Dataset; EcoAtlas; and database searches of the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service Critical Habitat, Environmental Conservation Online System 
(ECOS) and Information, Planning, and Conservation System (IPaC); 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB); and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California; Audubon Important 
Bird Areas and Red Lists, Xerces Society, etc.  
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Biological Inventory -Special Status Species, Sensitive Habitats, Wetlands, 
Other Non-wetland Waters, Native Wildlife Nursery Sites, and Wildlife 
Corridors 
 The biological inventory shall be conducted as detailed in Step 3 (b) 

Conduct Field Survey and (c) biological inventory, of the County of 
Ventura Initial Study Guidelines, Biological Resources Chapter, 
Methodology Section, which includes a general floristic survey of the 
project impact areas. 

 Vegetation communities within the survey area shall be inventoried using 
the CDFW vegetation classification standards (Manual of California 
Vegetation) and the most recent version of CDFW vegetation mapping 
standards “Survey of California Vegetation Classification and Mapping 
Standards [CDFW, 2019].  

 If the initial data review shows a wetland or water occurring within 300 feet 
(in non-coastal zone) or 500 feet (in coastal zone) from the edge of the 
proposed disturbance areas, then a qualified biologist shall delineate the 
aquatic habitat (including waters of the United States and other waters 
including those under State jurisdiction). A summary of the type of aquatic 
habitat, primary water source, species diversity, connectivity to off-site 
habitat or other hydrological features, hydric soils, and hydrophytic 
vegetation, and the boundary of the feature (based upon the outermost 
limit of associated vegetation (canopy drip line or scrub line), hydric soils, 
bank and bed – whichever is greater) shall be included in the biological 
resource assessment. 

 If the initial data review indicates that sensitive biological resources have 
the potential to occur within the survey area, a qualified biologist shall 
conduct additional focused surveys for these species or other protected 
habitats using the most recently updated protocols recommended by 
natural resource agencies (e.g., Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating 
Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural 
Communities [CDFW 2018]. Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation 
[CDFG 2012]), or if not available, standards accepted in the professional 
biological community to survey that taxonomic group, community, or 
species . If an established protocol is not available for a special-status 
species then the qualified biologist will consult with the County, and 
CDFW or USFWS, to determine the appropriate survey protocol.  

Mitigation for Special-Status Species, Sensitive Habitats, Wetlands, 
Other Non-wetland Waters, Native Wildlife Nursery Sites, and Wildlife 
Corridors 

 If a sensitive biological resource is identified during field surveys, then the 
County shall require implementation of mitigation measures at the project 
level that fully account for the adversely affected resource. To the 
maximum extent feasible, mitigation measures should adhere to the 
following priority to reduce adverse impacts of a proposed project to the 
resource: avoid impacts, minimize impacts, and compensate for impacts.  
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 Mitigation measures shall be used on a project level basis and be tailored 
to on site conditions and sensitive biological resources present as follows:   

 Priority 1. Avoid of Impacts: Proposed development shall avoid impacts 
to the maximum extent feasible by not taking certain actions or parts of 
an action. Projects shall be sited to avoid direct or indirect impacts on 
the resource, and include measures such as implementing no-
disturbance buffers (e.g., nesting bird buffer areas during construction, 
siting staging areas outside buffer area), or implementing project-
specific design features (e.g., wildlife-friendly fencing and lighting in a 
wildlife corridor), such that indirect adverse effects of project 
development are avoided. 

 Priority 2. Minimize Impacts: Proposed development shall be 
conditioned to minimize adverse impacts by limiting the degree or 
magnitude of the action and its implementation to less than significant 
to the maximum extent feasible. Other mitigation measures may 
include reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation 
and maintenance operations during the life of the action.  

• Measures to mitigate the spread of invasive plant species and 
invasive wildlife species (e.g., New Zealand mudsnail) shall include 
but will not be limited to: cleaning of equipment, footwear, and 
clothing before entering a construction site and the identification 
and treatment of significant infestations of invasive plant species 
within a project site.  

 Priority 3. Compensate for Impacts: Compensating for the impact can 
be done by replacing or providing substitute resources or by rectifying 
the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted 
environment.   

• Compensatory mitigation ratios for protected sensitive 
resources will be established based on the rarity of the 
resource, quality of affected habitat associated with the 
resource, temporary and permanent losses to habitat function, 
the type of mitigation proposed (restoration, enhancement, 
preservation, establishment), and other requirements 
associated with state or federal permits. Mitigation ratios will be 
determined at the project level in consultation with the County, 
the qualified biologist, and, where applicable, federal or state 
agencies with jurisdiction over the resource (e.g., CDFW, 
USACE, USFWS). 

 If impacts on a protected sensitive biological resource are unavoidable, 
then the project proponent shall mitigate for the type of resource as 
follows: 
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• Endangered, Rare, Threatened, or Candidate Species: The 
applicant shall obtain incidental take authorization from USFWS (16 
U.S. Code [U.S.C.] Section 1531 et seq.) or CDFW (California Fish 
and Game Code Sections 2050–2115.5) prior to commencing 
development of the project site, apply minimization measures or 
other conditions required under the incidental take authorization, 
and shall provide equivalent compensation for the unavoidable 
losses of these resources, generally at a minimum ratio of 1:1, or 
greater. Compensation may include purchasing credits from a 
USFWS- or CDFW-approved mitigation bank or restoring or 
enhancing habitat within the project site or outside of the project 
site. 

• Special-Status Species (includes Locally Important Species): The 
applicant shall provide equivalent compensation for impacts on 
special-status species by restoring or significantly enhancing 
existing habitat where the species occurs, acquiring or protecting 
land that provides habitat function for affected species that is at 
least equivalent to the habitat function removed or degraded as a 
result of project implementation. 

 If impacts on sensitive habitats, wetlands, other non-wetland waters, 
riparian habitats, native wildlife nursery sites, and wildlife corridors cannot 
be avoided, then the project applicant shall: 

 Federal or State Protected Sensitive Habitats: Obtain the required 
regulatory authorization (e.g., Section 404 permits for impacts on 
waters of the United States, 401 water quality certification from the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement for impacts on aquatic or riparian habitats within CDFW 
jurisdiction under Fish and Game Code Section 1602, a coastal 
development permit for impacts on ESHA), and provide equivalent 
compensation for the unavoidable losses of the above mentioned 
resources such that there is no net loss.  

 Other Protected Sensitive Habitats (includes locally important plant 
communities, sensitive natural communities, habitat connectivity and 
wildlife corridors, native wildlife nursery or overwintering sites): Provide 
compensation for other protected sensitive habitats which may include 
the restoration, enhancement, or preservation of the aforementioned 
habitats within or outside of the project site, or the purchasing of 
credits at an existing mitigation bank or in lieu fee program deemed 
acceptable by the County Planning Director.  

 All compensatory mitigation sites shall be protected in perpetuity through a 
conservation easement (if off-site), or deed restriction (or other 
comparable legal instrument) if on-site.  

The County shall, in harmonizing the 2040 General Plan with the Ventura 
County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, add definitions for the habitat 
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types included in this mitigation measure, including which components are 
subject to compliance with the County’s Local Coastal Program and Coastal 
Zoning Ordinance versus non-coastal areas. 

1. “Feasible” means that this mitigation measure shall be applied to future 
discretionary projects under the 2040 General Plan when and to the extent it 
is “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and 
technological factors” as determined by the County in the context of such 
future projects based on substantial evidence. This definition is consistent 
with the definition of “feasible” set forth in CEQA (Pub. Res. Code, § 21066.1) 
and the CEQA Guidelines (§ 15164). The County shall be solely responsible 
for making this feasibility determination in accordance with CEQA.   

2. “Mitigation, No-Net-Loss” A principle where if a development project cannot 
avoid the loss of a valued natural resource, the project mitigates the impacts 
by replacing the impacted habitat with a newly created or restored habitat of 
the same size and similar functional condition so that there is no loss of 
ecological functions and values of that habitat type for a  defined area. Similar 
functional condition means the relative ability to support and maintain the 
same species composition, diversity, and functional organization as the 
impacted habitat. 

A3-6 This comment states that there is “no mention of protocol surveys for special-
status wildlife.”  

However, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 on pages 4.4-23 through 4.4-25 of the draft 
EIR, and as revised (refer to the full text of revised Mitigation Measure BIO-1 in 
response to comment A3-5), states that additional focused surveys would be 
conducted if special-status species have potential to occur within a project site 
following established protocols. Protocol-level surveys for special-status wildlife 
have already been addressed in the draft EIR, and further response is not 
required. 

A3-7 This comment includes recommendations for specific language regarding 
focused surveys for special-status species with potential to occur within the plan 
area (e.g., special-status reptiles, nesting birds, raptors, bats). As explained 
below, the draft EIR does require protocol-level or focused surveys as part of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1, which is identified, in part, to address the potentially 
significant impacts of the 2040 General Plan on special-status species. The 
issues raised in this comment also are addressed by the revised version of 
Mitigation BIO-1 (which is provided in full in the response to comment A3-5). 

 Section 4.4.1, “Background Report Setting Updates,” of the draft EIR and associated 
Background Report include a full description of special-status wildlife species that 
could occur within plan area of the 2040 General Plan, including the status, life 
history, distribution, and potential for these species to occur. A total of 100 special-
status wildlife species were identified as having potential to occur within the plan 
area of the 2040 General Plan. Because the exact location and timeframe of 
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potential future projects over an approximately 20-year period under the 2040 
General Plan are currently unknown, it is not possible at this time to determine 
specific details regarding which of these species would be avoided or would be 
adversely affected at the project level. As a result, impacts to special-status species 
in the draft EIR were determined to be significant and unavoidable, due to this 
uncertainty and the possibility that the impact of some future projects would not be 
reduced to less than significant after implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 on pages 4.4-23 through 4.4-25 of the draft EIR, and 
as revised, was designed to apply to future development under the 2040 General 
Plan and to all of the special-status wildlife species that could be adversely 
affected by these projects. This mitigation measure requires project-level 
analysis, including data review to determine which special-status wildlife species 
may occur, a reconnaissance-level survey to ground truth the required data 
review, and protocol-level or focused surveys for special-status wildlife species 
that could occur within an individual project. Project-level data review, 
reconnaissance-level surveys, determination of the need for protocol-level 
surveys or focused surveys, and the surveys would all be implemented by a 
qualified biologist. This mitigation measure also requires the County and the 
qualified biologist to consult with CDFW or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if 
established protocols are not available. The draft EIR requires implementation of 
mitigation measures that focus on avoiding impacts, minimizing impacts, and 
compensating for impacts, potentially through incidental take authorization from 
CDFW or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The mitigation measure in this programmatic draft EIR for special-status wildlife, 
and as revised, contains sufficient detail to require impact avoidance, 
minimization, or compensation and the use of appropriate protocol-level surveys 
at the project level. This issue has been adequately addressed, and further 
response is not required. 

A3-8 This comment pertains to potential impacts to California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA)-listed species as a result of 2040 General Plan implementation. See 
response to comment A3-5, above, regarding mitigation for impacts to all special-
status species (including those listed under CESA). 

A3-9 This comment recommends that if an individual project will result in take of a 
plant or animal species listed under CESA, the project proponent should seek 
take authorization from CDFW. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 on pages 4.4-23 through 4.4-25 of the DEIR, and as 
revised, states that incidental take authorization will be obtained for projects that 
cannot avoid impacts on species listed under CESA or ESA. 

 This issue has been addressed, and further response is not required. 

A3-10 Section 4.10, “Hydrology and Water Resources,” of the draft EIR concludes that 
there would be less than significant impacts to State waters with implementation of 
the 2040 General Plan. This conclusion is supported by numerous existing State 
regulations that require review and permitting at a project level. For example, the 
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A3-11 

analysis of the potential for the 2040 General Plan to affect identified beneficial 
uses of a surface water, as identified in the applicable basin plan, due to an 
increase water demand (Impact 4.7-10) concludes that the impact would be less 
than significant based upon existing regulations, including compliance with Urban 
Water Management Plans (refer to draft EIR page 4.10-15). 

