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Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division

Attn: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section

800 South Victoria Avenue, L#1740

Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Re: Comments on Ventura County General Plan DEIR

Dear Ms. Curtis:

| represent and serve on the McLoughlin Family Committee, a group of family members that
own approximately 300 acres of agricultural property off of Olivas Park Road in the County of Ventura,

in proximity to the City of Ventura.

The McLoughlin family has farmed this land for generations. It remains our desire to continue this
legacy. However, in the face of never-ending changes to the regulatory environment, we again find
ourselves attempting to ascertain how new policies and programs as proposed in the draft 2040 General
Plan will impact and challenge our ability to serve as stewards of this heritage.

It had been our hope that the DEIR would provide some clarity and insight into how the new policies and
programs within the revised General Plan would impact our farming operation. However, that is not the
case. Simply said, we believe the General Plan Update and subsequent Environmental Impact Report fail

to adequately analyze or study impacts on the farming industry.



With that said, we would like to specifically present the following:

e The Background report Table 6-26: Transportation Department Planned Capital Projects lists
sections of roadways the County plans for expanded capacity or widening, along with the scope
of those enhancements. It also covers in length the plan to add bike paths and bike lanes in
accordance with existing County wayfarer plans. However, the DEIR never analyzes the loss of
farmland resulting from these changes in infrastructure — it’s not even mentioned as a possibility
in the DEIR.

Olivas Park Road between Victoria and Harbor is listed as one of the areas planned for
road widening, a stretch of roadway that borders the entire eastern portion of our farmland
and property. While the impact on our farming operation and financial losses due to property
loss are clearly quantifiable, the report fails to list or quantify these impacts.

e In Section 3-8, The DEIR states that because there will be no “substantive” change to the
agricultural, open space, or rural designations, the General Plan Update (GPU) will be consistent
with SOAR. However, no further details beyond this conclusory statement is provided. There is
no way for the reader to come to his or her own conclusion on whether the GPU will result in
inconsistencies with SOAR that might lead to physical environmental impacts. There is no
description of the changes to the Agriculture, Open Space, and Rural policies to determine
whether they are in fact non-substantive.

Given the length and breath of the Draft General Plan update and CEQA analysis, we made an attempt
to focus our initial review and subsequent comments to issues specific to agriculture and

farming. However, it’s clear that the 2040 General Plan will impact the Ventura County local economy
across sectors — all of which influence the ability to live and work in this region. The DEIR’s lack of
analysis of those economic impacts, calls into question the legitimacy of both the draft General Plan
update, and the CEQA analysis. As such, we respectfully request that the DEIR be recirculated in the
hopes that further study will resolve these shortcomings.

| appreciate your consideration.

Laura McAvoy

| support this letter-
Elizabeth Chambers Martinez



Sent from my iPhone



Simmons, Carrie

From: Patrick de Nicola <patrickdenicola@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:28 PM

To: General Plan Update

Subject: Ventura County General Plan
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Dear Ms. Curtis,

I am writing to express my concern over the flaws in the process, data, and conclusions of the
Ventura County General Plan, Draft EIR, and supplemental documents.

My great-great grandfather, Mark McLoughlin (1843-1914), was a true Ventura County pioneer,
purchasing his first 318 acres of undeveloped land in Ventura County in 1875. He was a hard-
working visionary, revered by his community. With his son—my great grandfather, James
Patrick McLoughlin—he raised livestock and farmed the land, providing jobs and feeding the
growing towns of Oxnard and Ventura.

Our land, in a vitally important location on Olivas Park Drive across from the Ventura Marina,
has been in the family, and part of the economic fabric of the community, for 100 years. And we
want it to be part of the future of this community, with a flourishing economy, a thriving job
market, and unsurpassed quality of life for its residents.

But the General Plan and DEIR do not describe a viable path for us as landowners going
forward.

I will begin with some specific issues regarding language in the Coastal Area Plan, 4-82-83 and
4-94-95. Part of our land is located in the Central Coastal Zone, adjacent to the Ventura Marina,
on Olivas Park Drive at Harbor Blvd. The only conclusion the Plan draws about our land is the
statement that, “unlike the Preble area, services are not readily available to the Olivas lands.”
This is false. Our property has access to all utilities, water, main roads, and the freeway. Indeed,
easements on our property serve surrounding areas with utilities.

The Plan also claims that our property is “not included in the City’s sanitation district because of
problems with water pressure.” This language is irrelevant and incorrect. There is no evidence
that there are water pressure issues, and the sanitation district’s pipelines actually traverse our

property.

While we do not know the original source of these misstatements, such misrepresentations—
now repeated in the Plan—threaten to diminish the value of our land in relation to the Preble
property. And, of course, they undermine the goal and the value of the Plan itself.

The General Plan also speaks of the widening of Olivas Park Drive, our southern boundary.
This would have a direct impact on our property. But the Plan does not address how this would
happen or how it would affect our land.

Damaging misstatements about our property also appear In the DEIR. Contrary to the portrayal
in the DEIR, our property has significant infrastructure in place, as well as prime accessibility to
the highway and the harbor. In fact, with easy access to the marina and beach community, and
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with the railroad as part of our eastern boundary, our land is uniquely suited to be an important
part of future economic development in the area. We are entitled to have all these matters
corrected.

| would also like to raise some additional concerns:

1. The General Plan and DEIR continue to ignore the 28% increase in the homeless population
in our community.

2. According to the General Plan, if we were to build an acre of low income / worker housing
we would need to buy two replacement acres of same Ag land to be placed into perpetual
agricultural preservation. This is unrealistic and infeasible, and certainly not in line with the State
government’s housing policies.

3. The EIR does not adequately address the enormous “indirect impacts” that will occur as a
result of implementing the General Plan, calling them “less than significant.”

4. The General Plan contains policies that will increase the costs of normal farming operations,
making it difficult for farming to remain profitable.

5. The Plan does not adequately evaluate the impacts of increased competition for water in our
community.

The EIR is a flawed document, full of errors, that does not disclose all impacts, direct and
indirect, caused by the General Plan. It was obviously rushed—completed in six weeks. It is
inaccurate and incomplete, and fails to provide members of the community with the information
that they are legally entitled to. This EIR should be corrected and reconsidered, and a
reasonable time period should be allowed for meaningful and thoughtful community input.

Sincerely,

Patrick de Nicola
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From: Trevor Zierhut <trevor@thezierhutgroup.com>
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CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Good afternoon,

Please accept the attached letter below as part of the public comment on the 2020 General Plan Draft Economic Impact Report. The
letter expresses the views of coalition partners named in the letter and | can share their contact information with you if needed for
verification.

If possible, | would appreciate a response as confirmation of receipt of this comment for the public record.

Thank you,

Trevor Zierhut
Principal Consultant
The Zierhut Group
805-407-5014

xl




BEW LOCAL 953

LABORERS’
LOCAL 585

Feel the Power

February 27, 2020

Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Section Update

Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740

Ventura, California 93009

Re: General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report Comments
Dear Ms. Curtis,

We represent workers in Ventura County through the Tri-Counties Building &
Construction Trade Unions, LIUNA Local 585, International Brotherhood of Electrical
Workers (IBEW 952), and Southwest Carpenters.

Our organization advocates for local government policies that support the rights of
workers, their families and communities. We advocate for policies that support a strong
economy that provides robust opportunities for a skilled, well-trained workforce. We are
committed to fight against policies that restrict the ability to work in the high-paying jobs
that afford our members lifetime career opportunities.

The Draft Environmental Impact Review (DEIR) does not sufficiently evaluate the
impacts that the General Plan policies will have on jobs and the economy. It falls short
of addressing the housing crisis facing Ventura County. It does not do enough to
address the need for increasing housing supply in the county.



The General Plan Update disproportionately targets the local oil and gas industry that
have worked in Ventura County for decades. The DEIR underrepresents the number of
workers who would be impacted by the oil and gas policies outlined in the General Plan.

We represent a diverse group of workers who depend on high-paying jobs with upward
mobility and benefits for our families. The suggestion that our members should re-train
from a specialized skill they have dedicated their career to is objectionable. The DEIR
must address the salary differences and opportunities between the suggested green
jobs of a carbon neutral economy and those currently held by the skilled workforce.

Our primary goal is to ensure our members’ jobs and families are protected. Upon
review of the General Plan Update it is clear that jobs will be impacted and in some
cases eliminated and that is not reflected in this iteration of the DEIR.

We respectfully ask that the county revises and recirculates the DEIR and takes the
time to thoughtfully analyze the impacts these policies will have on working families.
The General Plan is a critical factor in the county's economic success. It should
encourage economic growth and opportunity for working people.

Sincerely,

Martin Rodriguez
President
Tri-Counties Building & Construction Trades Council

Tony Skinner
Executive Secretary-Treasurer
Tri-Counties Building & Construction Trades Council

Jeff Bode
Business Manager
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 952

Anthony Mireles
Business Manager
LiIUNA Laborers Local 585

Mercy Urrea
Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters



Simmons, Carrie

From: Douglas Spondello <DSpondello@MoorparkCA.gov>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:37 PM

To: General Plan Update; Curtis, Susan

Cc: Karen Vaughn; Brown, Troy; Sean Corrigan

Subject: Comments Regarding the VC2040 General Plan - Draft EIR
Attachments: VC2040 DEIR - City of Moorpark 2.27.20.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Good Evening Susan and Team,

Congratulations on your progress and release of the Draft EIR for VC2040! We are pleased to provide the attached
comments and thank you for the opportunity to discuss.

Respectfully,

Doug

Douglas Spondello

Planning Manager

Community Development Department

City of Moorpark | 799 Moorpark Ave. | Moorpark, CA 93021
(805) 517-6251 | dspondello@moorparkca.gov
wWww.moorparkca.gov




CITY oF MOORPARK

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT | 799 Moorpark Avenue, Moorpark, California 93021
Main City Phone Number (805) 517-6200 | Fax (805) 532-2540 | www.moorparkca.gov

February 27, 2020

Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
ATTN: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section

800 South Victoria Avenue, L#1740

Ventura, CA 93009

Subject: Comments Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
County of Ventura Draft 2040 General Plan

Mrs. Curtis,

Thank you for providing the opportunity to provide comments regarding the Draft EIR for the
County of Ventura Draft 2040 General Plan. The City of Moorpark requests that you consider
the following:

Comment 1

The City of Moorpark had previously provided comments on July 3, 2015 and August 16, 2019
regarding a desire to have certain regional roadway improvements acknowledged as priorities
in the Circulation Element and, by extension, the EIR. These items do not appear to be
included, either directly or indirectly, in the current draft. Our City Council has identified traffic
improvements as a strategic priority. We are therefore resubmitting our request that the
following projects are identified within the goals and policies of the Circulation Element and
EIR:

e Improvements to Grimes Canyon Road, including the realignment of Hitch Boulevard at
Los Angeles Avenue; and

e Construction of the Broadway Road connection to the State Route 23 bypass, as
outlined in the 2009 Ventura County Congestion Management Plan.

Additionally, the Draft Circulation Element (page 4-3) establishes a Level of Service (LOS)
standard of “E” for State Route (SR) 118, immediately west of the City of Moorpark. This
condition should be addressed and improved in the General Plan and can be mitigated with
the construction of an additional lane of travel in each direction. The draft EIR and General
Plan Circulation Element should consider mitigation the LOS E condition and circulation on this
corridor of SR118.

Comment 2

JANICE S. PARVIN CHRIS ENEGREN ROSEANN MIKOS, Ph.D. DAVID POLLOCK KEN SIMONS
Mayor Councilmember Councilmember Councilmember Councilmember



Comments Regarding the Draft EIR for the County of Ventura Draft 2040 General Plan
February 27, 2020
Page 2 of 5

Page 4.13-1 states the following (emphasis added):
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

In addition to the information provided in Section 11.6, “Noise and Vibration,” of
the Background Report (Appendix B), the following information is relevant to
understanding and evaluating the potential noise and vibration impacts of the
2040 General Plan.

The existing traffic noise evaluation included in the Background Report
(Appendix B) analyzed a number of roadway segments that are located outside
of the County’s jurisdiction. In addition, the traffic noise assessment included in
the Background Report (pages 11-88 to 11-97) was based on traffic data from
2014 and 2015. Since the preparation of the Background Report, more recent
traffic data are available. For the purposes of the analysis, the traffic noise
modeling was updated to only evaluate roadway and highway segments
within the unincorporated portions of the county that are regularly counted
by the County’s Public Works Agency and to include updated traffic counts
conducted in 2017 and 2018. Table 4.13-1 provides the modeled existing noise
levels at 50 feet from the roadway, as well as distances to the 60, 65, and 70 A-
weighted decibel (dBA) community noise equivalent level (CNEL) contour for all
modeled roadways. Detailed noise modeling inputs are provided in Appendix E.

Pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, the EIR must
evaluate traffic noise modeling for all roadway and highway segments that are within the scope
of the DEIR and Draft General Plan. The scope of analysis in the EIR should not be limited to
roadways that may or may not be “counted” by the County Public Works Agency.

Comment 3

Table 4.13-1 Existing Noise Contour Distances and Table 4.13-6 Projected 2040 Noise Levels
and Contours: Please update this section to include a map or exhibit that more clearly
indicates the limits of each “corridor and segment”. In many cases, the scope of each corridor
and segment are not clearly identified. Additional comments may be provided when the limits
of the corridors are fully understood.

Comment 4

Table 4.13-1 Existing Noise Contour Distances and Table 4.13-6 Projected 2040 Noise Levels
and Contours: Corridor and Segment 105 references “Walnut Avenue north of Los Angeles
Avenue (SR 118)". “Walnut Street” is not within the City of Moorpark; please clarify whether
this is intended to reference Walnut Avenue or Walnut Canyon Road. As mentioned in
Comment 3, a map or exhibit would also assist in identifying what this corridor includes.

Comment 5
Page 4.13-8 states the following:

Generate new or additional transit uses or heavy vehicle (e.g., semi-truck or bus)
trips on uneven roadways located within proximity to sensitive uses that has the



Comments Regarding the Draft EIR for the County of Ventura Draft 2040 General Plan
February 27, 2020
Page 3 of 5

potential to either individually or when combined with other recently approved,
pending, and probable future projects, exceed the threshold criteria of the transit
use thresholds shown in Table 4.13-3 below.

This section should be updated to identify the thresholds used to determine an uneven
roadway or include a map or exhibit that identifies where these conditions exist.

Comment 6

Page 4.13-9 identifies Policy HAZ-9.2 for Noise Compatibility Standards and provides the
following mitigation:

4. New noise generators, proposed to be located near any noise sensitive use,
shall incorporate noise control measures so that ongoing outdoor noise levels
received by the noise sensitive receptor, measured at the exterior wall of the
building, do not exceed any of the following standards:

a. LeqlH of 55dB(A) or ambient noise level plus 3dB(A), whichever is greater,
during any hour from 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.;

b. Leq1H of 50dB(A) or ambient noise level plus 3dB(A), whichever is greater,
during any hour from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.; and

c. LeqlH of 45dB(A) or ambient noise level plus 3dB(A), whichever is greater,
during any hour from 10:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.

This mitigation measure may not be sufficient to address noise impacts presented by
increased operations of existing noise generators. This language should be updated to clarify
that the mitigation measure will apply to all new noise generators and also existing noise
generators that may be modified to expand or intensify the noise generated.

Comment 7
Page 4.13-10 includes Policy HAZ-9.3:

Policy HAZ-9.3: Development Along Travel Routes. The County shall
evaluate discretionary development for noise generated by project-related traffic
along the travel route to the nearest intersection which allows for movement of
traffic in multiple directions. In all cases, the evaluation of project-related roadway
noise shall be evaluated along the travel route(s) within 1,600 feet of the
project site.

The use of a 1,600 foot boundary in order to determine whether or not a proposed
development will impact roadway noise is not clearly explained and can appear
arbitrary. The term “travel routes” is also not clearly defined and open to interpretation
(i.e. private driveways, access easements, public rights-of-way). The noise impacts
associated with major new development do not cease when trucks travel 1,600 feet
beyond the project site. Accordingly, this policy should be developed further to evaluate
and mitigate the noise impacts along the likely travel routes serving the project.



Comments Regarding the Draft EIR for the County of Ventura Draft 2040 General Plan
February 27, 2020
Page 4 of 5

Comment 8
Page 4.13-14 includes the following:

15. Select truck routes for material delivery and spoils disposal so that noise from
heavy-duty trucks will have a minimal impact on noise sensitive receptors.
Proposed truck haul routes are to be submitted to the County
Transportation Division for approval.

a. Conduct truck loading, unloading, and hauling operations so noise and
vibration are kept to a minimum.

b. Route construction equipment and vehicles carrying soil, concrete or other
materials over streets and routes that will cause the least disturbance to
residents in the vicinity of construction sites and haul roads.

c. Do not operate haul trucks on streets within 250 feet of school buildings during
school hours or hospitals and nursing homes at any time, without a variance.

d. Submit haul routes and staging areas to the County Transportation
Division for approval, at least 30 days before the required usage date.

If the above listed construction equipment noise control measures are not
sufficient to reduce noise levels, the project would be required to install
construction noise curtains, blankets, and barriers or receptor noise control
barriers detailed in the Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan to
ensure noise levels are reduced below applicable County noise standards. The
2040 General Plan policies and measures listed in the Construction Noise
Threshold Criteria and Control Plan would require individual development
projects to include numerous noise-reducing techniqgues and minimize noise at
receiving land uses. The effectiveness of these measures would be ensured
through Policies HAZ-9.4 and HAZ-9.2, which require the implementation of
mitigation developed through project-level acoustical analyses. Because noise
levels generated from construction under the 2040 General Plan would be
temporary and reduction measures would be implemented to ensure construction
noise would not exceed applicable standards at nearby receptors, this impact
would be less than significant.

Please update this item to identify the specific criteria upon which the County
Transportation Division would be evaluating proposed truck haul routes, including items
a. through d. As written, it appears as though the routes are submitted for summary
approval, with no evaluation or discretion. It is also requested that language is included
to require the County Transportation Division to notify the appropriate City counterparts
within any jurisdictions that may be impacted by the proposed truck routes and provide
an opportunity to receive feedback received prior to approving a truck haul route.

We sincerely appreciate your consideration of these items and look forward to continued
collaboration on issues that cross jurisdictional boundaries. Please feel free to contact me at
(805) 517-6251 or Dspondello@moorparkca.gov if you would like to discuss further.




Comments Regarding the Draft EIR for the County of Ventura Draft 2040 General Plan
February 27, 2020
Page 5 of 5

Regards,

Douglas Spondello
Planning Manager

CC:

Troy Brown, City Manager
Karen Vaughn, AICP, Community Development Director
Sean Corrigan, City Engineer/Public Works Director



Simmons, Carrie

From: Maxwell, James

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:39 PM

To: General Plan Update; Curtis, Susan

Cc: Loeb, Kim

Subject: RE: VC2040 | Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR for Public Review
Attachments: VC 2040 GPU DEIR GW Response Memo 20200227.pdf; Chapter 10 Water

Resources_GW review_20200227.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
Hi Susan,

Please see the attached response memo from Groundwater Resources for the Ventura County 2040 General Plan
Update Environmental Impact Report. Groundwater Resources also reviewed and updated relevant information in
Chapter 10 (Water Resources) of the Background Report (Appendix B) from the DEIR. A word document of Chapter 10
with markup and comments is also attached.

Let us know if you have questions or comments.

Thanks,

James Maxwell, PG, CEG
Groundwater Specialist
Watershed Protection District
Water Resources Division

P: 805-654-5164

E: james.maxwell@ventura.org

From: Ventura County General Plan Update <generalplanupdate@ventura.org>
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2020 7:29 AM

To: Maxwell, James <James.Maxwell@ventura.org>

Subject: VC2040 | Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR for Public Review

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org
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VC2040 | Be Part Of The Conversation. View this email in your browser




Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR for Public Review
County of Ventura 2040 General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
State Clearinghouse No: 2019011026

Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR For Public Review

Notice is hereby given that a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been
prepared by the County of Ventura, State of California, and is available for public
review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
for the Ventura County 2040 General Plan (State Clearinghouse No.
#2019011026).

PROJECT LOCATION: All unincorporated areas within Ventura County

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project is a comprehensive update of
the County of Ventura General Plan, also known as the 2040 General Plan. The
2040 General Plan will set forth the County’s vision of its future and identify the
goals, policies, and implementation programs that will guide future decisions
concerning a variety of issues, including but not limited to land use, climate
change, agriculture, transportation, hazards, public facilities, health and safety,
environmental justice, and resource conservation out to the year 2040. The
County, as the lead agency, has prepared an EIR in accordance with CEQA. The
purpose of the notice of availability is to call attention to this EIR and to request
that interested persons review and provide comments on significant
environmental issues, mitigation measures, and range of reasonable alternatives
addressed in the EIR. The 2040 General Plan is anticipated to be adopted in
2020. With implementation of the 2040 General Plan, development may occur
on or near site(s) identified in one of the regulatory databases compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5.

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: The Draft EIR has identified
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts in the following resource
areas.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural, Tribal Cultural, and Paleontological Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire

Mineral and Petroleum Resources



« Noise and Vibration

e Public Services and Recreation

« Transportation and Traffic

o Utilities

WHERE THE DRAFT EIR IS AVAILABLE: The Draft EIR and supporting
documents are available for public review at the following locations:

e 2040 General Plan Update webpage at https://vc2040.0rg/;

e The Planning Division website at http://vcrma.org/divisions/planning
(select “CEQA Environmental Review”); and

o County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Public Counter, 39 Floor, Hall of Administration, 800 S. Victoria Avenue,
Ventura, CA, 93009, between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m.,
Monday through Friday.

Digital versions of the Draft EIR and supporting documents are available at the
following libraries:

Albert H. Soliz Library (2820 Jordan Street, Oxnard, CA 93036);
Avenue Library (606 North Ventura Ave., Ventura, CA 93001);
E.P. Foster Library (651 East Main St., Ventura, CA 93001);
Fillmore Library (502 2nd St., Fillmore, CA 93015);

Hill Road Library (1070 S. Hill Rd., Ventura, CA 93003);
Meiners Oaks Library (114 North Padre Juan, Ojai, CA 93023);
Oak Park Library (899 North Kanan Rd., Oak Park, CA 91377);
Oak View Library (555 Mahoney Ave., Oak View, CA 93022);
Ojai Library (111 East Ojai Ave., Ojai, CA 93023);

Piru Library (3811 Center St., Piru, CA 93040);

Ray D. Prueter Library (510 Park Ave., Port Hueneme, CA 93041); and
Saticoy Library (1292 Los Angeles Ave., Ventura CA 93004).

PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT PERIOD: The 45-day public review and
comment period during which the County will receive comments on the Draft EIR
begins Monday, January 13, 2020 and ends at 5:00 p.m. on Thursday, February
27, 2020.

SEND COMMENTS TO:
Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Attn: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section
800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740
Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Or via email to: GeneralPlanUpdate @ventura.org

Please include your name or the name of a contact person, your agency or
organization (if applicable), and U.S. mail and email addresses.



By: Dave Ward, Director
Ventura County Planning Division

County of Ventura
Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
800 South Victoria Avenue, L #1740
Ventura, CA 93009

For more information, contact Susan Curtis by email or at (805) 654-2497.

Para mas informacién péngase en contacto con Susan Curtis por correo electrénico o al (805) 654-2497.

Want to change how you receive these emails?

You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list.

Copyright © 2017 County of Ventura, RMA Planning Division, All rights reserved.



P u B L I c WATERSHED PROTECTION

WURKS MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 27, 2020
TO: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section
FROM: James Maxwell, Groundwater Specialist /¢

SUBJECT:  Ventura County Public Works Agency, Water Resources Division
(VCWRD) Response, Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR),
Ventura County 2040 General Plan

VCWRD reviewed the DEIR and supporting documents (Appendix B, Ventura County
2040 General Plan Update Background Report, Revised Public Review Draft January
2020) submitted by the County of Ventura. VCWRD does not have any comments
regarding the DEIR. Relevant updates and comments have been made to Chapter 10
(Water Resources) of the Background Report.



Chapter 10
Water Resources







Water Resources
2040 General Plan

10 WATER RESOURCES
INTRODUCTION

This chapter summarizes the various water resources and water resource issuesin Ventura County. Itis
organized into the following sections:
" Resources AssessmentMajerFdiags (Section 10.1) |
= | egd and Regulatory Framework for Water Management (Section 10.2)
" Integrated Regiona Water Management (10.3) ‘
= Existing Conditions (by watershed) (Section 10.4)
®  Trendsand Future Conditions (Section 10.5)
" Key Terms (Section 10.6)
= References (Section 10.7)

The organization of this chapter differs from othersin the Background Report because of the nature of its
subject matter. First, because the overall legal and regulatory framework affecting water resourcesis key
to understanding how such resources are managed, the framework is the first substantive discussionin
this chapter. Second, because water resources are so integrally tied to geography, the existing conditions
discussions are organized according to the Ceounty’ s watersheds, with each aspect of the resource
addressed asiit relates uniquely to each watershed.