A significant impact related to watershed function and biodiversity is identified in 
Section 4.4, “Biological Resources,” of the draft EIR, however. The analysis of 
Impact 4.4-3 (Disturb or Result in Loss of Wetlands and Other Waters) concludes 
that the effect of implementing the 2040 General Plan would be potentially 
significant. As described on page 4.4-28 of the draft EIR, “[u]nder the 2040 
General Plan, each discretionary project that could result in impacts on biological 
resources would require project-specific environmental review. Impacts on State 
and federally protected wetlands would be reduced through existing federal and 
State laws which address potential impacts through site-specific environmental 
review and permitting (e.g., Clean Water Act Section 404, California Fish and 
Game Code, California Coastal Act).” The analysis also acknowledges that “there 
would still be potential for impact because presence and extent of wetlands may 
only be determined through focused surveys, specific avoidance measures to 
prevent disturbance or direct loss of wetlands would be required, and specific 
compensation requirements would be necessary if impacts cannot be avoided. 
The Conservation and Open Space Element of the 2040 General Plan does not 
include policies that specifically outline wetland delineation requirements, specific 
avoidance measures, or compensation requirements” (draft EIR page 4.4-29). 

As summarized on page 4.4-30 of the draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1 would substantially lessen significant impacts on wetlands 
because it would require identification these features during reconnaissance-
level surveys, avoidance where feasible, and appropriate regulatory 
authorization. As a result, this mitigation measure, including as revised, would 
routinely reduce project-level impacts. However, due to the wide variety of future 
project types, site conditions, and other circumstances associated with future 
development, it is possible that there may be instances in which this mitigation 
measure would not reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, this 
is a significant and unavoidable impact of the 2040 General Plan. 

As indicated in response to comment A3-10, above, the analysis of Impact 4.4-3 
(Disturb or Result in Loss of Wetlands and Other Waters) in Section 4.4, 
“Biological Resources,” of the draft EIR concludes that the effect of implementing 
the 2040 General Plan would be potentially significant. Although existing 
regulations (including the Clean Water Act Section 404, California Fish and 
Game Code, California Coastal Act) are acknowledged, the 2040 General Plan 
does not include policies that specifically outline wetland delineation 
requirements, specific avoidance measures, or compensation requirements. 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1, as recommended in the draft EIR, and as revised, 
would substantially lessen significant impacts on wetlands because it would 
require identification these features during reconnaissance-level surveys, a 
delineation of waters of the United States and other waters (including those 
under State jurisdiction), avoidance of these features as feasible and as required 
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by State and federal law, or regulatory authorization as required by State and 
federal law.  

Through a proposed implementation program outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO-
1, the County would update the Biological Resources Assessment report criteria 
in the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines to evaluate discretionary development 
that could potentially impact sensitive habitats, wetlands and other non-wetland 
waters. Consistent with the mitigation measures outlined in the comments, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1, including as revised, would require delineation of 
State waters and avoidance where possible. If impacts cannot be avoided, then 
the project proponent would obtain required regulatory authorization (e.g., 
Section 404 permits for impacts to waters of the United States, 401 water quality 
certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement for impacts to aquatic or riparian habitats within CDFW 
jurisdiction under Fish and Game Code Section 1602, a coastal development 
permit for impacts to Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas), and compensate 
for unavoidable losses of these resources. Compensation may include 
restoration of sensitive habitats, wetlands, other non-wetland waters, native 
wildlife nursery sites, and wildlife corridors within or outside of the project site, 
preserving the aforementioned resources through a conservation easement at a 
sufficient ratio to offset the loss of acreage and habitat function, or purchasing 
credits at an existing authorized mitigation bank or in lieu fee program. The 
County would require restoration or compensation for loss of sensitive habitats, 
wetlands, other non-wetland waters, native wildlife nursery sites, and wildlife 
corridors at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio or “no-net-loss” (see pages 4.4-23 through 
4.4-25 of the draft EIR and revised Mitigation Measure BIO-1 provided in 
response to comment A3-5). 

As stated on page 4.4-30 of the draft EIR, “this mitigation measure would 
routinely reduce project-level impacts to less than significant. However, due to 
the wide variety of future project types, site conditions, and other circumstances 
associated with future development, it is possible that there may be instances in 
which this mitigation measure would not reduce impacts to a less than significant 
level. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.” This impact 
conclusion is unaffected by the revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-1. 

A3-12 The comment addresses the draft 2040 General Plan and is not related to the 
adequacy of the draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, this 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a 
Final 2040 General Plan. 

A3-13 The County understands and acknowledges the requirement to submit a CDFW 
filing fee for this and any subsequent document prepared pursuant to CEQA.  

A3-14 The comment provides the preferred contact for the agency. The County has 
noted the information appropriately for future reference. 
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Letter 
A4 

California Department of Transportation, District 7 
Alan Lin, P.E., Project Coordinator 
February 25, 2020 

 

A4-1 The draft EIR was available for a 45-day review period from January 13, 2020, to 
February 27, 2020, in compliance with CEQA (Pub. Res. Code, § 21091). The 
commenter’s request for extension of the comment period has been noted. No 
extension of the comment period was granted. 

A4-2 The comment provides the preferred contact for the agency. The County has 
noted the information appropriately for future reference. 
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Letter 
A5 

California Department of Transportation, District 7 
Miya Edmonson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 
February 27, 2020 

 

A5-1 This comment is introductory in nature and provides a summary of the 2040 
General Plan, mission of the commenting agency, and information about Senate 
Bill 743 that can be referenced for future projects. This information is noted and 
does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

A5-2 The comment notes that access to all models and assumptions used in the draft 
EIR vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis would be helpful to further review and 
validate the analysis and conclusions.  

 As described on pages 4.16-3 and 4.16-4 in the draft EIR, an empirically based 
VMT estimate was developed using the Highway Performance Monitoring 
System to establish the baseline condition (i.e., ground-truth VMT estimate). This 
includes both a boundary-based VMT estimate (Table 4.16-1) and a Senate Bill 
743 compliant full trip length VMT estimate (Table 4.16-2). To project the full trip 
length baseline VMT as a result of the planned growth both within the 
unincorporated county and the cities, the draft EIR relied on two travel demand 
models: Ventura County Transportation Commission’s Travel Demand Model 
and the Santa Barbara County Association of Government’s Travel Demand 
Model. Use of the Santa Barbara County Association of Government’s model 
was necessary to estimate the full trip length of inter-county trips between 
Ventura and Santa Barbara counties. The description of this analysis and the two 
travel demand models used are provided in Appendix F to the draft EIR. 

A5-3 The comment summarizes challenges facing the region, encourages integration of 
transportation and land use in ways that reduce VMT, and provides commentary 
on specific polices proposed in the 2040 General Plan. The agency also requests 
that the County invite the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to 
review and provide feedback when the County is developing or updating several 
2040 General Plan implementation programs. The comment also includes a 
general statement of agreement with draft EIR Mitigation Measure CTM-3 and 
recommends that the County include Caltrans in future review and update 
processes related to this measure. The agency’s comments and offer to assist in 
the County with these programs and mitigation measure are noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration before making a 
decision on adopting a Final 2040 General Plan. Because the comments are not 
related to the adequacy of environmental analysis, no revisions to the draft EIR 
have been made in response to this comment. 

A5-4 The comment acknowledges and confirms the conclusion of draft EIR Impact 
4.16-2 (Transportation Infrastructure Needed to Accommodate Growth Would 
Result in Adverse Effects Related to County Road Standards and Safety). The 
comment recommends that the safety improvements required through Mitigation 
Measure CTM-4 also include State facilities. However, this mitigation is designed 
to address effects of future development on unincorporated county roadways that 
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do not meet County standards (based on an adopted threshold in the County’s 
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines) through a traffic impact mitigation fee 
administered by the County. Because the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines 
and draft EIR threshold of significance address County roadways there is no 
nexus for the County to include such a requirement for State facilities as CEQA 
mitigation for the identified impact. Implementation Program D in the 2040 
General Plan describes the County’s commitment to continue working with the 
cities, Caltrans, and regional partners to identify and fund needed roadway 
improvements (refer to page 4-35). Implementation Program A in the 2040 
General Plan goes further and commits the County to update its Traffic Impact 
Mitigation Fee Program every 5 years. As in the past, these updates are done in 
concert other cities in Ventura County, as well as Caltrans, to ensure that all 
needed projects are identified and sufficient funding is collected among all 
jurisdictions. 

 No changes to the draft EIR have been made in response to this comment. The 
agency’s concerns are noted and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a Final 2040 
General Plan. 

A5-5 In this comment, Caltrans acknowledges the statement made in the draft EIR that 
"the VMT impact analysis relies on existing and future growth accommodated 
through the 2040 General Plan and accounts for the projected growth of the 
incorporated cities and surrounding counties. Therefore, the transportation and 
traffic impacts identified in Section 4.16, are inherently cumulative." 

The suggestion that the County work with Caltrans to identify appropriate safety 
improvements on State facilities and methods of reducing VMT at the project 
level when individual, larger developments are under review is noted. 

A5-6 The comment provides the preferred contact for the agency. The County has 
noted the information appropriately for future reference. 
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Letter 
A6 

Calleguas Municipal Water District 
Dan Drugan, Manager of Resources 
February 24, 2020 

 

A6-1 The description of the commenting agency’s role and support for policies 
regarding water use efficiency, conservation, and supply in unincorporated 
Ventura County are noted. This comment is introductory in nature and does not 
raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

A6-2 The comment suggests technical clarifications of the information about water 
purveyors provided in Figure 10-4 and Figure 10-5 of the Background Report. In 
response, the following text is added to Section 4.17.1, “Background Report 
Setting Updates,” in Section 4.17, “Utilities,” under the subheading 
“Environmental Setting,” on page 4.17-1:  

Water Purveyors – Calleguas Municipal Water District 

Most of Ventura County residents (approximately three quarters) rely on 
Calleguas Municipal Water District (MWD) for at least a portion of their potable 
water supply. Calleguas MWD distributes high quality drinking water to 19 
cities, local water agencies, and investor‐owned and mutual water companies 
(listed below) throughout southeast Ventura County. These retail purveyors 
receive water through 140 miles of large‐diameter pipeline operated and 
maintained by Calleguas MWD. In turn, these purveyors deliver water to area 
residents, businesses, and agricultural customers. Only a small portion of the 
water (approximately 5 percent) is used for agricultural purposes. Agricultural 
demands are generally met by other agencies or private entities using 
untreated surface water, recycled wastewater, and groundwater from various 
basins underlying the area (Calleguas MWD 2016). 

The following water purveyors obtain all or a portion of their water from  
Calleguas MWD:  

 Berylwood Heights Mutual Water Company  

 Brandeis Mutual Water Company  

 Butler Ranch Mutual Water Company  

 California-American Water Company  

 California Water Service Company  

 Camrosa Water District  

 City of Camarillo  

 City of Oxnard  
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 City of Port Hueneme  

 City of Thousand Oaks  

 Crestview Mutual Water Company  

 Golden State Water Company  

 Oak Park Water District  

 Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company  

 Solano Verde Mutual Water Company  

 Ventura County Waterworks District No. 1 (VCWWD No. 1)  

 Ventura County Waterworks District No. 8 (VCWWD No. 8)  

 Ventura County Waterworks District No. 19 (VCWWD No. 19)  

 Ventura County Waterworks District No. 38 (VCWWD No. 38) – for-
merly Lake Sherwood Community Services District (CSD)  

 Zone Mutual Water Company 

This additional information clarifies and updates the language in the Background 
Report, but does not substantially change the content, analysis, or conclusions of 
the draft EIR.  