SECTION 10.1 RESOURCES ASSESSMENTMAJOR FINDINGS

SustainableAdeguate water supply is an-edrrent-and ongoing concern in Ventura County due tote-elimate-
ehange-and drought conditions, associatedthe+elated declines in surfaceriver flows and reservoir levels,
histerie-overdraft of-severa-tocal groundwater basins, curtailment of groundwater extractionsuppliesr-
soeuthern-entura-Ceunty, prohibition of new groundwater wells-prohibitions, and reduced deliveries of
imported water. More than 850,000 residents and 156 square miles (95,802 acres) of irrigated farmland in

Ventura County experienced direct impacts from-the drought conditions that began in 2012.

commercnal/mdustrlal mumcmalmﬂﬂmﬂ&uum_ﬁ_andmﬁwmmmw
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Revised Public Review Draft Introduction
January 2018 10-1
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S the Climate Change chapter.
Water wpplleslhewatac for morethan 70, OOO peoplem Western Ventura Countv are \\{ Formatted: Strikethrough
strained byis-at-risk-dueto-the drought conditions that began in 2012. Imported water N -
delivered by Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD) is not avail ablecannot [ Formatted: strikethrough
eurrently-be-delivered to western Ventura County and groundwater resources areis-very

limited. Water agencies that obtai ntyprealiy-get all or part of their supplywater from wells

have had-to-start supplementpurchasing water from L ake Casitaswater—astheirwells

haverun-dry. During the drought conditions, purchases of L ake Casitas water increased-

by 1,000%. Thelake is a diminishedn-impertantbut-dwindling; resource threatened by

both water quality and water-supply issueseeneerns. As of February 2020, Lake Casitasis

over 40% capacity; however, fFor the first time since 1968, reservoir volumelevelsin-

LakeCasitasarels expected to drop below 35% due to decreased inflow-veture. Historic

Iow water-volumelevels in 1968 resulted in significant thermal stratification and anoxic-

{witheutdissolved-exygen) conditions. FhetThisow-oxygentevels created an

environment where manganese and hydrogen sulfide, normally trapped in sediments,

became soluble, causing unfavorable color and taste to the reservoir 1ake water-te-have-a-

brown-celorandbittermetallic taste. Fhere-were-alsoThese conditions encourage growth

of large blue-green algae blooms. CNermalhy-ereek inflows typically provide supply and

. ‘{ Commented [MJ1]: Keep climate change discussion in }
RN

fa(:| litate Iake WaIer mixing ¢which hel ps maintain qood water qud ity).

Castas Munlcmal Water District (Casitas) added heshed—te-add—aaeratlon facilities to .
combat the water quaity eaffectsfromthedrought.

o

o

Overdrafted g&roundwater basinsin the county:
Groundwater isthe largest single source of water in the County, pumped by individual
well owners and water purveyors.estimated-to-provide 67-percent-.of-the tocal-water-
supphy. The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has identified the
following groundwater basins-i-\/entura-County as being in critical overdraft®:

e -CuyamaValley Basin (DWR Basin No. 3-013)

e Oxnard Subbasin (DWR Basin No. 4-004.02)

e Pleasant Valley Basin (DWR Basin No. 4-006).

o

*~ 7 77 Formatted: Indent: Left: 2.54", No bullets or
numbering

T¢the Cuyama Valley Bbasin asawholeis considered to bein overdraft, however, the
Unlted States Geol oqmal Survg[ ( USGS) estimates the portion in Ventura County not to
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2040 General Phese basins serve both urban populations and agriculture. In April 2014, to protect
groundwater supplies; the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency; passed
Emergency Ordinance E which mandated reduced extractions in many of the
groundwater basinsin southern Ventura County. In December 2014 the Ventura County
Board of Supervisors approved and adopted Ordinance 4468 which prohibits new water

1 As defined in the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, abasin is subject to critical overdraft when continuation of present water
management practices would probably result in significant adverse overdraft-relaied environmental, Social, or economic impacts such as

persistent lowering of groundwater levels, drying of wells, reductions in groundwater storage, sea water intrusion, degradation of water quality.
land subsidence, and reduction of water in streams and lakes.
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o

o

[]

wells within a defined boundaryinthe unineorperated-County-Hr-the-majority-of-
groundwater-basins. These prohibitions will not be removed until Groundwater
Sustainability Agencies (GSASs) are formed and have completed Ggroundwater
Ssustainability Pplans (GSPs) per the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA). Implementation of SGM Athe-Sustainable Groundwater Management-Act-wil-
requires an assessment of the-cendition-of-greundwater basin conditionss and;-anaging
groundwater demand, and-urdertaking implementation of groundwater recharge projects
to achieve long-term sustainability.

Variability in deliveries of imported water. Approximately 75%three-guarters of
Ventura County residents receive imported watersupphy from CMWDaHeguas-
Municipal-Water Distriet. Imported water volumeThe-ameount-of-imperted-water varies
depending on seasonal elimatie-conditions; regulatory restrictions on SWP
exports,eenditions water costs and regional demands. Fhe DWRGaH i

of-Water Resourees prepares a biennial report to evaluate the reliability of imported

water from the State Water Project. The most recent undate the 20175 State Water

an |ncreesed average annual del ivery of water since the 2015 Report

Water resour ces dedicated to environmental pur poses+tray-change. State and federal
agency regulations reﬂrrctrequrrementsdretate the amount of exported SWP water that
must remain be-available ered-species andthis affects manag v
reseurees. Water availability for munici pal agricultural and other uses will be
potentrallv reduced by strrcter mmaqement of |nﬂow to upstream reservoirs toPetehtral—

Semeef—theﬂew—gaph_aAlter natl ve Water sources
being Const dered |nCI ude advanced treatment of wastewater for use as potable water,

stormwater capture and reuse, treatment of brackish groundwater, and ocean desalination.
Facilities to import and deliverdecathy—hetd: SWPState WaterPreject entitlements are
being considered. tn-addition-significant-w\\ater conservation measures are efforts have
begun, mainly in municipal and industrial uses. Agricultural practices are also increasing
in efficiency. These efforts will need to continue and be sustained.

Shift toward |integrated Regional Wwater shed Mmanagement (IRWM). Inthe past,

variousdifferent elements of athe water systems were managed independentlyseparatel. y-from-other
elements-egGroundwater was managed as a separate resource from stormwater and separate from
recycled water. There has been a shift in water resources management and regulation toward
watershed--based approaches. This A shift in water resources management and regulation toward a

watershed-based approach integrates on aregional level the many facets of water resources
management, including water supply, water quality, flood management, ecosystem health, and
recreation through enhanced collaboration across geographic and political boundaries and diverse
stakeholder groups.

Revised Public Review Draft Section 10.1: Major Findings
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Fheretsgreatdiversity-tn-the sze-seureeand-organization-ef-w\Variety of water ater
supplyiersin Ventura County. Many properties are served by private wells and surface water
diversions. Other properties are served by mutual water companies, irrigation companies, special

districts, cities, private utilities, and wholesa e water agencies. There are more than 162 water
suppliersin the county.

Section 10.2: Legal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management Revised Public Review Draft
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. [L—and—defelepmeﬂt—Water supply and demand for land developmentsigrificanthy-affects:
demand—and—s&ppl-y Fhetype-of-tLand usagee and devel opment greathy-drives-the-demand-and
dictates the type and -ty volumepe of water needed. High-density residential development w-
requires drinking-quality waterwater-treated-to-arinking-water-standards. Watersent-to-userswith
Water collected by sewer systemsis collected andcan be treated and used as a secondary recycled
water supply. Agricultural usersusersmay-be-ableto applyutiize raw or recycled water and
application of water in agricultural fields that assists with may rechargetogroundwater]

= |mpactsfrom Yurban land development-can-mpact-waterguatityresourees. Land development
can impact water quality;; however, but-there-areimplementation of best management-practices and
conservationether practices can be empl oyedmethedste to avoid and lessen potential residualsueh
impacts. Diane-development commonly ereates-an increases H-impervious surfaces; which increases
the-ameunt-of runoff volume and stormwater pollutantsHa-stermwater. AssStormwater runoffs over
impervious surfaces such asrooftops, roadways, and parking lots, the runoff accumulates sediment,
pollutionpetutien-and-sediment, nutrients, bacteria, and other impactspeHutants. PeHutantsia-
sStormwater isare typically conveyedtransperted directly to drainageteeat channels, tributaries, rivers;
and the ocean, prior to or without any treatment. Land development potentially impacts floodplains,
increases therisk of flooding; and decreases the ability to manage storm waters naturally.
Developments in floodplains may impact-the-abHity-to-recharge groundwater recharge baststhrough
infiltration and may reducemeve percolation surface areapetential-sites-with-recharge-capabitities. 1
addition-to-altering-stormwaterrunoff-HLand development introduces other point sources of pollution
including discharges from sewage-treatment plants, individual septic tanks, community wastewater
treatment systems; and industrial facilities.

= |mpactsfrom aAgricultureland development-can-mpact-watergualityr esour ces. Soil
disturbanceFiHage and subsequent irrigation-ef-tand changes the runoff and infiltration
characteristics of the ground surfaceland, potentially affecting percol ation to the subsurface and
recharge to groundwater ThIS dsoand increases eros on and#eﬂo#tmg sediment deposmon into

= Poorwater-Water gguality limitations tos bbeneficial uses-ef-water. DecreasedPoer water
quality can limit the availability ofsuitabiity-of a water beey resource for beneficial uses such as
agriculturee, recreationfisheries, and riverine habitat. Poor water quality-atse-can limits the use of

the waterfer as a water supply-er-drastically-inerease the-treatment-cost.

= Development impacts toean-affect natural hydrologic processes. DSeme-devel opment can
potentiallysignificanthy alter land topography and surface geography. Removal of natural
vegetation and manmade structures such as levees, dams, and diversion structures disrupt-raturat
hydrologic processes (i.e. sediment transport and deposition, groundwater recharge). These
changes ater water velocity, river substrate, water shading, soil moisture, and other ecosystem
characteristics needed by fish and wildlife.

SECTION 10.2 LEGAL AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK FOR
WATER MANAGEMENT

The-frameweork—fer water management_framework ofir Ventura County-is-cormplex—and reflects the
netwem—ef laws, policies; and regulanons governmg Calfornla water. Many laws and many

Additional details on-several-of-thesetaws-and adlscusa on of regulations with land use I|nkageﬁ are
further summarized on the following pages.

Revised Public Review Draft Section 10.1: Major Findings
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TABLE 10-1
FRAMEWORK FOR WATER MANAGEMENT

Statute, Code, or
Authority

Relationship to Water Management

State of California
Constitution, Article X,
Section 2

Requires that all entities in the State use water in a beneficial manner and
prohibits unreasonable use and water waste.

State of California
Riparian Water Rights

Allows owners of land on a stream to divert and use a portion of the flow.

State of California
Appropriative Water
Rights

The right to divert, store, and use water on any land, provided the use is
reasonable and does not harm earlier appropriators. Appropriative rights
are managed by the State Water Resources Control Board.

State of California
Water Commission Act

Established a system of State-issued permits and licenses to appropriate
water.

Federal Endangered
Species Act

Designed to protect endangered and threatened species and promote
species recovery. Requires that federal agencies consult with the US Fish
and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service to ensure
that federal actions do not jeopardize endangered or threatened species
or their habitat.

National Environmental
Policy Act

Requires federal agencies to conduct an environmental review for federal
actions that may affect the environment; encourages implementation of
mitigation measures to avoid impacts.

State of California
Endangered Species Act

Designed to protect endangered and threatened species and promote
species recovery. Requires that state and local agencies consult with the
California Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that their actions do not
jeopardize endangered or threatened species or their habitat.

California
Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA)

Requires state and local governments to evaluate environmental effects
and find ways to mitigate effects where feasible, prior to approving
projects.

State of California
Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act

This is a water quality control law and regulatory program to protect
water quality and beneficial use of the State’s water. This actallows
regulation of discharges to water.

Federal Clean Water Act

Requires permits for the discharge of pollutants to waters of the United
States from any point source. See additional detail below.

Federal and State Safe
Drinking Water Act

Under this law, federal and state agencies set and enforce standards for
drinking water quality.

State of California
Regional and Local
Water Agency
Formation enabling acts

Guides the formation of districts for controlling, conserving, managing,
and distributing water.

State of California
Urban Water
Management Planning
(UWMP) Act

Requires urban water suppliers to conduct regular comparisons of
supplies and demands. (See additional detail below.) Within the UWMP,
water suppliers must include, to the extent practicable, information on
the water quality of existing sources and the manner in which water

Revised Public Review Draft
January 2018
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TABLE 10-1
FRAMEWORK FOR WATER MANAGEMENT

Statute, Code, or
Authority

Relationship to Water Management

quality affects supply reliability. Based on the UWMP, water suppliers
explore enhancing basic supplies from traditional sources such as the
State Water Project (SWP) as well as other options. These include
groundwater extraction, water exchanges and transfers, water
conservation, recycling, brackish water desalination and water
banking/conjunctive use. Each option will involve evaluations of how it
would: (1) fit into the overall supply/demand framework; (2) impact the
environment; and (3) affect customers. The objective of these more
detailed evaluations would be to find the optimum mix of conservation
and supply programs that ensure customers’ needs are met.

State of California
Agricultural Water
Management Act

Senate Bill X7-7, the Water Conservation Act of 2009 (SB X7-7), requires
agricultural water suppliers who provide water to more than 25,000
irrigated acres (excluding acreage irrigated by recycled water) to adopt
and submit Agricultural Water Management Plans (AWMP) to DWR and
to implement Efficient Water Management Practices, including the
measurement and volumetric pricing of water deliveries. Within Ventura
County, Casitas Municipal Water District, Camrosa Water District, and
Ventura County Waterworks District No. 1 prepared AWMPs in 2015.

State of California
Water Conservation in
Landscaping Act

Requires specific water efficiencies for landscapes in new or
redevelopment projects.

State of California
Energy Commission Title
20

Sets standards for toilets, urinals, faucets, and showerheads. The
appliance standards dictate what can be sold in California and impact new
construction and replacement fixtures in existing homes.

State of California CAL
Green Building Code

Requires residential and non-residential water efficiency and
conservation measures for new structures that will reduce the overall
potable water use by 20 percent. Water savings can be achieved by
installing plumbing fixtures and fittings that meet the 20 percent reduced
flow rate specified in the CAL Green Code, or by other measures that
meet the reduction standard.

State of California
Sustainable
Groundwater
Management Act

Requires entities using water from groundwater basins designated as high
or medium priority by the Department of Water Resources to assess the
condition of groundwater basins and to develop a framework for long-
term sustainability through demand management and groundwater
recharge activities. (See additional discussion on the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act further in this Section below .)

State of California Class

Regulation of wells used to inject fluids associated with oil and natural gas

Il Underground Injection

production. The purpose of the regulation is to ensure fluids associated

Control Program

with oil and gas production are not introduced into drinking water
sources. (See additional details below.)

Section 10.2: Legal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management
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TABLE 10-1
FRAMEWORK FOR WATER MANAGEMENT

Siillis, ot 3lf Relationship to Water Management

Authority

State of California Regulates the formation of new public water systems by the State Water

Permitting of Water Resources Control Board. (See additional detail below.)

Systems

County of Ventura Complies with Section 65300 of the California Government Code which

General Plan Goals, requires that, "Each planning agency shall prepare and the legislative

Policies and Programs body of each county and city shall adopt a comprehensive, long-term
general plan for the physical development of the county or city, and of
any land outside its boundaries which in the planning agency's judgment
bears relation to its planning."

County of Ventura Regulates and control subdivisions of land and in conjunction implements

Subdivision Ordinance the County's General Plan. (See additional detail below.)

County of Ventura Regulates all proposed development in the Coastal Zone of Ventura

Coastal Zone Ordinance | County. (See additional detail below.)

County of Ventura Non- | Regulates all proposed development in the Non-Coastal Zone of Ventura
Coastal Zone Ordinance | County. (See additional detail below.)

Ventura County Regulates construction, maintenance, operation, use, repair,
Groundwater modification, and destruction of groundwater wells. (See additional detail
Conservation Ordinance | below.)

County of Ventura Requires approval of a landscape plan for new and modified

Landscape Design developments. Limits the plant types and plant pallets so as to conserve
Criteria water; and requires minimum irrigation efficiency.

State of California Grant funding to encourage regional integrated planning of water
Propositions 50, 84, and | resources. (See additional detail below.)

1

State of California Non- | Allows for use of non-potable water (i.e., graywater), which includes
potable Water Reuse wastewater from bathtubs, showers, bathroom washbasins, clothes

Systems-Chapter 15 of washing machines and laundry tubs. Requires a plumbing permit from
the California Plumbing | the County of Ventura Resource Management Agency, Building and
Code (CPC) (as Safety Division.

of 2017)

Urban Water Management Plan Act (State)

State law requires that urban water suppliers with more than 3,000 customers; or who deliver more than
3,000 acre-feet per year (AFY), adopt water management and conservation plans that evaluate water
supplies and water demands for a 20-year period. Urban Water Management Plans (UWMP) areto be
updated every five years or when there are significant changes in available supplies or demands. An
UWMP isaplanning tool that generally guides the actions of water management agencies. It provides
managers and the public with a broad perspective on anumber of water supply issues. Itisnot a
substitute for project-specific planning documents-rerwas+ or intended to be when mandated by the
State L egidature. For example, the Legislature mandated that the Plan include a Section that “ describes
the opportunities for exchanges or water transfers on a short-term or long-term basis.” (California Urban

Revised Public Review Draft Section 10.2: Legal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management
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Water Management Planning Act, Article 2, Section 10630(d)). The identification and inclusion of such
opportunities-and-the inetusion-of-these-eppertunities in a general water service reliability analysis;
neither commits awater management agency to pursue a particular water exchange/transfer opportunity,
nor precludes awater management agency from exploring exchange/transfer opportunities not identified
in the Plan. When specific projects are chosen to be implemented, detailed project plans are devel oped,
environmenta analysis, if required, is prepared, and financial and operational plans are detailed.

“A plan isintended to function as a planning tool to guide broad-perspective decision making by the
management of water suppliers.” (Sonoma County Water Coalition v. Sonoma County Water Agency
(2010) 189 Cal. App. 4th 33, 39). It should not be viewed as an exact blueprint for supply and demand
management. Water management in Californiais not a matter of certainty and planning projections may
change in response to a number of factors. “[L]ong-term water planning involves expectations and not
certainties. Our Supreme Court has recognized the uncertainties inherent in long-term land use and water
planning and observed that the generalized information reguired . . . in the early stages of the planning
process are replaced by firm assurances of water supplies at later stages.” (Id., at 41). From this
perspective, it is appropriate to look at the UWMP as ageneral planning framework, not a specific action
plan. It isan effort to generally answer a series of planning questions including:

"  What are the potential sources of supply and what is the reasonable probable yield from them?

®  What is the probable demand, given areasonable set of assumptions about growthand
implementation of good water management practices?

= How well do supply and demand figures match up, assuming that the various probable supplies
will be pursued by the implementing agency?

Using these “framework” questions and resulting answers; the implementing agency will pursue feasible
and cost-effective options and opportunities to meet demands.

Based on the UWMP, water suppliers explore enhancing-basie supplies from traditional sources such as
the State Water-Project(SWP water)-as-weH-as-other-options. These include groundwater extraction,
water exchanges and transfers water conservatlon recyclmg, bracklsh water desalination and water
banking/conjunctive use. e i
detailed-evaluations-of-how-each Oeptl onsare eval uated regarding feas bili tv weuldrm i nto the overal |
supply/demand framework _including-hew-each-option-woutd-impact-the environmental impacts and how
each option would affect customers. The objective of thesemere-detaited eval uations i sweutd-be to find
the optimum mix of conservation and supply programs that balance water demand.ensure-that-the-needs-
B

The Urban Water Management Plan Act requires 60-days notice to any applicable city of county
eeede@t+enW+th—leeeHand—useeeﬂt+%—Awhere the water aqencv supplles Water that the pI anisbeing

& Led The water suppller must-atse
prowde notlce when the Draft UWM Pis alallablefor review and comment. Upon completion of the
UWMP acopy of the plan must be provided to the applicable land use jurisdictions.

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (State)

In September 2014, the California legislature enacted comprehensive legislation to manage Cdifornia
groundwater. Known as the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)-ef-2014, the legislation
provides a framework for sustainable management of groundwater supplies by local authorities-but with

Section 10.2: Legal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management Revised Public Review Draft
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the potential for state intervention, if necessary. Fhefirst-step-the processtaid-eut-by-tThe legidation
requiresis the formation of local groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAs). Fhese GSAs are

established tomust-befermed-to address the bas ngreundwater-basins-determined-by-the state.
prioritization -te-be stateehh@hem\edwmenenw (unless adjudicated). I n Ventura County, oneseven
basins isare desi gnaIed as medl um pn orlty :

illmere-and eightﬁeur are deﬂ'gnaed

as hlgh prlorlty—exnard-ﬂam—measent—veﬂww%%—aqd

7

Pird. Three basins are listed as in “critical overdraft:” Oxnard Plain, Pleasant Valley, and Cuyama Valley. The Santa *~ =~ Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Right: 1.14", Space Before:
PaulaBasin is adjudicated; and is currently only subject to annual reporting requirements to DWR under SGMA. 46 pt

GSAs are empowered to utilize a number of new management tools to achieve the sustainability goal. Fer
example-GSAs may require registration of groundwater wells, mandate annual extraction reports-frem-
Hdividual-wels, impose limits on extractions (allocations); and assess fees to support creation and
adoption of agroundwater sustainability plan (GSP). GSAs also may request arevision of agroundwater
basin boundary.

GSPsfor criticaly--overdrafted basins must be completed and adopted by January 31, 2020. GSPs for
high- and medium-priority basins not in overdraft must be completed and adopted by the GSA by January
31, 2022. All high- and medium-priority groundwater basins must achieve sustainability within 20 years
of GSP adoption.

The legid ation aims aim-ef-thelegiskations to achievehave groundwater basins managementd within the
sustainable yield of each basin. The legidation defines “ sustainable groundwater management” as the
management and use of groundwater in a manner that can be maintained during the planning and
implementation horizon without causing undesirable results. This is-which-are defined as-apy-of-the-
feHewing-effeets the: chronic lowering of groundwater levels;; significant and unreasonable reductionsin
groundwater storage,; significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion,; significant and unreasonable
degradation of water quality,; significant and unreasonable land subsidence;; and surface water depletions
that have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial uses.

Fhe- SGMA amends planning and zoning laws to require increased coordination among land use planning
agencies and the GSAs, regarding groundwater plans and-any updates or modifications of Genera Plans.

Existing local government land use and- groundwater authorities are not modified in the Act._Specific changesto -~ { Formatted: Indent: Left: 0"

California Government Code resulting from SGMA are detailed in Appendix 10.A at the end of this chapter.

Class Il Underground Injection Control Program (State)

As discussed in Chapter 8, Section 8.1 (Energy Resources) there are currently 57 oil companies operating
in Ventura County, under the authority of 135 conditional use permits granted by the County forte-
adtherize oil and gas activities. This; includesiag the underground injection of water. According to the

California

Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), thereare614 | 1= { Commented [MJ3]: Renamed to Cdlifornia Geologic

active Underground Injection Control (water injection) wellsin Ventura County. The State of Cdifornia Energy Management Division (CAlGEM)

was delegated primary responsibility for implementing the Class |1 Oil and Gas Underground Injection
Control [UIC] program of the federal Safe Drinking Water Act [SDWA] in 1983.

To determine whether certain UIC wells were posing athreat to water supply wells, the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and its regional water quality control boards (RWQCBS)Water ‘

Beoards) completed an

Revised Public Review Draft Section 10.2: Legal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management
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evaluation of certain UIC wells in December 2016.2 Staff from the Water Boards reviewed 6,157 UIC
wells determined by DOGGR-CalGEM to beinjecting into non-exempt aquifers.® This evaluation
included Class || UICs located in Ventura County. UIC wells were screened for proximity to water
supply wells or any other indication of risk of impact to drinking water and other beneficial uses.

Based on this screening criteria, POGGR-Ca GEM ordered the immediate shut-in of 23 UIC wells, none
of which werein Ventura County. (A shut-in well is one which is capable of injection or production; but
isnot in operation). Additionally, the Water Boards issued 71 Information Orders (10s), requesting
additional information from operators of 256 UIC wells. One operator in Ventura County received an

10 for aUIC well, which has been abandoned.