A6-3 The comment addresses the draft 2040 General Plan and is not related to the 
adequacy of the draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, this 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a 
Final 2040 General Plan. 

A6-4 The comment references the content of Table 4.17-2, which is provided in the 
draft EIR as part of the analysis of whether implementation of the 2040 General 
Plan could result in development that would adversely affect water supply during 
normal and dry years (Impact 4.17-4). Mitigation is proposed for “water-demand 
projects” (as defined in Section 15155 of the State CEQA Guidelines) that require 
service from a public water system. Such projects would be required to prepare a 
water supply assessment before project approval. Although this mitigation 
measure, together with the County’s existing water availability letter (WAL) and 
“will serve” letter (WSL) requirements and 2040 General Plan policies and 
programs, would reduce the potential for future development to adversely affect 
water supplies, the analysis concludes that adequate water supplies may be 
unavailable during normal, single-, and multiple dry years to meet future demand. 
Evaluation of all potential future development projects in all locations of the 
county through 2040 is not possible at this program level of analysis. Therefore, 
this impact would be significant and unavoidable. 



  Comments and Responses to Comments 

Ventura County 
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 2-111 

The comment states that Table 4.17-2 in the draft EIR should include Ventura 
County Water Works District No. 38 as a municipal supplier for the Calleguas 
Creek watershed. In response to this comment, Ventura County Water Works 
District No. 38 has been added to Table 4.17-2 on page 4.17-15 of the draft EIR, 
as indicated below. This revision clarifies the draft EIR text but does not affect 
the adequacy of the draft EIR analysis or conclusions. 

4.17-2 Existing Water Supplies and Demands 

Watershed Municipal Water Suppliers Other Water 
Suppliers Water Supplies 

Annual 
Water 

Demand 
Ventura 
River 

Casitas Municipal Water District 
Ventura Water 

Golden State Water Company 
Ventura River Water District 
Meiners Oaks Water District 

11 mutual 
water 

companies 

23,051 AF Surface Water 
14,600 to 21,300 AF 

Groundwater 
(37,700 – 44,400 AF 

total) 

32,700 AF 

Cuyama None None 22,000 AF 10,000 AF 
agriculture/8 
AF domestic 

Santa 
Clara River 

Castaic Lake Water Agency 
City of Fillmore 
City of Oxnard 

City of Santa Paula 
United Water Conservation District 

Ventura Water 

74 smaller 
water 

systems and 
irrigation 

companies 

12,000 AF Imported 
Water 

10,200 to 19,700 AF 
Recycled Water 

136,400 to 171,000 AF 
Groundwater 

(158,400 – 202,700 AF 
Total) 

182,600 AF 

Calleguas 
Creek 

Calleguas Municipal Water District 
City of Simi Valley/Ventura Co. 

Waterworks 
City of Oxnard 

City of Thousand Oaks 
City of Camarillo 

Port Hueneme Water Agency 
Camrosa Water District 

Ventura County Waterworks District No. 1 
Ventura County Waterworks District No. 

19 
Ventura County Water Works District 

No. 38 
Triunfo Water and Sanitation District 
California American Water Company 

– Ventura District 
California Water Service Company – 

Westlake District 
Golden State Water Company – Simi 

Valley 
Pleasant Valley Mutual Water 

Company 
Crestview Mutual Water Company 

Zone Mutual Water Company 

52 small 
water 

systems and 
irrigation 

companies 

11,324 AF Surface Water 
119,417 AF Imported 

Water 
13,931 Recycled Water 

51,300 to 82,300 AF 
Groundwater 

(196,000 – 227,000 AF 
total) 

224,660 AF1 

Note: AF=acre-feet. 
1: Calleguas Municipal Water District imports water into the watershed through the State Water Project to meet 
basin demand in most years. 
Source: Appendix B 



Comments and Responses to Comments   

 Ventura County 
2-112 2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 

The comment also notes that the water demand estimates provided in Table 
4.17-2 could overstate future demand in light of recent regulatory efforts to 
reduce water use and recommends that the new statewide efficiency measures 
are incorporated into the analysis. As noted by the commenter, water 
conservation legislation was signed into law in 2018 that lays out a long-term 
water conservation framework for California that applies to the actions of the 
California Department of Water Resources, the State Water Resources Control 
Board, and water suppliers. The handbook that summarizes this legislation is 
entitled Making Water Conservation a California Way of Life – Primer of 2018 
Legislation on Water Conservation and Drought Planning, Senate Bill 606 
(Hertzberg) and Assembly Bill 1668 (Friedman). The legislation also made 
changes to existing urban and agricultural water management planning, and 
enhanced drought preparedness and water shortage contingency planning for 
urban water suppliers, small water systems, and rural communities. Pursuant to 
this legislation, the California Department of Water Resources is developing 
standards, guidelines and methodologies, performance measures, web-based 
tools and calculators, data and data platforms, reports, and recommendations to 
the State Water Resources Control Board for adoption of new regulations. 

The draft EIR analysis (pages 4.17-16 through 4.17-18) acknowledges that 
current water demand projections could be high if water efficiency measures are 
employed. However, the results of these actions, including those outlined in 2040 
General Plan policies, depend “on where conservation activities occur, the 
location of future demand, and how it would affect a particular water supplier.” 
Furthermore, existing County standards in the Ventura County Waterworks 
Manual do not guarantee that water supplies will be available to serve all future 
development during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years. The analysis 
does not include consideration of the 2018 water conservation legislation 
because the regulatory framework for implementation has not been adopted. 

Therefore, although recent water conservation legislation could have a real and 
positive impact on water demand in the unincorporated county over the life of the 
2040 General Plan, projected demand based on implementation of these new 
regulations is not available. Moreover, this information alone would not change the 
analysis or conclusions with respect to the potential for there to be development 
somewhere in the county that would adversely affect water supply during normal 
and dry years. 

As indicated above, Table 4.17-2 provides existing water demand. It would not 
be appropriate to adjust these numbers based on speculative results of 
anticipated, future regulation. Existing demand provides a reasonable basis for 
the analysis. If water demand is reduced, then the County has been conservative 
in its assessment of potential impacts. 

A6-5 The comment provides the preferred contact for the agency. The County has 
noted the information appropriately for future reference. 

  

https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Water-Use-And-Efficiency/Make-Water-Conservation-A-California-Way-of-Life/Files/PDFs/Final-WCL-Primer.pdf?la=en&hash=B442FD7A34349FA91DA5CDEFC47134EA38ABF209&hash=B442FD7A34349FA91DA5CDEFC47134EA38ABF209
https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Water-Use-And-Efficiency/Make-Water-Conservation-A-California-Way-of-Life/Files/PDFs/Final-WCL-Primer.pdf?la=en&hash=B442FD7A34349FA91DA5CDEFC47134EA38ABF209&hash=B442FD7A34349FA91DA5CDEFC47134EA38ABF209
https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Water-Use-And-Efficiency/Make-Water-Conservation-A-California-Way-of-Life/Files/PDFs/Final-WCL-Primer.pdf?la=en&hash=B442FD7A34349FA91DA5CDEFC47134EA38ABF209&hash=B442FD7A34349FA91DA5CDEFC47134EA38ABF209
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Letter 
A7 

City of Camarillo 
Dave Norman, City Manager 
February 21, 2020 

 

A7-1 The City of Camarillo’s opportunity to review and comment on the draft EIR is 
noted. This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

A7-2 The comment asserts that the draft EIR should address odor impacts to existing 
sensitive receptors associated with types of agricultural crops and how they are 
farmed. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) explains that “[a]n EIR shall 
identify and focus on the significant effects of the proposed project on the 
environment.” Therefore, only the impacts of agricultural changes caused by 
adoption of the 2040 General Plan need to be addressed in the EIR. The 2040 
General Plan does not modify the types of crops that can be grown in 
unincorporated Ventura County, nor does it contain policies or implementation 
programs that would encourage a shift to growing a particular crop or crops. As 
demonstrated by the policies and implementation programs of the 2040 General 
Plan listed on draft EIR pages 4.2-6 through 4.2-9, the 2040 General Plan 
policies focus on agriculture as a category, and there are no policies regarding 
specific crops. Additionally, the County is unaware of any evidence that supports 
an assertion that more industrial hemp would be grown in the unincorporated 
County as a result of adoption of the 2040 General Plan. Therefore, the draft EIR 
odor analysis does not need to address odors from industrial hemp farming. 

Although not related to the 2040 General Plan, the Ventura County Board of 
Supervisors adopted an urgency ordinance on February 25, 2020, extending, for 
a period of 10 months and 15 days, a prohibition on the outdoor planting of 
industrial hemp in any part of the unincorporated area within 0.5 mile of (i) any 
land within a city zoned for residential use, (ii) any existing residential community 
in the unincorporated area of Ventura County or (iii) any school. 

To the extent that additional agricultural odors may result from agricultural 
operations in the future and affect existing sensitive receptors, the County’s 
existing process would address these odors. This process is explained under 
Impact 4.3-6 in Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” of the draft EIR. For clarification, the 
text on page 4.3-24 has been revised as shown below. 

To deter from potential conflicts with existing agricultural land uses, as 
part of the Right to Farm ordinance, the County sellers of real property  is 
are required to give notice of this ordinance to buyers of real property 
located in the county. The County also has a mediation process for any 
disputes involving agricultural land uses and issue opinions on whether 
certain agricultural land uses constitute a nuisance. The County’s “Right to 
Farm” ordinance serves to mitigate issues regarding exposure of sensitive 
receptors to odors from agricultural land and operations while protecting 
agricultural land uses in the county. This ordinance would serve to protect 
agricultural lands in the county during implementation of the 2040 General 
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Plan and mitigate issues regarding exposure of sensitive receptors to 
odors from agricultural land operation that may be considered a nuisance.  

The draft EIR odor impact analysis therefore adequately addresses agricultural 
odor impacts of the proposed project. 

A7-3 The comment addresses the draft 2040 General Plan and is not related to the 
adequacy of the draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, this 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a 
Final 2040 General Plan. 

A7-4 The comment addresses the draft 2040 General Plan and is not related to the 
adequacy of the draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, this 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a 
Final 2040 General Plan. 

A7-5 The comment addresses the draft 2040 General Plan and is not related to the 
adequacy of the draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, this 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a 
Final 2040 General Plan. 

A7-6 Table 5-2 in the draft EIR uses county-specific demographic projections prepared 
by Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for the Final 2016 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) 
to describe forecasted growth within the incorporated cities as part of the analysis 
of cumulative impacts. This reflects the data in the adopted RTP/SCS that was 
available at the time the notice of preparation for the draft EIR was published in 
January 2019 (the 2020 RTP/SCS had not yet been adopted). Note also that the 
population estimates provided by the City are roughly 4,000 less than those 
provided in the 2016 RTP/SCS over a 20-year time span. This variation would not 
change the cumulative analysis or conclusions in the draft EIR. Refer to Master 
Response MR-2 for further discussion of population projections. 
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Letter 
A8 

City of Moorpark 
Douglas Spondello, Planning Manager 
February 27, 2020 

 

A8-1 The 2040 General Plan and draft EIR, including the Background Report, include 
general programmatic as well as specific project descriptions which address this 
comment. Implementation Program D in the 2040 General Plan describes the 
County’s commitment to continue working with the cities, the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and regional partners to identify and 
fund needed roadway improvements (refer to page 4-35 of the 2040 General 
Plan). Implementation Program A goes further and commits the County to update 
its Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Program every 5 years. As in the past, these 
updates are done in concert with the City of Moorpark and the other cities in 
Ventura County, as well as Caltrans, to ensure that all needed projects are 
identified and sufficient funding is collected among all jurisdictions. 

In addition to these programmatic responses to our roadway needs, Table 6-30 
within the Background Report lists mid-term improvement projects from the 
County’s 7-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) list for the Congestion 
Management Program. This list is limited to the improvements either directly 
associated with roadways in the unincorporated areas of the county or that would 
serve to benefit the unincorporated areas. The list is financially constrained, but 
not fully programmed. Financially constrained means that the improvements are 
within the total projected revenue estimate assuming historical trends continue 
into the future. Programmed means that the improvement has an identified 
funding source and is included in a programming document (i.e., State or Federal 
Transportation Improvement Program). Mid-term projects have not yet been 
programmed. However, the list is consistent with the Ventura County 
Transportation Commission’s (VCTC) Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (RTIP). VCTC is the agency responsible for developing the RTIP for 
Ventura County working cooperatively with Caltrans. The RTIP is the regional 
component of the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), and is 
comprised of a five-year list of capital improvement projects to be funded from 
VCTC’s share of Regional Improvement Program funds for the period starting 
July 1, 2020 and ending June 30, 2025. 

Within the Background Report, Table 6-30, RTIP project #5A0707 has been 
identified – Grimes Canyon Road and Hitch Blvd Realignment at State Route 
(SR) 118, $6,127,000. 

A8-2 The establishment of a level of service (LOS) “E” standard for SR 118 is a 
County policy decision. The current LOS “E” standard shown in the draft 2040 
General Plan is based largely on past direction from the Ventura County Board of 
Supervisors (Board). When the Board considers the 2040 General Plan for 
formal adoption, it may consider a change in this standard. Regardless, the 
Background Report includes in its list several projects to improve SR-118 west of 
Moorpark, including the following: 
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 Table 6-27: Project #11 – Grimes Canyon Road at SR 118 (Los Angeles Avenue), 
Intersection Improvements. Add turn lanes for east and west bound traffic. 

 Table 6-28: SR 118 (Los Angeles Avenue) – Somis Road (SR 34) to 
Moorpark City Limits. Widen from two to four lanes.  

 Table 6-30: RTP# 50M0701 – Construct New Weight Station on SR 118 in 
Moorpark.  

 Table 6-30: RTP# 5G0102 – SR 118 Near Grimes Canyon Road – Construct 
Crossover for the Union Pacific Railroad tracks. 

Regarding the comment to consider mitigation of the LOS E condition in the draft 
EIR, the draft EIR explains that Section 15064.3 was added to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines effective December 28, 2018 as 
part of a comprehensive guidelines update and addresses the determination of 
significance for transportation impacts under CEQA. This section requires that 
transportation impact analysis be based on VMT instead of a congestion metric 
(such as LOS) and states that a project’s effect on automobile delay shall not 
constitute a significant environmental impact. Thus, LOS is not analyzed in the 
draft EIR (page 4.16-1). 

A8-3 Section 15146 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the degree of specificity 
required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the 
underlying activity which is described in the EIR, and that an EIR on a local 
general plan need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction 
projects that might follow. Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines states 
that a program EIR can allow the lead agency to consider broad policy 
alternatives and program wide mitigation measures. Traffic noise levels were 
evaluated based on a representative sample of the unincorporated county’s 
roadway and highway segments. The analysis included traffic noise modeling for 
110 roadway segments and 21 highway segments located throughout the 
unincorporated County. The segments studied included a range of traffic 
conditions, from low-speed rural roads, to higher-speed arterials, and highways, 
thereby providing a representative sample of the traffic noise in the 
unincorporated county. There is no CEQA requirement to perform traffic noise 
modeling for “all” roadways and highways in the county as asserted by the 
commenter. This analysis evaluates impacts based on the best available 
information at the time, is consistent with the programmatic nature of the EIR, 
and is consistent with CEQA. 

A8-4 The Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (ISAG) provide 
threshold of significance criteria consistent with State CEQA Guidelines. The 
significance threshold criteria for noise impacts state that any project that 
produces noise in excess of the standards for noise in the Ventura County 
General Plan or applicable Area Plan, has the potential to cause a significant 
noise impact. These significance threshold criteria are consistent with Appendix 
G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which indicates that noise impacts should be 
evaluated to determine if the project would result in generation of a substantial 
temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
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project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance. The draft EIR evaluated traffic noise levels generated by the project 
under Impact 4.13-2 and Impact 4.13-3 in Section 4.13, “Noise and Vibration.” 
The draft EIR discussion was based on the standards identified in the Ventura 
County General Plan, consistent with the ISAG and State CEQA Guidelines. 
Both the ISAG and the State CEQA Guidelines do not require that a contour map 
or exhibit be included. Noise contours for roadway and highway segments are 
identified in Table 4.13-6 (page 4.13-16 of the draft EIR). The table describes 
roadway and highway segments by direction and street/highway name to provide 
location. The table provides distances in feet from each roadway and highway 
segment centerline to the point where noise levels reach 60 dBA, 65 dBA, and 70 
dBA (i.e. noise contour lines) for each segment. Therefore, noise contours are 
evaluated appropriately to determine noise traffic impacts, consistent with the 
threshold criteria and CEQA.  

A8-5 The draft EIR evaluates traffic noise levels roadway and highway segments within 
the unincorporated county and does not evaluate roadway or highway segments 
within the incorporated cities. Table 4.13-1 and Table 4.13-6 evaluate Segment 
105 which is accurately referenced as Walnut Avenue north of Los Angeles 
Avenue (SR 118). Walnut Avenue is located in the southcentral portion of the 
unincorporated county, west of the unincorporated community of Somis. Please 
refer to the response to comment A8-4 regarding a contour map or exhibit. 

A8-6 The language referenced by the commenter is derived from the County of 
Ventura’s ISAG. The ISAG do not define or identify the thresholds used to 
determine “uneven roadways.” However, this language is common in evaluating 
vibration impacts and is used in the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA’s) 
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (2006). Based on the FTA, 
unevenness in the road surface can occur from washboard surfaces, bumps, 
potholes, expansion joints, speed bumps, driveway transitions, or other design 
features. The draft EIR analysis under this threshold of significance was 
evaluated based on the FTA description of roadway unevenness. 

A8-7 The language referenced by the commenter is included in Policy HAZ-9.2 of the 
2040 General Plan, referenced on page 4.13-9 of the draft EIR, and is not a draft 
EIR mitigation measure. The draft EIR evaluated impacts related to the increase 
in operational stationary noise under Impact 4.13-4 and determined that General 
Plan Policies HAZ-9.1, HAZ-9.2, and HAZ-9.5 as well as the County’s zoning 
ordinances would ensure noise-sensitive land uses are not exposed to noise 
levels above County noise standards. An increase in operations of existing noise 
generators would not result in an increase in ambient noise levels. An increase in 
ambient noise levels would result from new noise-generating sources or the 
combination of new noise-generating sources with existing noise-generating 
sources. CEQA does not require analysis of noise impacts from existing noise 
sources. In addition, existing noise sources have previously been evaluated and 
permitted and are required to adhere to existing applicable standards and any 
applicable conditions of those permits. The draft EIR addresses potential 
increases in ambient noise levels consistent with Appendix G of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. 



  Comments and Responses to Comments 

Ventura County 
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 2-125 

A8-8 The comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not 
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. Note that this policy is intended to 
require evaluation of noise attributable to traffic generated by new development. 
It requires study of all roadways within 1,600 feet of the project site (from the site 
to the nearest intersection that allows traffic to turn in multiple directions). No 
thresholds are set by the policy.  

The draft EIR includes a programmatic evaluation of the potential for the 2040 
General Plan to accommodate development that leads to traffic noise increases 
(see Impact 4.13-3, beginning on page 4.13-19 of the draft EIR). This evaluation 
looks at all proposed policies, including Policy HAZ-9.3, and concludes that there 
would be a significant impact. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 of the draft EIR 
proposes a policy that would require discretionary development to implement 
noise reduction measures to reduce project-generated traffic noise.  

A8-9 The commenter requests additional details regarding the evaluation of proposed 
truck haul routes by the County Transportation Division. The commenter also 
requests that notification be provided to the appropriate city counterparts. The 
language referenced by the commenter is extracted from the County of Ventura 
Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan, which is an existing 
County program that is not changed by the 2040 General Plan. No specific 
issues related to the content, analysis, conclusions, or overall adequacy of the 
draft EIR are raised in the comment. Therefore, no further response is provided. 
This comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their consideration before making a decision on 
adopting a Final 2040 General Plan. 

A8-10 The comment provides the preferred contact for the agency. The County has 
noted the information appropriately for future reference. 
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Letter 
A9 

City of Ojai 
James Vega, City Manager 
February 26, 2020 

 
A9-1 The information summarizing the City of Ojai’s concerns and actions regarding air 

pollution and climate change are noted. This comment is introductory in nature and 
does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

A9-2 This comment concerns the alignment of the 2040 General Plan’s greenhouse 
gas (GHG) reduction targets with State policies. See Master Response MR-1 
regarding GHG reduction planning concerns. 

A9-3 Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.G, “Pipeline Requirements,” and 
Section MR-4.F, “Flaring,” regarding the findings and conclusions related to 
pipelines and to flaring. The commenter indicates that proposed Mitigation 
Measures PR-2 and PR-3 would effectively cancel out Policy COS-7.7 and COS-7.8 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors. The draft EIR is an informational document 
required by California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for proposed projects, 
such as the draft General Plan, that may have a significant effect on the 
environment.  The information contained in an EIR informs the public and assists the 
public agency’s decision makers regarding the potential environmental effects of the 
proposed project under review. CEQA’s EIR process is different than the public 
agency’s legislative decision-making process regarding the project; the EIR does not 
amend or revise the proposed project in any way. CEQA requires EIRs to describe 
all potentially significant environmental impacts that may be caused by the proposed 
project being reviewed. For each significant impact identified in an EIR, CEQA 
requires the EIR to propose mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially 
lessen the impact. CEQA also requires an EIR to describe a reasonable range of 
alternatives to a project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of 
the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any significant effect of the 
project. The ultimate decisions as to whether an environmental impact is significant 
and, separately, whether to adopt a proposed mitigation measure or choose a 
proposed project alternative included in a draft EIR to address a significant impact, 
are made by the decision-making body of the public agency conducting the CEQA 
review based on substantial evidence in the record. The public agency is not 
required to adopt every potential mitigation measure or alternative included in a draft 
EIR and may instead reject a mitigation measure or alternative if it is found to be 
infeasible based on substantial evidence in the record. A finding that a mitigation 
measure or alternative is infeasible may be based on environmental, economic, 
social, technological or other factors. If a mitigation measure or alternative is 
rejected as infeasible, and a significant environmental impact would occur without 
the mitigation measure or alternative, the public agency may still approve the project 
by adopting a statement of overriding considerations based on a finding that the 
project’s overall benefits outweigh the project’s significant environmental impacts. 

Here, the draft EIR includes County staff’s determinations that, pursuant to the 
County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines at Section 3b (Mineral Resources – 
Petroleum), Policy COS-7.2 (Oil Well Distance Criteria) would result in a potentially 
significant impact to mineral resources by hampering or precluding access to 
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petroleum, and that, pursuant to Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines at Section 
XII (Mineral Resources), Policies COS-7.7 (Conveyance of Oil and Produced 
Water) and COS-7.8 (Gas Collection, Use, and Disposal) would result in a 
potentially significant impact to mineral resources by resulting in the loss of 
availability of know petroleum resources that would be of value to the region and 
state. As a result of these draft significance determinations, and as legally required 
by CEQA, the draft EIR proposes mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures PR-1, 
PR-2, and PR-3) that County staff determined would substantially lessen the 
impact of the policies. Because the project under CEQA review consists of the 
Board of Supervisors’ (Board’s) proposed 2040 General Plan, including the subject 
oil and gas-related policies, County staff’s proposed mitigation measures consist of 
potential revisions to the policies themselves in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
sections 15097, subd. (b), and 15126.4, subd. (a)(2).  As explained above, in 
proposing that these policies may be revised to mitigate the potentially significant 
impact of the policies, County staff did not legislatively amend the draft policies 
themselves, but rather fulfilled CEQA’s legally required informational requirements. 
The ultimate decisions as whether the environmental impacts of these policies are 
significant, and separately, whether to revise the policies in order to mitigate any 
potentially significant impacts, will be made by the Board based on substantial 
evidence in the record.   