In addition to the above UIC regulations, Public Resources Code Section 3106 et. seq. grants BOGGR-
CalGEM with the authority to supervise the drilling, operation, maintenance; and abandonment of wells
and the operation, maintenance, and removal or abandonment of tanks and facilities attendant to oil and
gas production and designated pipelines, so as to prevent, as far as possible, damage to life, health,
property, and natural resources; damage to underground oil and gas deposits from infiltrating water and
other causes: loss of oil, gas, or reservoir energy, and damage to underground and surface waters
suitable for irrigation or domestic purposes by the infiltration of, or the addition of, detrimental
substances.

TFurthermerethe Caifornia Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 2, Chapter 4, Devel opment,
Regulation, and Conservation of Oil and Gas Resources includes several provisions which regulate
injection projects (water injection wells). BOGGR-CalGEM s the responsible agency for approving all
underground injection and disposal projects before any subsurface injection or disposal project can begin.
Thisincludes al EPA Class I wells and air- and gas-injection wells. There are requirements for filing,
notification, operating, and testing for underground injection projects (Sections 1724.10 1748.2, 1748.3),
and standards for freshwater protection when plugging and abandoning wells (Section 1723.2). This

includes Cal GEMBOGGER' s authority to reguire testing as necessary to prevent damage to life, health
property, and natural resources (Section 1954).

Clean Water Act (Federal)

The Clean Water Act-as-amended; requires permits for the discharge of pollutants to waters of the United
States. Implementation of the Clean Water Act and the Porter- Col ogne Water Act is the r%ponsu ibility of
the SWRCBe-Stdt al y .

the Ventura areathe appllcable Regl ona Board |sthe LosAngeIes Regl onal Water Qudlty Control

Board (LAes-AngelesRWQCB). The LAesAngelesRWQCB lays out thewater quality objectives,
regulations; and programs to implement the regulationsin the Los Angeles Basin Plan (Los Angeles
RWQCB 2014). The Basin Planisreviewed and updated every three years and -but-can be amended at
any time. The LAesAngeles RWQCB manages water quality based on “beneficial uses’. In Ventura
County, there are twenty-four identified beneficial uses:

2The State evaluated “ non-exempt” aquifers. The following federal and state criteria must be met for an aquifer to be considered
exempt: (a) cannot be a current drinking water source; (b) unlikely to be afuture source of drinking water: (c) injection must not
impact current/potential future beneficial use; and (d) injection fluids must remain in the proposed exempted area.

3U.S. EPA, Region IX (Pacific Southwest Region) has approved six DOGGR aquifer exemption requests, none of which arein
Ventura County.

Section 10.2: Legal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management Revised Public Review Draft
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Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN).
Uses of water for community, military, or
individual water supply systemsincluding,
but not limited to, drinking water supply.

Agricultural Supply (AGR). Uses of water
for farming, horticulture, or ranching
including, but not limited to, irrigation,
stock watering, or support of vegetation for
range grazing.

Industrial Process Supply (PROC). Uses
of water for industria activities that depend
primarily on water quality.

Industrial Service Supply (IND). Uses of
water for industrial activities that do not
depend primarily on water quality including,
but not limited to, mining, cooling water
supply, hydraulic conveyance, gravel
washing, fire protection, or oil well re-
pressurization.

Ground Water Rechar ge (GWR). Uses of
water for natural or artificid recharge of
ground water for purposes of future
extraction, maintenance of water quality, or
halting of saltwater intrusion into freshwater
aquifers.

Freshwater Replenishment (FRSH). Uses
of water for natural or artificial maintenance
of surface water quantity or quality (e.g.,
salinity).

Navigation (NAV). Uses of water for
shipping, travel, or other transportation by
private, military, or commercial vessels.

Hydropower Generation (POW). Uses of
water for hydropower generation.

Water Contact Recreation (REC-1). Uses
of water for recreational activitiesinvolving
body contact with water, where ingestion of
water is reasonably possible. These uses
include, but are not limited to, swimming,
wading, water-skiing, skin and scubadiving,

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

surfing, white water activities, fishing, or
use of natural hot springs.

. Non-contact Water Recreation (REC-2).

Uses of water for recreational activities
involving proximity to water, but not
normally involving body contact with water,
where ingestion of water is reasonably
possible. These usesinclude, but are not
limited to, picnicking, sunbathing, hiking,
beachcombing, camping, boating, tidepool
and marine life study, hunting, sightseeing,
or aesthetic enjoyment in conjunction with
the above activities.

MarineHabitat (MAR). Uses of water that
support marine ecosystemsincluding, but
not limited to, preservation or enhancement
of marine habitats, vegetation such askelp,
fish, shellfish, or wildlife (e.g., marine
mammals, shorebirds).

Wildlife Habitat (WILD). Uses of water
that support terrestrial ecosystemsincluding,
but not limited to, preservation and
enhancement of terrestria habitats,
vegetation, wildlife (e.g., mammals, birds,
reptiles, amphibians, invertebrates), or
wildlife water and food sources.

Commercial and Sport Fishing (COMM).
Uses of water for commercial or recrestional
collection of fish, shellfish, or other
organismsincluding, but not limited to, uses
involving organisms intended for human
consumption or bait purposes.

Aquaculture (AQUA). Uses of water for
aquaculture or mariculture operations
including, but not limited to, propagation,
cultivation, maintenance, or harvesting of
aguatic plants and animals for human
consumption or bait purposes.

Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM).
Uses of water that support warm water
ecosystems including, but not limited to,
preservation or enhancement of aquatic
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habitats, vegetation, fish, or wildlife, designated areas or habitats, such as Areas
including invertebrates. of Special Biological Significance (ASBS),
established refuges, parks, sanctuaries,

16. Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD). Uses ecological reserves, or other areas where the
of water that support cold water ecosystems preservation or enhancement of natural
including, but not limited to, preservation or resources requires special protection.
enhancement of agquatic habitats, vegetation,
fish, or wildlife, including invertebrates. 21. Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species

(RARE). Uses of water that support habitats

17. Inland Saline Water Habitat (SAL). Uses necessary, at least in part, for the survival
of water that support inland saline water and successful maintenance of plant or
ecosystemsincluding, but not limited to, animal species established under state or
preservation or enhancement of aquatic federa law asrare, threatened, or
saline habitats, vegetation, fish, or wildlife, endangered.

including invertebrates.
22. Migration of Aquatic Organisms (MIGR).

18. Estuarine Habitat (EST). Uses of water Uses of water that support habitats necessary
that support estuarine ecosystemsincluding, for migration, acclimatization between fresh
but not limited to, preservation or and salt water, or other temporary activities
enhancement of estuarine habitats, by aguatic organisms, such as anadromous
vegetation, fish, shellfish, or wildlife (e.g., fish.

estuarine mammals, waterfowl, shorebirds).
23. Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early

19. Wetland Habitat (WET). Uses of water Development (SPWN). Uses of water that
that support wetland ecosystems, including, support high quality aquatic habitats suitable
but not limited to, preservation or for reproduction and early development of
enhancement of wetland habitats, fish.
vegetation, fish, shellfish, or wildlife, and
other unique wetland functions which 24. shéellfish Harvesting (SHELL). Uses of
enhance water quality, such as providing water that support habitats suitable for the
flood and erosion control, stream bank collection of filter-feeding shellfish (e.g.,
stabilization, and filtration and purification clams, oysters, and mussels) for human
of naturdly. consumption, commercid, or sports

purposes.

20. Preservation of Biological Habitats
(BIOL). Uses of water that support

To protect these beneficial uses, the LAesArgelesRWQCB has many regulatory programs to
reduce pollutants that originate in stormwater, wastewater, agricultural runoff; and recycled water.

L AesAngelesRWQCB regulates discharges from many classes of municipal stormwater systems
through a permit program. The Ventura County Watershed Protection District, County of Ventura, and
the cities of Camarillo, Fillmore, Moorpark, Ojai, Oxnard, Port Hueneme, Ventura, Santa Paula, Simi
Valley, and Thousand Oaks are named as co-permittees under a countywide municipal National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for stormwater discharges issued by the RWQCBegional-
Water Quality-Control-Board. The co-permittees are required to administer, implement, and enforce a
Stormwater Quality Management Program. The goal isto minimize runoff pollution typically caused by
land devel opment and to protect the beneficia uses of receiving waters by limiting effectiveimpervious
areato no more than five percent of the project area and retaining stormwater on site. The co-permittees
require

Section 10.2: Legal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management Revised Public Review Draft
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“Site Design Principles and Techniques,” “ Source Control Measures,” “ Retention Best Management
Practices[BMPs],” “Biofiltration BMPs,” and “ Treatment Control Measures’ be incorporated into new
development and redevel opment projects.

Wastewater from wastewater treatment or industrial activitiesistypically regulated through waste
discharge permits, {also referred to as Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs)}. Through this permit
process the RWQCB regulates the place, volume; and specific constituents in discharges to
Californid s coastal waters, surface waters; and groundwater.

In 2016, the L Aes-Angeles RWQCB readopted a Conditional Waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements
for Discharges from Irrigated Lands within the Los Angeles Region. Typically referred to asthe
“Conditional Waiver” program, it requires the owners of irrigated farmland to prepare and submit water
quality management plans, conduct monitoring in agricultura drains and other sitesinfluenced by
agricultural runoff; and implement BM Ps that address the quantity and quality of irrigation return flows
and stormwater runoff. The purpose is to limit-these discharges; thatwhich carry nutrients, pesticides,
sediment, salts; and other pollutantsfrem-cuttivatedfields; from reaching surface waters. The Conditional
Waiver

allows growers to comply asindividuals or-by working collectively as a*“discharger group.” In response
to the Conditional Waiver, the Farm Bureau of Ventura County formed the Ventura County Agricultural
Irrigated Lands Group (VCAILG); which serves as a unified discharger group for those agricultural
landowners and growers who agree to join. The Farm Bureau of Ventura County administers the program
on behalf of VCAILG members.

Both the State-\Water-Resourees-Control-Board{SWRCB) and RWQCBSs regul ate recycled water. Permits
are required to operate recycled water facilities and these permits mandate the type of treatment and
resultant water quality, mandate ongoing water quality monitoring, and regulate the place and manner of
recycled water use. The State Water Resources Control Board's 2009 Recycled Water Policy, amended in
2013, requires groundwater basins receiving recycled water (e.g., effluent discharge in waterways,
injection, recharge, or irrigation) to be managed by Salt and Nutrient Management Plans. The purpose of
a Salt Nutrient Management Plan is to optimize recycled water use while ensuring the protection of
groundwater supply and beneficial uses, agricultural beneficial uses, and human health. Salt and Nutrient
Management Plans are submitted to the RWQCB; which incorporate the plans into the applicable Basin
Plan. -and-Tthe RWQCB requires recycled water facilities and wastewater dischargersto operatein a
manner consistent with applicable salt nutrient management plan.

The Clean Water Act dso includes a regulatory mechanism called the Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL) program. A TMDL is specific to agiven impairment (chloride, nutrients) and a specific
waterbody. A TMDL isakind of “pollution budget” and includes a calculation of the maximum amount
of a pollutant that can occur in awaterbody and still meet water quality standards so as to protect
beneficial uses. The TMDL also alocates the necessary reductions to one or more pollutant sources.
TMDLs can force the implementation of BMPs, infrastructure improvements, and other actions to limit
pollution. Within Ventura County the following TMDLs are in place:

" VenturaRiver Watershed
= Algae, Eutrophic Conditions, and Nutrients

= Trash
® SantaClaraRiver Watershed
= Bacteria
= Chloride
® Cadlleguas Creek Watershed
Revised Public Review Draft Section 10.2: Legal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management
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Metals

Salts

Trash

Toxicity

ToxingHistoric Pesticides
Nitrogen/Nutrients

Under section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, states, territories, and tribes are to develop lists of
waterbodies that are polluted or otherwise degraded and not meeting water quality standards. The 303(d)
Listisused to develop TMDLs and/or are used to identify other mechanismsto improve water quality.
Severa waterbodiesin Ventura County are on the current 303(d) List for Caifornia (SWRCB 2016).