In this regard, the Board may conclude that any or all of the policy 
revisions/mitigations measures set forth in the draft EIR are infeasible and adopt 
a statement of overriding considerations concluding that the benefits of adopting 
the policies, as originally proposed by the Board, would outweigh any significant 
environmental impacts that would result from the policies. In particular, the Board 
may conclude that, on balance, the environmental benefits of the Board-
proposed policies – such as avoidance or mitigation of air pollutants and 
greenhouse gas emissions, health risks, hazards, traffic safety issues, biological 
impacts, and the existence of other environmental, social and/or economic 
factors – outweigh the policies’ potential for hampering or precluding access to, 
or resulting in a loss of availability of, known petroleum resources.  

In sum, the purpose of CEQA and the County’s draft EIR is to provide information 
and mitigation options to the public and the County’s decision-makers.  The draft 
EIR does not make any legislative changes to the Board-proposed draft General 
Plan policies being reviewed.   

A9-4 This comment concerns the GHG inventory’s documentation of global warming 
potential values, the accuracy of GHG emissions associated with industrial 
energy use, and a recommendation for the County to contract with Ventura 
County Air Pollution Control District or a third party to prepare its GHG inventory. 
See Master Response MR-1 regarding GHG reduction planning concerns. 

A9-5 The recommendation for the Board of Supervisors to exercise leadership, take a 
stand, and communicate with County staff regarding climate change is noted. 
The comment is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. Therefore, no 
response is required. However, this comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration before 
making a decision on adopting a Final 2040 General Plan. 
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Letter 
A10 

City of Oxnard 
Jeffrey Lambert, AICP, Community Development Director 
February 27, 2020 

 

A10-1 The information summarizing the proposed 2040 General Plan and the City of 
Oxnard’s opportunity to comment on the draft EIR is noted. This comment is 
introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental issue for 
which a response is required.  

A10-2 This comment expresses support for the treatment of lands within incorporated 
cities in the 2040 General Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. 
Therefore, no response is required. However, this comment is acknowledged for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
consideration before making a decision on adopting a Final 2040 General Plan. 

A10-3 See response to comment A1-2. 

A10-4 The comment states that Section 4.6, “Energy,” of the draft EIR fails to establish 
a specific energy target. Energy targets were not a feature of the 2040 General 
Plan update; thus, no specific energy-related targets were analyzed within the 
draft EIR. Establishing energy targets is not required and the analysis in the draft 
EIR uses thresholds of significance based on the energy checklist questions from 
Appendix G of the State CEQA guidelines.  

A10-5 The comment cites Impact 4.8-2 and “recommends that polices and 
implementation measures be prioritized with measures to achieve greater 
(greenhouse gas) reductions.” Per Policy LU-22.2, prioritization of greenhouse gas 
reduction measures by the County is anticipated to occur annually in conjunction 
with annual budget review, as described on page 4.8-12 of the draft EIR.  

A10-6 The comment provides suggested edits to policies proposed in the 2040 General 
Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment 
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a Final 2040 
General Plan. 

A10-7 Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.H, “Buffers (Setback),” regarding 
the findings and conclusions related to setbacks. 

A10-8 The comment cites language from the draft EIR explaining the methodology used 
in the analysis of impacts in Section 4.14, “Population and Housing,” (page 4.1-
2). This text does not define affordable housing for the purpose of subsequent 
planning or eliminate requirements for low income housing in the Coastal Zone in 
a manner that conflicts with State Housing Law. 

The analysis of potential effects on affordable housing in the draft EIR is 
conducted in a manner consistent with the guidance in the County’s existing Initial 
Study Assessment Guidelines (ISAG). At the project level, the ISAG establish that 
elimination of three or more dwelling units that are affordable to households with 
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the following income levels is considered a significant project-specific and 
cumulative impact on existing housing: moderate-income – coastal zone, lower-
income – entire unincorporated county. By expanding the definition of affordable 
housing to moderate income households in the coastal zone, the ISAG establish a 
more conservative threshold for these areas for the purposes of CEQA analysis.  

Thresholds of significance are the benchmark against which projects are 
evaluated to determine whether physical environmental changes that could be 
reasonably expected to result from project implementation would be “significant” 
as determined by the lead agency. The thresholds can be qualitative or 
quantitative, and the determination of significance can vary based upon context.  

Public agencies are encouraged to develop and publish thresholds of significance 
that are used in the determination of the significance of environmental effects 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7(b)). The current ISAG, last amended by the County in 
April 2011, set forth the standard threshold criteria and methodology used in 
determining whether a project could have a significant effect on the environment. 
The ISAG were originally adopted in 1992 by the directors of those County 
agencies/departments responsible for evaluating environmental issues and by the 
County’s Environmental Quality Advisory Committee following a public outreach 
process that included public notification and workshops, and appropriate revisions. 
Similarly, all subsequent amendments to the ISAG have included public notification 
and review before their adoption in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines and the 
County’s Administrative Supplement to the State CEQA Guidelines. 

For the purpose of evaluating the potential environmental effects of implementing 
the 2040 General Plan, the thresholds of significance are based on the ISAG, as 
well as the checklist presented in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines; 
best available data; and the applicable regulatory standards of the County and 
federal and state agencies with jurisdiction over the resources at issue. As 
explained in Section 4.1, “Environmental Impact Analysis,” (page 4-1) and 
described in detail for each resource analysis, “deviation from the ISAG 
thresholds, which were established by the County to evaluate the impacts of 
individual projects, was sometimes necessary to appropriately consider the 
programmatic nature of a general plan for the entire unincorporated area, and to 
incorporate the 2019 revisions to the Appendix G checklist.” 

In each of the resource-specific sections of the draft EIR (Sections 4.1 through 
4.17), the “Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures” subsection identifies 
the thresholds used to determine the level of significance of the environmental 
impacts for the resource topic, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126. These thresholds appropriately set the parameters for what is 
evaluated in the EIR.  

In Section 4.14, “Population and Housing,” ISAG Section 26, threshold 1, which 
evaluates the potential for elimination of affordable housing units has been 
combined with Appendix G question XIV(b) regarding displacement of substantial 
numbers of people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere (refer to pages 4.14-2 and 4.14-3 of the draft EIR). The analysis 
notes that no affordable housing units would be displaced or removed because 
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subsequent projects would be consistent with Government Code Section 65863 
(draft EIR page 4.14-6). Further, the analysis concludes that “substantial numbers of 
people or housing, including affordable housing, would not be displaced through 
implementation of the 2040 General Plan” (draft EIR page 4.14-8). 

A10-9 The comment provides suggested revisions to the average dry weather flow and 
level of treatment in the City of Oxnard presented in Section 4.17, “Utilities,” 
Table 4.17-1. Table 4.17-1 on page 4.17-2 has been revised as shown below to 
incorporate the suggested revisions. These are minor clarifications to information 
presented in the draft EIR that do not affect the adequacy of the analysis or 
impact conclusions. 

Table 4.17-1 Wastewater Treatment Capacity, Ventura County 

Agency Total Number of 
Connections 

Rated 
Capacity 
(MGD1) 

ADWF2 

(MGD) 
Treatment 

Level 

County Service Area No. 29 307 N/A 0.085 Tertiary 
County Service Area No. 30 274 N/A 0.2 Tertiary 
County Service Area No. 32 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
County Service Area No. 34 1,364 N/A N/A Tertiary 
Camarillo Utility Enterprise 57 N/A 0.0356 Tertiary 
Todd Road Jail N/A 0.08 0.044 Secondary 
Ventura County Waterworks 
District No. 1 

10,000 (37,000 
population) 

5 2 Tertiary 

Ventura County Waterworks 
District No. 16 

544 (2,000 
population) 

0.5 N/A Secondary 

Camarillo Sanitary District 70,000 (population, 
city and 

unincorporated) 

7.25 4 Tertiary 

Ojai Valley Sanitary District 20,000 (customers) 3 1.4 Tertiary 
Saticoy Sanitary District 271 0.25 0.1 Secondary 
Triunfo Sanitation District 12,300 16 9 Tertiary 
Camrosa Water District 6,900 1.5 1.4 Tertiary 
Channel Islands Beach 
Community Services District 

1,800 N/A N/A N/A 

City of Oxnard 40,000 32.7 1720 Tertiary 
Secondary 

City of Simi Valley 40,000 (527 
unincorporated) 

12.5 7.8 Tertiary 

City of Thousand Oaks 130,000 (population) 14 8 Tertiary 
City of Ventura 25,528 14 7.1 Tertiary 

Notes: N/A= data is not available because the County does not provide sewer service or treatment; 
MGD=Million Gallons per Day; ADWF=.Average Dry Weather Flow.  
Source: Appendix B (Table 7-2) with updated service connection numbers from Public Works Agency Water 
and Sanitation customer database and updated treatment plant levels provided by Joseph Pope, Director, 
Water and Sanitation Department. 

A10-10 The comment provides the preferred contact for the agency. The County has 
noted the information appropriately for future reference. 
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Letter 
A11 

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 
Irma Munoz, Chairperson 
February 24, 2020 

 

A11-1 This comment expresses support for the 2040 General Plan and is not related to 
the adequacy of the draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, this 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a 
Final 2040 General Plan. 

A11-2 The comment provides the preferred contact for the agency. The County has 
noted the information appropriately for future reference. 

  



Comments and Responses to Comments   

 Ventura County 
2-142 2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 

 

  



  Comments and Responses to Comments 

Ventura County 
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 2-143 

 

  



Comments and Responses to Comments   

 Ventura County 
2-144 2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 

 

  



  Comments and Responses to Comments 

Ventura County 
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 2-145 

Letter 
A12 

U.S. Department of the Navy, Naval Base Ventura County 
J.E. Chism, Captain, U.S. Navy Commanding Officer 
February 27, 2020 

 

A12-1 The comment indicates that the Naval Base Ventura County does not have 
comments on the draft EIR, but reinforces comments previously submitted in July 
of 2019. This comment expresses support for the 2040 General Plan and is not 
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. Responses to the July 2019 letter are 
provided below.  

A12-2 This comment expresses support for the 2040 General Plan and requests 
revisions to the 2040 General Plan that are not related to the adequacy of the 
draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, this comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 
for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a Final 2040 
General Plan.  

A12-3 The comment references an attachment to the main body of the letter that 
provides commentary on the specific language in the 2040 General Plan. The 
County has reviewed the attachment and determined that it does not contain 
comments on the content or conclusions of the draft EIR, nor does it raise any 
significant environmental issues for which a response is required. However, this 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a Final 
2040 General Plan. All comment letters submitted to the County on the draft EIR 
are provided with complete attachments in Attachment 1 to this final EIR. 

A12-4 The commenting agency’s thanks for incorporation of military-community 
compatibility in the draft General Plan is noted. This comment is conclusory in 
nature and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 
is required. 

A12-5 The comment provides the preferred contact for the agency. The County has 
noted the information appropriately for future reference. 
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Letter 
A13 

Ventura County Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee 
Sanger Hedrick, Chair 
Scott Deardorff, District 2 
Patty Waters, District 4 
February 27, 2020 

 

A13-1 The draft EIR was available for a 45-day review period from January 13, 2020, to 
February 27, 2020, in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA; Public Resources Code Section 21091). The commenter’s request for 
extension of the comment period has been noted. No extension of the comment 
period was granted. 

A13-2 The County believes the commenter’s reference Mitigation Measure AG-1 is in 
error and that the commenter intended to refer to Mitigation Measure AG-2 
because the comment refers to feasibility of conservation easements and placing 
land into conservation easements. Through Mitigation Measure AG-1 the County 
shall require that discretionary development located on Important Farmland shall 
be conditioned to avoid direct loss of Important Farmland as much as feasibly 
possible. Mitigation Measure AG-2 requires that applicants for discretionary 
projects that would result in direct or indirect loss of Important Farmland in 
exceedance of specified acreage loss thresholds based on Important Farmland 
category and 2040 General Plan land use designation shall ensure the permanent 
protection of offsite farmland through the establishment of an offsite conservation 
easement. Refer to Master Response MR-5 for a discussion of the feasibility of 
Mitigation Measure AG-2. 

The commenter asserts that the draft EIR mitigation would lead to vacant land 
because the 2040 General Plan does not contain protective policies and 
programs and the mitigation places land into conservation easements in 
perpetuity. To the contrary, Impact 4.2-1 discusses numerous policies and 
programs that would be protective of agriculture. Mitigation Measure AG-2 also 
requires, among other things, that the easement run with the land and that the 
project applicant demonstrate the viability of the mitigation site for establishment 
of a permanent agricultural conservation easement; the County shall be 
responsible for reviewing and approving the viability determination. The 
commenter’s suggestions of creating a conservation easement bank and 
allowing easements to be sold on parts of a parcel or for legally nonconforming 
parcels to be formed as part of a sale would not necessarily increase the 
effectiveness of Mitigation Measure AG-2. As written, Mitigation Measure AG-2 
provides for a process for identifying and verifying a site for permanent protection 
of farmland that would achieve the performance standard of ensuring permanent 
protection of offsite farmland of equal quality through establishment of an offsite 
agricultural conservation easement. No revisions have been made to Mitigation 
Measure AG-2 as a result of this comment. 

The commenter’s concern about anti-agricultural pressures on conserved lands 
would be addressed by requirements specific to the conservation easement. 
Mitigation Measure AG-2 requires that the easement run with the land and that 
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there be an evaluation of the viability of the mitigation site for establishment of a 
permanent agricultural conservation easement. “Anti-agricultural” pressures that 
affect the long-term viability of a conservation easement on a parcel would be 
addressed through this process. 

A13-3 Ventura County Urgency Ordinance 4558 prohibits the outdoor planting of 
industrial hemp in certain parts of unincorporated Ventura County. It was 
originally adopted on January 14, 2020, and has since been extended. Urgency 
Ordinance 4558 was prepared and adopted to address numerous complaints 
about odors from industrial hemp cultivation in the unincorporated area, which 
are often described as “skunky.” The urgency ordinance addresses these 
concerns temporarily, through setback requirements, while the Agricultural 
Commissioner develops language for a regular land use ordinance to regulate 
industrial hemp that will be reviewed by the County Planning Commission and 
presented to the Board of Supervisors for potential adoption. This process for 
addressing land use conflicts is consistent with the Right-to-Farm Ordinance. The 
commenter asserts that the adoption of Urgency Ordinance 4558 demonstrates 
that at least one of the cited protections does not provide protections assumed in 
the 2040 General Plan and the EIR, but the commenter does not specify which 
“protections” it is referring to. Urgency Ordinance 4558 addresses odor impacts 
on non-agricultural land uses; therefore, the County believes the commenter is 
suggesting that existing policies inadequately protect agricultural lands from 
conflicts with non-agricultural uses, thereby necessitating that restrictive 
measures such as Urgency Ordinance 4558 to be adopted. 

As explained in response to comment A7-2, the 2040 General Plan does not 
modify the types of crops that can be grown in unincorporated Ventura County, 
nor does it contain policies or implementation programs that would encourage a 
shift to growing particular crops. As a result, Impact 4.2-2 addresses more 
generally the potential for implementation of the 2040 General Plan to result in 
classified Farmland near any nonagricultural land use or project, resulting in a 
conflict with nonagricultural land uses. Even though Urgency Ordinance 4558 
prohibits industrial hemp cultivation on certain unincorporated lands, it does not 
prohibit other crop cultivation. The designation of classified Farmland is largely 
based on recent agricultural use, soil characteristics, and slopes. It is generally 
not based on cultivation of one specific crop, though the definition of Unique 
Farmland includes production of the state’s leading agricultural crops, and the 
definition of Farmland of Local Importance includes soils growing dryland crops 
(beans, grain, dryland walnuts, or dryland apricots) (DOC 2016). Therefore, 
Urgency Ordinance 4558 should not affect classification of a parcel as Farmland 
because other crops could still be cultivated and because the characteristics of 
classified Farmland could be maintained. As a result, the adoption of Urgency 
Ordinance 4558 does not indicate that protective policies described in the draft 
EIR are inadequate to protect classified Farmland from conflicts with adjacent 
use that may arise from the 2040 General Plan. As a result, the draft EIR’s 
conclusion that these impacts are less than significant is adequately supported 
by the existing discussion for Impact 4.2-2.  
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A13-4 The comment references an attachment that supports and supplements the 
statements to the main body of the letter. The County has reviewed the 
attachment and determined that it raises significant environmental issues related 
to agriculture for which a response is required. The County’s responses are 
provided below in response to comments A13-6 through A13-12. 

A13-5 The information summarizing agriculture’s importance to Ventura County is 
noted. This comment is conclusory in nature and does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

A13-6 The comment states that the Ventura County Coalition of Labor, Agriculture, and 
Business (CoLAB) has provided its comments to the Agricultural Policy Advisory 
Committee describing issues with the draft EIR “that CoLAB believes will 
negatively impact the viability of local agriculture.” This comment references 
comments A13-7 through A13-12. This comment is introductory in nature and 
does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  

A13-7  Refer to Master Response MR-5 which addresses this comment’s assertions 
about the infeasibility of Mitigation Measure AG-2.  

The comment also asserts that Mitigation Measure AG-2 does not address the 
“actual issues” that will affect farmland under the 2040 General Plan, including 
the economic sustainability of the farming industry and the impact that “regulatory 
demands” and “competition for water” have on farmland. However, the draft EIR 
correctly omits analysis of existing issues affecting farmland in the county. CEQA 
is concerned with direct and indirect physical changes in the environment that 
would result from implementation of the 2040 General Plan (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15358(b)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) explains that “[a]n EIR shall 
identify and focus on the significant effects of the proposed project on the 
environment.” Therefore, only the impacts of agricultural changes caused by 
adoption of the General Plan need to be addressed in the EIR. The draft EIR 
appropriately focuses on the direct and indirect impacts that implementation of 
the 2040 General Plan would have on agricultural resources.  

The comment also asserts that the draft EIR does not address “increased 
compatibility conflicts from development,” but in fact the draft EIR does analyze 
the potential for development under the 2040 General Plan to result in conflicts 
with classified Farmland in Impact 4.2-2 (starting at page 4.2-17) and conflicts 
with Land Conservation Act (LCA) Contracts and agricultural preserves in Impact 
4.2-3 (starting at page 4.2-18).  

A13-8  The commenter asserts that the County has and will continue to create new 
restrictions that impact agricultural operations because of conflicts related to 
nearby residential development and also cites a “recent interim urgency 
ordinance restricting hemp cultivation” as an example. 

The commenter refers to discussions from Impact 4.2-1 (draft EIR page 4.2-13) 
and Impact 4.2-2 (draft EIR page 4.2-17), which are addressed individually in this 
response.  
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The draft EIR explains that the County maintains a number of policies and 
programs to protect agricultural land uses and prevent conflict between 
agricultural and non-agricultural land uses. The 2040 General Plan also includes 
policies and programs to protect agricultural land uses from encroachment of 
adjacent non-agricultural land uses. Refer to draft EIR Impacts 4.2-2 and 4.2-3 
for a discussion of nuisance issues that can arise from conflicts between 
agricultural and non-agricultural land uses; discussions of nuisance complaints 
can be found on pages 4.2-17 and 4.2-19 of the draft EIR. Policy AG-2.3 of the 
2040 General Plan, listed on page 4.2-10 of the draft EIR, refers to the County’s 
Right-to-Farm Ordinance, which shall be maintained and updated as needed to 
protect agricultural land uses from conflicts with non-agricultural uses, as well as 
to help land purchasers and residents understand the potential for nuisance (e.g., 
dust, noise, odors) that may occur as the result of living in or near agricultural 
areas. The County’s Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy, discussed on pages 4.2-18 
and 4.2-20 of the draft EIR, protects the economic viability and long-term 
sustainability of agriculture in the unincorporated area. This policy conditions 
urban developments or non-agricultural uses to provide and maintain a 300-foot 
setback and chain-link fence on the non-agricultural property use, or a 150-foot 
buffer/setback if a vegetative screen is used. This policy would substantially lessen 
the potential conflict with LCA contracts or agricultural preserves by requiring 
buffers or screening between specified agricultural and non-agricultural land uses 
to prevent or minimize conflicts that may arise at the interface of agricultural 
lands and urban structures or ongoing non-farming activities. 

Additionally, this comment presumably refers to Ventura County Urgency 
Ordinance 4558, which prohibits the outdoor planting of industrial hemp in certain 
parts of unincorporated Ventura County. Regarding the commenter’s assertion 
that Urgency Ordinance 4558 has had a significant impact on agricultural 
operations, it should first be noted that Urgency Ordinance 4558 is not a part of 
the 2040 General Plan. This response therefore focuses on the commenter’s 
assertion that the County’s adoption of Urgency Ordinance 4558 is indicative that 
the County will create new restrictions and ordinances that have a significant 
impact on agriculture as a result of the 2040 General Plan. Impact 4.2-1 
addresses the potential loss of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance, and the draft 
EIR concludes this impact would be significant and unavoidable, not less than 
significant as the commenter states. The discussion of indirect impacts within 
Impact 4.2-1 begins on draft EIR page 4.2-11. After an exhaustive discussion of 
agricultural preservation efforts, including the SOAR initiative, the Ventura 
County Guidelines for Orderly Development, the Ventura County zoning 
ordinances, and policies and programs in the 2040 General Plan, the significance 
conclusion for this impact is found on draft EIR page 4.2-15. It speaks to direct 
and indirect loss of Important Farmland, and states that:  

[T]he planned land use designations of the 2040 General Plan would allow 
for future development that could result in the direct or indirect loss of 
Important Farmland (including Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance) that 
would exceed the County’s established acreage limitation criteria for loss 



Comments and Responses to Comments   

 Ventura County 
2-156 2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 

of farmland and result in the permanent loss of this valuable resource. Any 
future development that causes the loss of Important Farmland that 
exceeds the County’s acreage limitation thresholds would be considered 
significant and the full extent of development and the potential for the 
direct or indirect loss of Important Farmland cannot be quantitatively 
determined at this time. Therefore, potential loss of Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of 
Local Importance as a result of future development under the 2040 
General Plan would be potentially significant. 

The draft EIR then concludes that Impact 4.2-1 would be significant and 
unavoidable, even after implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-1 and 
Mitigation Measure AG-2.  

Even though Urgency Ordinance 4558 prohibits industrial hemp cultivation on 
certain unincorporated lands, it does not prohibit other crop cultivation. The 
designation of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique 
Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance—the focus of Impact 4.2-1—is 
largely based on recent agricultural use, soil characteristics, and slopes. It is 
generally not based on cultivation of one specific crop, though the definition of 
Unique Farmland includes production of the state’s leading agricultural crops, 
and the definition of Farmland of Local Importance includes soils growing dryland 
crops (beans, grain, dryland walnuts, or dryland apricots). Therefore, Urgency 
Ordinance 4558 should not affect classification of a parcel as Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local 
Importance because many other crops could still be cultivated, and 
characteristics of these types of Farmland could still be maintained. As a result, 
the adoption of Urgency Ordinance 4558 does not indicate that the County will 
take actions as a result of the General Plan that have a significant impact related 
to loss of Farmland.  