Permitting of Public Water Systems

The StateWater-Resoudrees-Control-Board{SWRCB}Y, Division of Drinking Water (DDW) oversees the
permitting of Public Water Systems. On September 29, 2016, Governor Jerry Brown approved Senate Bill
1263 to prevent the formation of small unsustainable water systems. This bill requires a person
submitting a permit application for a proposed new public water system to first submit a preliminary
technical report to the SWRCB. The bill directs the applicant to undertake additional discussion and
negotiation with existing public water systems with the technical, managerial, and financial capacity to
provide an adequate and reliable supply of domestic water to the service area of the proposed new public
water system. If the SWRCB determines that it is feasible for the service area of the proposed public
water system to be served by one or more currently permitted public water systemsand if it is reasonably
foreseeable that the proposed new public water system will be unable to provide affordable, safe drinking
water in the reasonably foreseeable future, the permit will bedenied.

County of Ventura Role in Water Management

~Through the Genera Plan Goals,
P0|ICIeS and Programs Sublelson and Zon| ng Ord| nances and Building Code, the County of Ventura
conditions devel opment to ensure adequate water supply, availability of wastewater disposal, and
protection of groundwater and surface water quality. Through its Landscape Design Criteria, Ventura
County requires water budget and project use calculations, use of reclaimed water-{-feasible, and water-
efficient model home requirements. Per the authority of the Floodplain Management Ordinance, the
County restricts and prohibits land uses or land alteration which may be dangerous to health, safety, and
property due to modification or obstruction of flood waters or alteration of awater course.

Thr-addittonte-theregutatery-settingthe County of Ventura aetively-undertakesprojectste-manages
water resources; which-ehude but-are-nettimited-te;through well permitting, groundwater recharge,

stormwater treatment and infiltration, andsweH-as |evees and flood control channels. Ventura County-atse
is responsible for the operation and maintenance of several water and sanitationewer utilitieswithin-the
eounty. V CWPDarieus-county-departments-alse collects and maintains data on countywide water
resources. Fer-example-theVCWPD maintains a network of rainfall and streamflow gauges, inventories
and inspects groundwater wells, collects water quality data; and groundwater level information.

Section 10.2: Legal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management Revised Public Review Draft
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County of Ventura General Plan Goals, Policies and Programs

The General Plan (2005) Goals Palicies and Programs (GPP) includeds godls, policies; and programs
related to water resourcesin Chapter 1, Resources, Section 1.3. In addition to policiesin the GPP, the
following Area Plans atso-contai n-appheable water resource geals-ang-policies+elated-to-water
resources:

" El Rio/Del Norte Area Plan;

= North Ventura Avenue Area Plan;

" Osak Park AreaPlan;

= (Qja Valey AreaPan;

"  PiruAreaPlan;

= Saticoy AreaPlan;

" Thousand Oaks Area Plan; and

= Lake Sherwood/Hidden Valley AreaPlan.

County of Ventura Ordinances

Subdivision Ordinance

The intent-of-the-County of Ventura Subdivision Ordinance is-te-regul ates-and-contrel subdivisions of
land and;-+h-eontunetion; implements the County's General Plan. The Subéivisien-Ordinance appliesto
“al divisions, reversionsto acreage, |ot line adjustments, and mergers respecting real property located
wholly or partialy within the unincorporated areas of Ventura County” and “governs the filing,
processing, approval, conditional approva, or disapproval of tentative, final and parcel maps, map
waivers, and any modifications thereto.” The-Subdivision Ordinance inetudes the-following-provisions:
meant-to ensures adequate provision of water, to-protects water supply, and-te protects surface and
groundwater quality.

PProvisions to ensure adequate provision of water:

" Section 8203-3, Section 8206-3.8, and Section 8206-3.9. At the tentative tract stage, requires a
description of the method and plan for providing a permanent domestic water supply. If the water
supply isto be provided by apublic water system the tentative tract map must be accompanied by
a“water availability letter.”#In areas where groundwater supplies have been determined to be
questionable or inadequate, a report must also be submitted demonstrating the availability of a
permanent domestic water supply to each lot for a period of at least 60 years. At the final map
phase, devel opments not being served water by individual wells, must provide a“water supply
certificate” documenting that a binding agreement has been entered into between the owner of the
land and water supplier. Also at the final map stage a registered civil engineer must determine (a)

4 A water availability letter pursuant to the §8203-3 (1) of the Ventura County Subdivision Ordinance, which requires that the proposed water
system of a subdivision provide a letter stating that they will supply permanent domestic water supply to each lot, is not synonymous with the
requirement for awater purveyor to supply a“water availability |etter" as defined in §1.3.6 of the Ventura County Waterworks Manual, which
shall demonstrate that the water purveyor has the necessary water capacity for their entire service area.
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that the water suppliers’ system complies with the quality and quantity standards of Title 22 of
the California Code of Regulations and that the new development will not impact the water
supplier in away such that the water system will not comply with Title 22 and (b) the facilities of
the

water supplier’'s system, including the portion to serve the proposed subdivision, meet or exceed
the requirements of the County of Ventura Improvement Standards and Specifications.

Section 8204-7. Requires that whenever a proposed subdivision is located within the boundaries
of apublic water agency willing and able to provide water serviceto the lots, the public water
agency shall be chosen as the water purveyor for the proposed subdivision.

Section 8205-5.1. Requires notification to water, sewage and other service providers priorto
Planning Commission hearing on a subdivision (when a tentative map and fina map are

required).

Section 8207-2. Prior to recordation of afina map or parcel map, or at such earlier time asmay
be specified in this Article, the subdivider shall complete or shall enter into an improvement
agreement to compl ete specific improvements including permanent domestic water supply.

Provisions to protect surface and groundwater quality:

Section 8203-2. Requires water courses and existing or abandoned water wells be identifiedon
tentative maps.

Section 8203-3. Requires a hydrologic and hydraulic study be submitted with the tentative map
indicating the following conditions before and after proposed devel opment of the subdivision:
drainage areas, mgjor watercourses, quantity and pattern of storm water, and diversion and
collection systems.

Section 8203-3. Requires a description of the proposed method and plan for sewage disposal for
each proposed | ot.

Section 8204-5. Design of a subdivision shall conform to the County of Ventura Flood Plain
Management Ordinance and shall provide for the proper drainage of al lots and improvements
based on the runoff that can be anticipated from ultimate development of the watershed in
accordance with the Genera Plan. All public facilities including water and sewer, must be
located and constructed in a manner to minimize potential flood damage. Any concentrations or
increases of surface water resulting from the devel opment of the subdivision must be conveyed
by means of adequate facilities to a suitable natural watercoursein the area.

Section 8207-2. Prior to recordation of afina map or parcel map, or at such earlier time as may
be specified in this Article, the subdivider shall complete or shall enter into an improvement
agreement to compl ete specific improvements including: (&) al improvements for drainage and
erosion control required for the proposed subdivision, regardless of location, including
improvements necessary to prevent sedimentation or damage to off-site property, (b) sewage and
permanent domestic water supply systems shall be installed in each proposed subdivision and
connections thereto made from each | ot within the subdivision, (c) all abandoned water wells
within the proposed subdivision shall either be destroyed or be retained subject to a Certificateof
Exemption in compliance County of VenturaCode.

Section 8209-5. As a condition of approval of any subdivision, the tentative map for which is
filed no sooner than 30 days after the adoption of any applicable drainage or sanitary sewer plan
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for aparticular drainage or sanitary sewer area, the subdivider may be required to pay fees or
consideration in lieu thereof for the purpose of defraying the actual or estimated costs of
constructing planned drainage facilities for the remova of surface and storm waters from local or
neighborhood drainage areas and of constructing planned sanitary sewer faciliti eﬁ[

Coastal Zone and Non-Coastal Zone Ordinances

The County of Ventura Coastal Zoning Ordinance (CZO) regulates all proposed development in the
Coastal Zone of Ventura County; areas outside of this zone are regulated by the Non-Coastal Zoning
Ordinance (NCZO). Many of the provisions of the Coastal Zone and Non-Coasta Ordinance are similar
to those in the Subdivision Map Act. |In relation to water quality, Theugh-previsions differgiventhe
propesec-tand-use-generally-these ordinances require:

= Obtaining a permit or zoning clearance prior to: (a) constructing or expanding a septic system; (b)
constructing, destroying or rehabilitatingexpanding—a water wells, and (c) constructing private
water storage anddistribution systemfaeitities.

=" A-100- to 300-foot setbacks from water channels and prohibition ofs obstructions toef drainage courses.

= Development to be undertaken in accordance with conditions and requirements established by the
Ventura Countywide Stormwater Quality Management Program, National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. CAS063339 and the Ventura Stormwater Quality
Management Ordinance No. 4142 and as these permits and regulations may be amended.

= Construction activity including clearing, grading or excavation that requires agrading
permit shall be undertaken in accordance with any conditions and requirements
established by the NPDES Permit or other permits which are reasonably related tothe
reduction or elimination of Pollutants in Stormwater from the constructionsite.

= Preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Control Plan or Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan for construction activities.

g#eater—must—lmcorporatl on ofe post—constructl on stormwater quallty deﬂ gn princi pals
for new development or projects affecting 5,00-square feet or greater, details are
provided in the Ventura County Technical Guidance Manua for Stormwater Quality
Control Measures.

Regulatloned of devel oped floor area re4 atlve to parcel

sizeto limit the amount of septic discharge to groundwater in the Arroyo Santa Rosa/Tierra

RejadaArea

Ventura County Watershed Protection Act

This act established the Ventura County Watershed Protection District-s-genreral-purpese-ane
adthorities, PursuanttotheActthe The Watershed Protection District iste:

provides for-the flood eentrol-of-floed and storm water controls, ;
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retaining and recharging,cadsing-to-percolate to-the soi
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- conserve in-any-manner-all-or-any-of such watersand-protecting from-such flood or storm- “ { Formatted: Normal, No bullets or numbering

watersthe-watercourses, watersheds, public right-of -waysie-highways-Hfe-and and County property --theBistriet:

" preventing waste-ef-water-er-dimiadtion of-the water supplyy-; or exportation of water
fromgroundwater basins within the County the- District:

" providefertheprotecting en-from-eresion-ef-beaches and shorelines and te-providinge
for the restorati on-of-such-beaches-and-sheretines.

Underthe-Aet-Tthe Watershed Protection District-hasthe pewerto undertakes projects consistent with
|ts g alspﬁrpese and%e adopts and enforces COI‘I’@QOHdI ng regul Eil onseengste%wﬂhnspwpeseihe

County of Ventura Flood Plain Management Ordinance

This ordinance restricts and prohibits land uses or tand-alteration-which-ay-be dangerous-to-health-
safety-and-property-due fromte modification or obstruction of flood waters or ateration of a water
course. | tFurther-this-ordinanee requires that | anduses vulnerabl e to floods be protected against flood
damage at the time of initial construction. The Watershed Protection District implements the Flood Plain
Management Ordinance through its encroachment and watercourse permit programs.

County of Ventura Building Code

Submittal-ef-grading-prans-durirg-thePermitted grading projectspermitting proeess requires an applicant
to evaluate site soils and-gestogy-and-site drainage conditionspatterns-prierto-grading. ProjectSite
design must include measures to detain or retain surface runoff .stermflows-so-that-runeff-ishet
appFeerabLyLd#erent—pest—dweLepmem and—Dwgn must include measures to prevent erosion-ef-slepes-

. . The County of Venturarequires (Building Code Section
J112) that best management practices be used to prevent erosion and stormwater flows from discharging
offsite.

County of Ventura Groundwater Conservation Ordinance

The purpose of Ordinance No. 4468, division 4, Chapter 8, Article 1 isto protect groundwater qudity,
supply and quantity by regulating the construction, maintenance, operation, use, repair, modification, and
destruction of wells and engineering test holesin Ventura County. Such work requires obtaini ng a permit
and approval from Ventura County Watershed Protection District

. Permits shall require compliance with all applicable standards set forth in
the Ordinance, and in accordance with DWR California Well Standards Bulletins Nos. 74-81 and 74-90,
and County of Ventura Water Well Standards Bulletin No. 74-9.
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SECTION 10.3 INTEGRATED REGIONAL WATER
MANAGEMENT

After the passage of Proposition 50 in 2002, Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) became a
new toolparadigm for managing water resourceswith-the-passage ef-Propesition-50-+1-2002. Theis
approach integrates the-many-facets-ef-water resources management on aregiona level, including water
supply, water quality, flood management, ecosystem health; and recreati on through enhanced
collaboration with various stakeholder groups.a¢ &y Rk
stakeheldergreups. The Watersheds Coalition of Ventura County (WCVC) wasformed asthe | RWM
group to develop and implement a plan to identify water management challenges, resolve conflicts over
the best use of resources, bridge gaps in data,fire-commen-groeune; and seek innovative solutions among
stakeholders. A primary goal isimplementation of projects and programsthat efficiently address water
management priorities.