Refer to response to comment A13-3 regarding the commenter’s assertions 
regarding Impact 4.2-2 and Urgency Ordinance 4558. 

The commenter does not specify any other County restrictions the commenter 
believes will result in a significant impact related to conflicts between agricultural 
and nonagricultural land uses or to conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural 
use; therefore, no further response needs to be provided. 

A13-9 The comment correctly describes the County’s obligation under CEQA to analyze 
and disclose the reasonably foreseeable effects of implementing the 2040 
General Plan. However, it mischaracterizes the land use designations of the 
2040 General Plan, which do not increase allowable housing density near 
agricultural land. The draft EIR evaluates the potential for increased residential 
development during the planning horizon of the 2040 General Plan, and does not 
dismiss land use compatibility from analysis. Refer to Impact 4.2-2 (Result in 
Classified Farmland Near Any Nonagricultural Land Use or Project) beginning on 
page 4.2-17 of the draft EIR for analysis of 2040 General Plan conflicts with 
classified farmland. 
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A13-10  The draft EIR correctly omits a discussion of direct and indirect impacts of Policy 
AG-5.2 and Policy AG-5.3. First, CEQA does not require an evaluation of 
economic impacts of a project unless they result in a physical change in the 
environment (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15131(a)). Therefore, the potential for 
Policy AG-5.2 and Policy AG-5.3 to increase costs of farming operations is not, 
by itself, an impact under CEQA. Indirect effects such as physical impacts 
resulting from an economic effect are defined as those that “are caused by the 
project and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still 
reasonably foreseeable” (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15358). Therefore, any 
physical impacts emanating from economic impacts are indirect impacts 
appropriately considered under CEQA. However, a lead agency need not 
speculate about environmental impacts (State CEQA Guidelines, §15145). 

Policy AG-5.2 and Policy AG-5.3 would be implemented via Agriculture 
Implementation Program I, Fossil Fuel-powered Equipment Replacement. This 
implementation program requires that “[t]he County coordinate with the APCD 
and electric utilities to develop a program to establish a countywide fossil-fuel 
powered equipment conversion target, track progress on conversions to 
renewable energy sourced electric powered systems and provide technical 
assistance to users considering replacement of pumps.” The requirements of this 
implementation program are undefined such that resulting reasonably 
foreseeable impacts cannot be determined at this time. The implementation 
program only requires coordination to establish a target, track progress, and 
provide technical assistance. The 2040 General Plan contains no requirement for 
mandatory provisions to be included in the program. Additionally, the County 
does not have jurisdiction over many types of agricultural equipment, and 
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District’s jurisdiction is limited (e.g., it has no 
jurisdiction over mobile sources). Therefore, it is not possible to predict a mix of 
actions—either mandatory and voluntary—and the economic effects of such a 
program. As a result, any economic impacts cannot be characterized. And, any 
physical impacts resulting from economic impacts cannot be defined. These 
impacts, including any conversion of Farmland, are not reasonably foreseeable. 
Any evaluation of these impacts would be considered speculative under CEQA 
because of the number of ways such a program could take shape after 
consultation with Ventura County Air Pollution Control District and utilities, and 
because it is unknown whether any actions would even be mandatory. Therefore, 
the draft EIR correctly excludes consideration of Policy AG-5.2 and Policy AG-5.3 
from the agricultural impact discussion. 

A13-11 The draft EIR discusses the potential loss of topsoil under Impact 4.2-1, 
beginning on draft EIR page 4.2-11. After discussing mechanisms for loss of 
topsoil through water and wind erosion, such as increased impervious surfaces 
and a reduction in vegetative cover, the draft EIR notes that “[i]ndirect soil losses 
that would exceed the County’s established acreage limitation criteria would be 
considered a significant impact for this valuable resource.” Specific to topsoil, 
Policy AG-1.2 would reduce the potential for impacts to topsoil as described on 
draft EIR page 4.12-13: 
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Policy AG-1.2 ensures that discretionary development located on land 
designated as Agricultural on the General Plan Land Use Diagram and 
identified as Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance on the 
State's Important Farmland Inventory is planned and designed to remove 
as little land as possible from potential agricultural production and to 
minimize impacts on topsoil. Implementation of this policy reduces the 
total amount of Important farmland and topsoil that is directly and indirectly 
lost as a result of development. 

As noted on page 4.2-14, the Piru Area Plan also includes Policy 1.8.2.1, which 
requires that “[d]iscretionary permits located on land designated as "Prime" or 
"Statewide Significance" by the State's Important Farmlands Inventory shall be 
planned and designed to remove as little land from agricultural production as 
possible and minimize impacts on topsoil.”  

The draft EIR nonetheless concludes that “[a]ny future development that causes 
the loss of Important Farmland that exceeds the County’s acreage limitation 
thresholds would be considered significant and the full extent of development 
and the potential for the direct or indirect loss of Important Farmland cannot be 
quantitatively determined at this time.” As a result, the impact would be 
potentially significant. Even with application of Mitigation Measure AG-1 and 
Mitigation Measure AG-2, the draft EIR concludes impacts would be significant 
and unavoidable. No additional feasible mitigation specific to agricultural topsoil 
loss can be identified beyond the noted policies and mitigation measures 
because they reduce impacts to the extent feasible at this time, where precise 
details of future discretionary projects are not known. Therefore, the draft EIR’s 
discussion of indirect topsoil impacts is adequate under CEQA. 

The draft EIR does not conclude that a reduction in available water resources for 
agricultural irrigation is a significant impact. As noted by the commenter, this is 
provided as an example of an indirect impact in the draft EIR on page 4.2-3. A 
reduction in available water resources that causes conversion of Farmland is not 
a potential impact of the project and is, therefore, appropriately excluded from the 
draft EIR impact discussion. First, it is important to note that the 2040 General 
Plan does not mandate a certain amount of development; rather, it 
accommodates projected development. In terms of water demand, as explained 
in draft EIR Impact 4.17-4, Mitigation Measure UTL-1 would require that “water-
demand projects”, as defined by applicable State law, that require service from a 
public water system prepare a water supply assessment before project approval. 
Mitigation Measure UTL-1 demonstrates that new development accommodated 
by the General Plan would not take water supplies away from existing users such 
as existing agricultural users. As a result, it is not expected that development 
facilitated by the 2040 General Plan would result in competition for water 
resources that would cause fallowing of Farmland, conversion or loss of 
agricultural resources, or other impacts to agricultural resources. The draft EIR, 
therefore, properly excludes indirect impacts to agriculture from a reduction in 
available water resources. 
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A13-12 CEQA requires that an EIR “describe feasible measures which could minimize 
significant adverse impacts” (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(1)).  

The comment lists three measures that appear to be offered as mitigation 
measures to prevent the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. 
The commenter’s Measure1 would “(s)trengthen the Right-to-Farm ordinance” in 
unspecified ways “to prevent nuisance complaints from being used to justify the 
creation or expansion of setbacks or regulatory restrictions on normal farming 
practices.” The commenter’s Measure 3 would “(p)rotect agricultural land from 
urban-ag interface encroachment and compatibility conflicts” by establishing 
specified setbacks between land zoned for agriculture and non-agriculture uses. 
However, the commenter’s Measures 1 and 3 would not avoid or substantially 
lessen the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses due to 2040 
General Plan implementation, but would appear to be intended to reduce 
conflicts between agriculture and adjacent non-agricultural uses. As described in 
the draft EIR for Impact 4.2-2, 2040 General Plan, impacts related to such 
conflicts would be less than significant. As a result, no mitigation is required. 

The commenter’s Measure 2 would require that the County expand its LCA (i.e., 
the Williamson Act) program to authorize properties zoned as Open Space (OS) 
that are used for farming and grazing to be encumbered by LCA contracts. Under 
the County’s existing LCA program and State law, property owners are provided a 
tax reduction in exchange for committing to conserve agricultural or open space 
lands for an initial contract period of 10 or 20 years. At present, property owners 
can request a zone change of a parcel from Open Space (OS) to Agricultural 
Exclusive (AE) in order to make the parcel eligible for an LCA contract based on 
the property’s use for agricultural production or grazing. Moreover, parcels that are 
zoned OS are currently eligible for an LCA contract based on the conservation of 
non-agricultural open space on the parcel.   

The commenter asserts that including OS-zoned parcels that are used for 
agriculture or grazing in the LCA program, without a corresponding rezone from 
OS to AE, would prevent the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural 
uses. Given the limited term of LCA contracts they would not provide permanent 
protection of agricultural resources, especially on parcels that are zoned OS and 
thus could be developed with a variety of non-agricultural uses upon expiration of 
an LCA contract. In addition, the suggested measure could impede the LCA 
program’s long-term effectiveness in helping to preserve agricultural resources 
by deleting its current requirement, and thus ending its current incentive, to 
rezone parcels from OS to the more agriculturally restrictive AE in order to 
participate in the program based on agricultural or grazing land use.  
Furthermore, the measure would not ensure that property owners would 
voluntarily enter into new LCA contracts and thus there would be no assurance 
that the measure would effectively avoid conversion of farmland, even in the 
short term. Therefore, this proposed mitigation measure would not lessen the 
potentially significant impact on significant agriculture resources identified in the 
draft EIR for Impact 4.2-1, which addresses the conversion of Important Farmland 
to nonagricultural uses. 
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Letter 
A14 

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
Dr. Laki Tisopulos, Air Pollution Control Officer 
February 27, 2020 

 

A14-1 The information summarizing the proposed 2040 General Plan is noted. This 
comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

A14-2 This comment recommends the specification of cleaner diesel engine standards 
for construction for future discretionary development projects. The County agrees 
with this comment and in response to this comment Mitigation Measure AQ-1b 
(draft EIR page 4.3-15) is revised as shown below. This implementation program 
has been revised for consistency with the Ventura County Air Pollution Control 
District’s recommendation that measures to reduce construction-related air 
emissions be incorporated into every project requiring discretionary County 
approval. It has also been revised to clarify that the use of Tier 3 diesel engines 
is the minimum requirement, but that Tier 4 engines shall be used where 
commercially available. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1b: Implementation Program HAZ-X: Construction Air Pollutant Best 
Management Practices 
Applicants for future dDiscretionary development projects that would will 
generate construction-related air emissions that exceed applicable 
thresholds, will shall be required to include, but are not limited to, the 
following types of emission reduction mitigation measures and potentially 
others, as recommended by VCAPCD (in its Air Quality Assessment 
GuidelinesGuidance or otherwise), to the extent feasible and applicable to 
the project as determined by the County:. The types of measures shall 
include but are not limited to: maintaining equipment per manufacturer 
specifications; lengthening construction duration to minimize number of 
vehicle and equipment operating at the same time during the summer 
months; use of Tier 3 at a minimum, or Tier 4 if commercially available 
diesel engines in all off-road construction diesel equipment, at a minimum; 
and, if feasible1 using electric-powered or other alternative fueled 
equipment in place of diesel powered equipment. (whenever feasible). 

1. “Feasible” means that this mitigation measure shall be applied to future 
discretionary projects under the 2040 General Plan when and to the extent 
it is “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, social, and technological factors” as determined by the County in the 
context of such future projects based on substantial evidence. This 
definition is consistent with the definition of “feasible” set forth in CEQA 
(Pub. Res. Code, § 21066.1) and the CEQA Guidelines section 15164). 
The County shall be solely responsible for making this feasibility 
determination in accordance with CEQA.  
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A14-3 The comment recommends rephrasing the impact heading of Impact 4.3-4 
because the impact analysis for carbon monoxide concludes a less-than-
significant impact. All impact headings in Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” are phrased in 
the same manner: an impact would occur if the impact heading statement is true. 
This is how the thresholds of significance for air quality are presented on page 4.3-
6 of the draft EIR. Additionally, Impacts 4.3-1 and 4.3-6 have similar headings but 
result in less-than-significant impacts. No revision to the draft EIR is required.  