The 2014 WCVC Integrated Regional Water Management Plan God's are outlined as follows:

Reduce dependence on imported water and protect, conserve and augment water supplies
Protect and improve water quality

Protect people, property and the environment from adverse flooding impacts

Protect and restore habitat and ecosystems in watersheds

Provide water-rel ated recreational, public access, stewardship, engagement and educational
opportunities

»  |Prepare for and adapt to climate change

Grant funds made availabl e through Proposition 50 (2002), Proposition 84 (2006), and Proposition 1
(2014); have leveraged local funds for project implementation. These funds helped communities,
including disadvantaged communities, throughout Ventura County to enhance the availability of clean
water supplies for the-berefit-ef people and the environment, to protect eemmunitiesfrom flood damage;
and to provide access to water-rel ated recreation opportunities. WCV C participants benefit from the cost-
sharing, collaboration; and-effective problem-solving opportunitiesmade pessible by-werking-together.
The WCV C completed a 2019 amendment to the 2014 IRWM Plan, which was deemed compliant by the
DWR with Proposition 1 IRWM Plan standards.

One example of an ongoing project partialy funded through the IRWM Program with Proposition 84
grant fundsisthe Natural Floodplain Protection Program (NFPP), which is focused on preserving a
critical section of the remaining floodplain in the Santa Clara River Watershed. A Floodplain Working
Group was formed to develop the project and is comprised of the County’ s Watershed Protection District,
the Ventura County Farm Bureau, The Nature Conservancy, and the Ventura County Resource
Conservation District.

The Working Group devel oped the concept of incentivizing farmersto continue to farm in the floodplain,
thusleaving their land undevel oped. Thisis done by offering to purchase flood (inundation) easements
over private land within the floodplain. These easements cover working farmland, ause that is
encouraged to continue under the easement. The farmers are financially compensated for keeping their
property in the floodplain and giving up rights they may have to develop the land. The value of easements
is established through negotiations with individua land owners and verified by anappraisal.

To date, amost 500 acres of flood plain within the Santa Clara River Watershed have been acquired
through the Natural Floodplain Protection Program.
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SECTION 10.4 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Ventura County covers approximately 1,873 square miles, alarge proportion of which (860 square miles,
over half amillion acres) lies within the Los Padres National Forest. The coastal areas have a generally
mild climate, with an average high temperature of 73 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) in July and an average
January low temperature of 45 °F (Western Regional Climate Center web site at www.wrcc.dri.edu for
Station 049285 Ventura, January 1900 to August 2013). Average rainfall in the coastal areasis 14.67
inches per year (Western Regiona Climate Center web site at www.wrcc.dri.edu for Station 049285
Ventura, January 1900 to August 2013). Interior valleys without coastal influence have hotter summers
(average high temperature of 93.20 °F in July) and cooler winters (average low temperature of 44.35 °F)
but also modest average rainfall of 14.37 inches per year (California Irrigation Management Information
System data provided from Station No. 219, L os Angeles region, September 2011 to November 2015 and
Station No. 204, Los Angeles Region, January 2007 to August 2011).]

The Region contains threefedr major watersheds (and part of the Cuyama River Watershed), smaller

background report has organized information according to the major watersheds: Ventura River,
Cuyama, Santa Clara River, and Calleguas Creek. A small portion of the Malibu Creek Watershed falls
in Ventura County.; Ffor the purposes of this document, this areaisincluded with information on the
Calleguas Creek Watershed. The Oxnard Plain, while not a watershed is an important-water feature in the
county and is given its own discussion in thetext.

Ventura River Watershed

The Ventura River Watershed islocated in the northwestern portion of Ventura County and drains an
approximately 228--square mile (145,920 acres) area. The watershed extends 33.5 miles from the steep
Transverse Ranges of the Matilija Wildernessto the Pacific Ocean. The Matilija, North ForkMatilija, San
Antonio, and Caflada Larga are the mgjor tributaries. The watershed is uniquein that developed land
makes up only 13 percent of the watershed area (Ventura River Watershed Council 2015). Approximately
half of the Ventura River Watershed is Forest Service land. This means the upper portion of the Ventura
River Watershed is minimally devel oped and has large areas with good water quality and excellent
aguatic habitat. A 30-mile portion of the upper fork of Matilija Creek and its tributaries are designated as
Wild and Scenic Rivers. Most of the southern half of the watershed lies within unincorporated Ventura
County.

Precipitation in the Ventura River Watershed varies greatly between seasons and across years. There are
notable cycles of drought and flood. Most of the precipitation is in the form of rain, but a small portion of
the upper watershed experiences snow. Most precipitation occurs during just afew storms between
November and March; summer and fall months are typically dry. Many parts of the Ventura River and its
tributaries are dry during the summer and fall months (Ventura River Watershed Council 2015).

The cities of Ojai and Venturaare located in the Ventura River Watershed as are the unincorporated
communities of Meiners Oaks, MiraMonte, Oak View, and Casitas Springs. Land uses in the watershed
areasfollows:

" Federal land/National Forest  47.7%

= Undeveloped land 29.8%
= Agriculture 18.5%
" Urban uses 4% (3.1% in cities, 0.9% in unincorporated County)
Section 10.4: Existing Conditions Revised Public Review Draft
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Surface Water

The major surface water features in the watershed are the Matilija Reservoir, Lake Casitas, and Ventura
River.

Matilija Reservoir. Matilija Creek originatesin the steep mountains in the northwest corner of the
watershed and is considered the headwaters of the Ventura River. MatilijaDam captures the creek to
create the Matilija Reservoir, which is owned by the Ventura County Watershed Protection District.
Matilija Dam was built in the late 1940s for the purpose of providing irrigation water to the western Ojai
Valley. Matilija Reservoir originally provided for 7,018 acre-feet (AF) of water storage. However, the
storage capacity of the reservoir has been significantly reduced by sedimentation and is now estimated to
be only about 6500 AF (Tetra Tech 2009). The majority of the sediment was deposited during a few big
storm years (USACE 2004). Matilija Reservoir no longer provides any water supply benefit. Thafaet-the
dam is now considered an environmental liability. The dam prevents the natura flow of sand and
sediment from the mountains to the beaches and it a so blocks the endangered steelhead trout from
upstream habitat. Since 1999, the Ventura County Watershed Protection District, in partnership with the
US Bureau of Reclamation and the US Army Corps of Engineers, have eva uated means to remove the
dam. The US Congress approved removal of the dam in 2007. However, dam removal efforts have been
stalled by the complicated process of removing the sediment in the reservoir, while protecting fish and
wildlife and by significant cost. Efforts to remove the dam are ongoing. In March 2016 the Dam
Oversight Group completed an evaluation of three different dam removal concepts, including features to
handle the estimated eight million cubic yards of sediment and mitigations for water supply, water
quality, and fisheries—Fhenext-step-isto-develop-atunding pran:

Lake Casitas. Lake Casitas, also called Casitas Reservair, is the largest reservoir in the Ventura River
Watershed, with a capacity of 254,000 AF. The approximate safe yield is 20,000 AFY. When full, the
reservoir covers a surface area of 4.3 square miles and has 32 miles of shoreline. Source water for Lake
Casitasisdirect rainfall on the lake surface, local watershed runoff from Coyote and Santa Ana Creeks,
and diversions of the Ventura River made through the Robles Diversion Facility. The lake is operated by
the Casitas Municipal Water District (Casitas). The primary purpose of Lake Casitasis to supplement
local groundwater. Local groundwater comes from mostly unconfined aquifers whose available supply
varies greatly based on rainfall and streamflow conditions. In dry periods, local wells can go dry and water
demands are then met using water from Lake Casitas. CasitasMunicipal-\WaterBistriet is the primary
and/or backup water supply for nineretail water purveyors and for some individual agricultural customers
with groundwater wells (Casitas Municipal Water District 2016). Casitas Municipa Water District
estimates that there are 70,288 persons within its service area and 8.4 square miles (~5,400 acres) of
irrigated crops (Casitas Municipal Water District 2016).

Ventura River. The Ventura River gives its name to the watershed. The condition of theriver varies
widely over its journey from the mountains to the ocean. Theriver istypically categorized in five
segments:

"  The segment above Robles Diversion. Here theriver isin steep and narrow terrain.

" The segment below Robles Diversion and above San Antonio Creek. This segment isless
mountainous and has a gentle gradient. The Robles Diversion diverts from the west bank of the
River. Below the diversion the river widens and becomes a braided channel. Until the
confluence with San Antonio Creek, the river is commonly dry — about 80 percent of thetime
thereis no significant flow in the section (Cardno-Entrix 2012).
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Map Date: December 02, 2016

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2016.
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County of Ventura

= San Antonio Creek Confluence to Foster Park. Here the river again narrows. San Antonio Creek
entersin this segment. In wet periods this portion of the river can also receive water from
“daylighting” groundwater, where groundwater is forced to the surface as aresult of geologic
constriction near the downstream margin of the upper Ventura River basin. This reach typically
flows year-round except in multiyear dry periods (Ventura River Watershed Council 2015).

"  Foster Park to VenturaRiver Estuary. In thisreach, the river receives treated effluent from the
Ojai Valley Sanitation District wastewater treatment plant. The effluent is asignificant input to
river flow. Cafiada Larga Creek, and several minor drainages (Manuel Canyon Creek, Cafladade
San Joaquin, and Dent Drain) aso enter in this segment (Ventura River Watershed Council
2015). In this portion of theriver, the City of Ventura can divert surface water via subsurface
collectors and shallow wells. The wells are located at Foster Park, upstream of the Ojai Valley
Sanitation District point of discharge. Between 2010 and 2014, annual production by the City of
Ventura from the Ventura River averaged 3,051 AFY.

" The VenturaRiver Estuary. The estuary is ashallow body of water where the Ventura River
mixes with salt water. During the dry season a sandbar typically separates the estuary from the
ocean; when storms breach the sandbar, the flow of the river directly entersthe Pacific Ocean
(Ventura River Watershed Council 2015).

Groundwater
There are four major groundwater basins in the Ventura River Watershed:-the Upper Ojai (DWR Basin 4-

00-1), Ojai Valley (DWR Basin 4-002), Upper Ventura River (DWR Basin 4-003.01), and Lower Ventura
River (DWR Basin 4-003.02) (seeFigure 10-2). These are unconfined groundwater basins and fluctuate

greatly depending on seasonal conditionsprecipitation.

In 2014, DWR ranked California’ s groundwater basins as “high-,” “medium-,” “low-,” or “very low-"
priority. This ranking was based on the following:

®  Overlying population

"  Projected growth of overlying population

"  Public supply wells

"  Tota number of wells

" [rrigated acreage overlying the basin

" Reliance on groundwater as the primary source of water

" Impacts on the groundwater; including overdraft, subsidence, saline intrusion, and other water
quality degradation

= Other information determined to be relevant by Department of Water Resources

Hthisrankingproeessthe-Ojal Valley-grounewaterbasin and Upper Ventura River greundwater basins
were deemed high- and medium- prlorlty, respectlvelv%e&ns Dependencv on qroundwater in thwe
basins is a primary ranking factor. al

Foste s thenlans

The Ojai Valley-Groundwater Basin is currently managed by the Ojai Basin Groundwater M anagement
Agency (OBja-BasrGMA) and this agency will be the GSAgreunewatersustatnabiity-agenrey under
SGMA. The OBjai-Basin-GMA has submitted an Alternative to the GSP which demonstrates that the
Ojai Basin is already being sustainably managed, in-lieu of preparing a GSP.
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Casitas Municipal Water District, Meiners Oaks Water District, Ventura River Water Digtrict, the City of
Ventura and the County of Ventura arehave-started—the—preeess—ef forming thea—rew—grounewater
sustatnabitity—ageneyUpper Ventura River Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the Upper Ventura
River Greundwater-Basin.

Important Recharge Areas

In the Ventura River Watershed, groundwater basins are typically surrounded by steep, impermeable
bedrock-meuntaineus-areas-of- Hmpermeable-bedrock. Recharge-primariy occurs within the permeable
unconsolidated deposits of gravels and sands underlyingwithin stream channels and tributaries.