A14-4 This comment was included for informational purposes and is not related to the 
adequacy of the draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, this 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a 
Final 2040 General Plan. 

A14-5 This comment points out that Policy LU-17.2, referenced in Section 4.3, “Air 
Quality,” is not included in Section 4.11, “Land Use and Planning,” of the draft 
EIR. In each resource section, the “Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures” subsection includes a list of policies and implementation programs 
from the 2040 General Plan that are related to the resource and the applicable 
thresholds of significance. In Section 4.11, “Land Use and Planning,” Policy LU-
17.2 was not included because it is not related to the impact analysis performed 
under the thresholds of significance in that section. Policy LU-17.2 can be found 
in the 2040 General Plan. No revision to the draft EIR is required.  

A14-6 This comment recommends additional mitigation measures to reduce local toxic 
exposure from heavily traveled transportation corridors. The County agrees with 
the comment and in response Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (page 4.3-22) is revised 
as follows:  

Mitigation Measure AQ-3: New Policy HAZ-10.X: Setback Requirements Health Risk 
Assessments for Sensitive Land Uses Near Heavily Traveled Transportation Corridors 
The County shall include the following new policy in the 2040 General Plan. 

Policy HAZ-10.X: Setback Requirements Health Risk Assessments 
for Sensitive Land Uses Near Heavily Traveled Transportation 
Corridors 

The County shall require discretionary development for land uses which 
that include sensitive receptors which are considered to be populations or 
uses that are more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than the general 
population, such as long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, 
retirement homes, convalescent homes, residences, schools, childcare 
centers, and playgrounds are be located at least 500 1,000 feet from any 
freeway or urban road with traffic volumes that exceed 100,000 vehicles per 
day, or rural roads that exceed 50,000 vehicles per day. New sensitive 
receptor use structures can be located within 500 1,000 feet from a new or 
existing freeway or urban road with traffic volumes that exceed 100,000 
vehicles per day, or rural road with traffic volumes that exceed 50,000 
vehicles per day only if a project applicant first prepares a qualified, site-
specific health risk assessment (HRA). The HRA shall be conducted in 
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accordance with guidance from VCAPCD and approved by VCAPCD. If the 
HRA determines that a nearby sensitive receptor would be exposed to an 
incremental increase in cancer risk greater than 10 in 1 million, then design 
measures shall be incorporated to reduce the level of risk exposure to less 
than 10 in 1 million. No further action shall be required if the HRA 
demonstrates that the level of cancer risk would be less than 10 in 1 million. 
Project design features that may be considered in an HRA may include, but 
are not limited to: installing air intakes furthest away from the heavily 
traveled transportation corridor; installing air filtration (as part of mechanical 
ventilation systems or stand-alone air cleaner); using air filtration devices 
rated MERV-13 or higher; requiring ongoing maintenance plans for building 
HVAC air filtration systems; limiting window openings and window heights 
on building sides facing the heavily traveled transportation corridor; or 
permanently sealing windows so they don’t open on the side of the building 
facing the heavily traveled transportation corridor; and installing vegetative 
barriers, considering height and cover thickness, to create a natural buffer 
between sensitive receptors and the emissions source. For purposes of this 
policy, “sensitive receptors” means populations or uses that are more 
susceptible to the effects of air pollution than the general population such as 
long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, retirement homes, 
convalescent homes, residences, schools, childcare centers, and 
playgrounds. 

Refer to response to comment O6-12 for additional discussion of revisions to 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3.  

A14-7 The comment recommends including the California Air Resources Board’s 
Methane Municipal Waste Landfill Regulation into the background settings in 
Section 4.8.1, “Background Report Setting Updates,” of Section 4.8, 
“Greenhouse Gas Emissions.” The “Regulatory Settings” subsection has been 
updated to include the following paragraph. 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopted regulations to reduce  
Methane Emissions from Municipal Solid Waste Landfills (June 2010) which 
require the installation and proper operation of gas collection and control 
systems at active, inactive, and closed municipal solid waste landfills having 
450,000 tons of waste-in-place or greater that received waste after January 
1, 1977 unless certain exemption conditions have been met. The 
regulations contain performance standards for the gas collection and control 
system and specify monitoring requirements to ensure that the system is 
being maintained and operated in a manner to minimize methane 
emissions. The regulations include a leak standard for gas collection and 
control system components, a monitoring requirement for wellheads, 
methane destruction efficiency requirements for most control devices, 
surface methane emission standards, and reporting requirements.  

A14-8 The comment notes that “CO” was incorrectly used as an abbreviation for carbon 
dioxide. The County agrees with this observation and this error will be corrected. 
The section containing the error on page 4.8-5 of the draft EIR will be rewritten 
as shown below. 
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GWP values apply a weight to gases that have been determined by 
scientific studies to have increased GHG effects relative to the most 
common GHG, carbon dioxide (CO2). These weighted gasses are 
combined with CO2 to form a common unit of measurement called CO2e. 

A14-9 The VCAPCD’s desire to work with the County regarding consistent air quality 
regulations and state plans is noted. This comment is conclusory in nature and 
does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

A14-10 The comment provides the preferred contact for the agency. The County has 
noted the information appropriately for future reference. 
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Letter 
A15 

Ventura County Public Works 
James Maxwell, Groundwater Specialist 
February 27, 2020 

 

A15-1 The comment references an attachment to the main body of the letter. The 
commenting agency has reviewed the Background Report and offers text edits to 
clarify the language thereof. These suggestions are generally unrelated to the 
draft EIR impact analysis and conclusions. Where details are provided that could 
better inform the environmental analysis, this information will be incorporated into 
the final EIR.  

Specifically, the following text is added to Section 4.17.1, “Background Report 
Setting Updates,” in Section 4.17, “Utilities” under the subheading 
“Environmental Setting,” on page 4.17-1:  

Water Supply and Demand 
In 2020, the Casitas Municipal Water District reported 99,836 acre-feet 
(AF) of available surface water supplies from Lake Casitas. The City of 
Ventura draws approximately 20 percent of its water resources from the 
Ventura River. The estimated annual water supply in the Ventura River 
Watershed is 157,436 AF and the estimated annual demand is 14,508 AF. 

The Calleguas Municipal Water District supplies the City of Oxnard with 
imported water from the Santa Clara River Watershed. In 2018, this water 
comprised 45 percent of the City’s total supply. 

This additional information clarifies and updates the language in the Background 
Report, but does not affect the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions of the 
draft EIR. All comment letters submitted to the County on the draft EIR are 
provided with complete attachments in Attachment 1 to this final EIR. 
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Letter 
A16 

Ventura County Public Works 
Sergio Vargas, Deputy Director, Watershed Protection District, PWA 
February 27, 2020 

 

A16-1 The information summarizing the proposed 2040 General Plan is noted. This 
comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

A16-2 The recommendation to address sea level rise as a component of the wave run-
up and beach erosion hazard analysis in the 2040 General Plan and EIR is 
noted.  

The language quoted in the comment is derived from the County’s existing 
general plan. The 2040 General Plan includes Policies COS-2.1 and COS-2.3, 
through which the County would strive to minimize the effects of coastal wave 
hazards, reduce the rate of beach erosion, and collaborate to identify issues and 
establish specific goals regarding coastal sediment management. Policy COS-
2.1 in the 2040 General Plan is a combination of Goals 2.12.2.1 and 2.12.2.2 
from the existing general plan, which the policy quoted by the commenter was 
designed to fulfill. Coastal flooding and sea level rise are addressed in the 2040 
General Plan through Policies HAZ-3.1, HAZ-3.2, and HAZ-3.3.  

The draft EIR does not include an evaluation of the effects of sea level rise on 
implementation of the 2040 General Plan. In response to 2019 revisions to the 
State CEQA Guidelines (Pub. Res. Code, § 15126.2) and the 2015 California 
Supreme Court case, California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (“CBIA”), impacts from 
exposure of a project to environmental hazards are not considered significant 
effects unless a project exacerbates the risks from such hazards (refer to draft 
EIR page 4.9-3). The draft EIR correctly omitted analysis of coastal wave and 
beach erosion hazards because there is not substantial evidence that 
implementing the 2040 General Plan would exacerbate these hazards.  

 In addition, to most accurately reflect the applicable regulatory environment, the 
following text edits have been made in Section 4.10, “Hydrology and Water 
Quality,” in the draft EIR.  

 The first full sentence on page 4.10-21 is revised to read: 

Lastly, the County has existing regulations, such as the Ventura County 
Flood Plain Management Ordinance 4521, the Ventura County Flood 
Control District Design Manual and the Ventura County Watershed 
Protection District’s 2017 Design Hydrology Manual 2006, that also address 
flood control and drainage facilities. 
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 The third sentence in the second paragraph on page 4.10-21 is revised to read: 

The County’s existing regulations, such as the Ventura County Flood Plain 
Management Ordinance 4521, the Ventura County Flood Control District 
Design Manual and the Ventura County Watershed Protection District’s 
2017 Design Hydrology Manual 2006, also address flood control and 
drainage facilities and implement design standards to ensure that no 
overflow of watercourses would occur that would result in flooding. 

A16-3 The comment provides the preferred contact for the agency. The County has 
noted the information appropriately for future reference. 
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Letter 
A17 

City of Ventura Water Department 
Susan Rungren, General Manager 
February 27, 2020 

 

A17-1 The commenting agency’s thanks for opportunity to comment on the draft EIR is 
noted. This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

A17-2 The comment expresses general agreement with the draft EIR’s conclusion for 
Impact 4.17-4 (Result in Development That Would Adversely Affect Water Supply 
Quantities during Normal, Single-Dry, and Multiple-Dry Years) and indicates that 
the City of Ventura has developed ordinances that apply to projects within the 
city limits which would have similar effects as implementation of Mitigation 
Measure UTL-1, as identified in the draft EIR for the unincorporated county. The 
City also has a policy that applies to water connections within the City’s sphere of 
influence.  

The comment is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. Therefore, no 
response is required. However, this comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration before 
making a decision on adopting a Final 2040 General Plan. 

A17-3 The comment suggests edits to Mitigation Measure UTL-1. The commenter 
suggests deleting the requirement that the public water system provide plans for 
obtaining additional water where a water supply assessment indicates that there 
would be insufficient supply for the proposed project, because the public water 
system’s plans to obtain additional water would be a component of the water 
supply assessment (where relevant). If there is no plan to obtain water, the 
commenter believes that the burden to prove adequate supply should be on the 
project applicant. After careful review of the suggestion, the County concurs with 
this edit. Therefore, Mitigation Measure UTL-1 on page 4.17-18 of Section 4.17, 
“Utilities,” is revised as follows: 

Implementation Program WR-X: Demonstrate Adequate Water Supply 
during Normal, Single-Dry, and Multiple-Dry Years 
Water-demand projects (as defined in Section 15155 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines) that require service from a public water system shall prepare a 
water supply assessment prior to project approval. If the projected water 
demand associated with the project was not accounted for in the most 
recently adopted urban water management plan, or the public water system 
has no urban water management plan, the water supply assessment must 
address the public water system's total projected water supplies available 
during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry water years for a 20-year 
projection. The assessment shall describe if the new water service will be 
sufficiently met under this 20-year projection. The water supply assessment 
shall be prepared to the satisfaction of and approved by the governing body 
of the affected public water system and the County. If, as a result of its 
assessment, the public water system concludes that its water supplies are, 
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or will be, insufficient, the public water system shall provide to the County its 
plans for acquiring additional water supplies. A water-demand project that 
includes a new water service from a public water system shall not be 
approved unless adequate water supplies are demonstrated. 

 This additional information clarifies and updates the language in the mitigation 
measure, but does not substantially change the content, analysis, or conclusions 
of the draft EIR.  

A17-4 This comment is conclusory in nature and does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. However, the commenting 
agency’s plan to submit comments on the Public Review Draft 2040 General 
Plan is noted. 
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