In order to increase groundwater storage and rechargein the Ojai Valey-Greundwater Basin, the San
Antonio Spreading Grounds Rehabilitation Project was completed by the Ventura County Watershed
Protectlon Dlstrlct in 2014 and f| na approval qwen in 2017 to dlvert creek flow.Hisanticipated-the

Other Water Supplies

The Ventura River Watershed relies entirely on local water. No imported water is used i-the-watershed.
or isreadily accessible. Both Casitas-Municipal-WaterBistrict and the City of Venturahold entitlements
to State Water Project water (5,000- and 10,000-AFY -aere-feet-peryear fAFY ] respectively). -however
tThere arets-edrrenthy no means ofte delivery of imported water to the watershed. However, tFhe City of

Venturais-eurrently evaluating options for delivery of those entitlements;a-+eport-is-due-at-the-end-of-
2017,

Water Quality

- ‘[ Formatted: Font: Bold
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Ventura Counties and prowd% detail on beneficial uses for specific Ventura River reaches. The Les-
Angeles LARWQCB has devel oped permit programs and the TMDL s to protect these beneficial uses.
The following TMDLs arein place for portions of the Ventura River Watershed:

= Algae, Eutrophic Conditions, and Nutrientsin the Ventura River including the Estuary andits
Tributaries— TMDL effective June 28, 2013

" VenturaRiver Estuary Trash — TMDL effective March 6, 2008

In addition to the existing TMDLs, other TMDLs may be developed as several Ventura River Watershed
areas are included in California s 303(d) List (list of impaired waters). Identified impairmentsin the
Ventura River and its tributaries include fish barriers and pumping/water diversion, total dissolved solids,
aluminum, and mercury. Rincon Beach and the Ventura Harbor are listed for impairments due to bacteria.
The VenturaMarinajetties are listed asimpaired with DDT and PCBs.
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TABLE 10-2

DESIGNATED BENEFICIAL USES IN THE VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED

WATERSHED? BIOL| RARE| MIGR WET®
VENTURA COUNTY COASTAL STREAMS
Los Sauces Creek PEI I T | 1] 1 T T E T 1
PovertyCanyon P* | | | 1|1 | | E | |
MadranioCanyon P* ] 1 | 1[I | | E | |
JavonCanyon P* | | | 1|1 | | E | | E
Padre Juan Canyon P* | | | (N | | E | |
McGrathLake P E E Ee
Big Sycamore Canyon Creek P& | | E E P P E
Little Sycamore Canyon Creek p* | E E P
VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED
Ventura River Estuary - E E E E[E]E Ee | Ef [ Ef E E
Ventura River Reach 1 (Ventura River Estuary to Main St.) P* | E E|E E E E E E E E E
Ventura River Reach 2 (Main St. to Weldon Canyon) P* | E E|E E E E E E E E E
Cafiada Larga p* | | | | | | E | |
LakeCasitas E E E E| P P P E E E E
Lake Casitas tributaries E* P|E E E E P E E E
Ventura River Reach 3 (Weldon Canyon to Casitas Vista Rd.) P* | E E| E E E E E E E E E
Ventura River Reach 4 (Casitas Vista Rd. to San Antonio Creek) p* E|E E E E E E E E E
Ventura River Reach 4 (San Antonio Creek to Camino Cielo Rd.) E | E E E| E E E E E Eg| E E E
CoyoteCreek p* E E E E E E E
San Antonio Creek (Ventura River Reach 4 to Lion Creek) E E E E|E E E E E E E
San Antonio Creek (above Lion Creek) E | E E E|E E E E E E E E
Lion Creek 1* | | | | | B
Reeves Creek 1* | | [N | | E | |
Mirror Lake p* B B B E
Ojai Wetland p* E E E
Section 10.4: Existing Conditions Revised Public Review Draft
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TABLE 10-2

DESIGNATED BENEFICIAL USES IN THE VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED

WATERSHED? MIGR SPWN
VENTURA COUNTYCOASTALSTREAMS
Ventura River Reach 5 (above Camino Cielo Rd.) E | E E|E|E E E E E Eg | E E E
Matilija Creek Reach 1 (Ventura River Reach 5 to Matilija Reservoir) p* E E E E E E
MatilijaCreek Reach 2 (above Matilija Reservoir) p* E E E E E E
Murietta Canyon Creek p* E E E E E E
North Fork Matilija Creek E¥ | E E|E|E E E E E E E E
MatilijaReservoir E E|E E E E E E E E
E: Existing beneficial use a: Waterbodies are listed multiple times if they cross hydrologic area or subarea boundaries. Beneficial use designations
P: Potential beneficial use apply to all tributaries to the indicated waterbody, if not listed separately.
I: Intermittent beneficial use b: Waterbodies designated as WET may have wetlands habitat associated with only a portion of the waterbody. Any
E,P, and |: shall be protected as required regulatory action would require a detailed analysis of the area.

* Asterisked MUN designations are designated under SB 88-63 and c: Coastal waterbodies which are also listed in inland Surface Waters Tables (2-1) or in Wetlands Table (2-4).

RB 89-03. Some destinations may be considered for exemption at a e: One or more rare species utilizes all ocean, bays, estuaries, and coastal wetlands for

later date. foraging and/or nesting.
f: Aquatic organisms utilize all bays, estuaries, lagoons, and coastal wetlands, to a certain extent, for spawning and
early development. This may include migration into areas which are heavily influenced by freshwater inputs.
g: Condor refuge.

Source: Table 2-1. Basin Plan for Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (electronic copy accessed December 27, 2016).
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Available Water Supplies

ntha\/an Riva atershedHn desu g om

¥enturta—Rr—ver—and—greundwater—Ava| | able surface water supplies (from Lake Casta@ are rgmrtedhawe
been-guantified by Casitas Municipal Water District (202016) as 99,836-AF20,000-acre-feet{AF). The

City of Venturadraws approximately 20% of |ts water r%ourceseredueed—ana&erageef%@%i—AF%frem
294:949—294:4 from the Ventura Rr Ver. es

~To understand long-term yield of a

groundwater basrn rechargefrom precr prtatr on must be estimated, recharge from irrigation and other
return flows must be calculated, and underflow and outflows to and from adjacent groundwater basins
must be assessedrahyzed. There is not an accepted long-term yield for any of the groundwater basinsin
the Ventura River Watershed. However, the DWRepartment-of- Water Resourees has made rough
estimates of groundwater “budgets’ by evaluating available groundwater studies and-by-evatuating past-
greundwater extractions. The VCWPDentura-County-Watershed-Protection District-has-also preparesd
estimates of groundwater use in varrousdrtﬁerent basrns Greundwatepusersenly—areugharmateef—

- { Formatted: Font: Bold

- { Commented [MJ8]: Present the datawe have.

TABLE 10-3
GROUNDWATER SUPPLY ESTIMATES
VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED

" DWR Estimate of Groundwater Past Groundwater
Basin Budget (AFY) Extractions (AFY) Notes

Upper Ojai 1,320 700 1
Qjai Valley 3,150 to 3,300 8,404 2,3
Upper Ventura None 10,392 4,5
Lower Ventura 1,200 400 6
Low Estimate Groundwater Supply Ventura River Watershed 14,600 7
High Estimate Groundwater Supply Ventura River Watershed 21,300 7
Notes:

1. DWR 2003, Basin 4-1

2. DWR 2003, Basin 4-2

3. Ventura County Watershed Protection District 2015a

4. DWR 2003, Basin4-3.01

5. Ventura County Watershed Protection District 2015a

6. DWR 2003, Basin 4-3.02

7. Rounded to nearest 100 AF
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A total estimate of supply in the Ventura River Watershed is provided in,T able 10-4.

A

TABLE 10-4
CURRENT (2016) TOTAL WATER SUPPLY ESTIMATES

VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED

Supply Source Annual Volume (AF)
Surface Water, Lake Casitas 20,000
Surface Water, Ventura River 3,051
Groundwater (see Table 10-3) 14,600 to 21,300
Low Estimate (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 37,700
High Estimate (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 44,400

Water Suppliers
There are five mgjor water suppliers (entities serving more than 1,000 persons) in the Ventura River

Watershed as well as 11 mutual water compani es.-Persens-er-businesses-intheWater is\enturaRiver
Watershed-are also supplied by private wells and surface water diversions.

The 11 mutual water companies provide water to their stockholders and members. These mutual water
companies-can serve as few as 10 people and up to 800 persons. MFhemutual water companies,

Section 10.4: Existing Conditions Revised Public Review Draft
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TABLE 10-5
MAJOR WATER SUPPLIERS - VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED
Estimated Annual Water Supplied*
Supplier/Primary Source(s) Type Area Served Population
Served

Casitas Municipal Water District Special District | City of Ojai, portion of the City of | ~70,300 ~16,700 AF, includes ag sales and sales to

Ventura, coastal Rincon, Upper other agencies
Surface water from Lake Casitas Ojai, and Ventura River Valley.
Ventura Water City City of Ventura and 1.5 square ~112,400 ~16,700 AF, a portion of this supply is

miles (~960 acres) within City’s provided by Casitas Municipal Water
Lake Casitas water, Ventura River, sphere of influence. City falls District (5-year average 2011 to 2015 City
groundwater (Oxnard Plain, within both the Ventura and of Ventura 2016a)
Mound, Santa Paula Basins), Santa Clara Watersheds.
recycled water
Golden State Water Company Investor City of Ojai and adjacent ~8,200 ~2,300 AF, a portion of this supply is

Owned Utility | unincorporated County. provided by Casitas Municipal Water

Ojai Valley groundwater and Lake District.
Casitas
Ventura River Water District Special District | Part of Casitas Springs, Burnham ~6,000 ~1,400 AF, a portion of this supply is

Road area west of the Ventura provided by Casitas Municipal Water
Upper Ventura River groundwater River, northern portion of Oak District
and Lake Casitas View
Meiners Oaks Water District Special District | Portion of the Meiners Oaks ~4,000 ~1,100 AF, a portion of this supply is

Community east of the Ventura provided by Casitas Municipal Water
Upper Ventura River groundwater River. District
and Lake Casitas water

*Estimated based on records of water supplied 2010 to 2015, rounded to nearest 100 AF. Does not account for planned future expansion of demands and supplies.

Source: Ventura River Watershed Council 2015 Table 3.4.1.2.1, Casitas Municipal Water District 2016, City of Ventura 2016a, City of Ventura 2016b, Meiners Oaks
Water District 2014, Ventura River Water District http://venturariverwd.com/about-2/ accessed December 29, 2016.
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TABLE 10-6
AL WATER COMPANIES VENTURA RIVER WATER
Estimated
Supplier Type Area Served Population
Served
Casitas Mutual Water Company Mutual Residents in Casitas Springs, ~250
west of Highway 33.
Gridley Road Water Group Mutual Agriculture in the Gridley Road | ~44
and Grand Avenue area in
eastern Ojai Valley.
Hermitage Mutual Water Mutual Agriculture and several large ~35
Company residential estates in the area
of Gridley and Senior canyons
north of the Ojai Valley.
North Fork Springs Mutual Water Mutual Residential users located along | ~10
Company Highway 33 north of the City of
Ojai and east of the Matilija
Reservoir, in Los Padres
National Forest.
Old Creek Road Mutual Water Mutual Residential users along East Old | ~12
Company Creek Road.
Rancho Matilija Mutual Water Mutual Agricultural parcels in the 0
Company Rancho Matilija subdivision,
north of Baldwin Road and
west of Meiners Oaks.
Rancho del Cielo Mutual Water Mutual Residential and agricultural ~18
Company users along Creek Road along
San Antonio Creek.
Senior Canyon Mutual Water Mutual Northeast end of the Ojai ~800
Company Valley, north of Reeves Creek,
east of Carne Road.
Siete Robles Mutual Water Mutual Housing tract east of the City of | ~245
Company Ojai
Sisar Mutual Water Company Mutual Summit area of the Upper Ojai | ~325
Valley
Tico Mutual Water Company Mutual Residential are in Mira Monte, | ~77
west of Highway 33

Source: Ventura River Watershed Council 2015 Table 3.4.1.3.1

Private wells and water diversions serve the remaining agricultural and domestic water usersin-the-
watershed. Twenty-one different entities are registered with the SWRCBtate ‘Water Reseurees-Contro-
Beoards as having rights to withdraw surface water from the Ventura River Watershed (SWRCB 2014

cited in Ventura River Watershed Council 2015). There are[442 active wellsﬁn the Ventura River | - { Commented [MJ9]: At the time.

watershed (Ventura River Watershed Council 2015). It is estimated that these private users extract as
much as 2,100 AF (Hydrometrics 2015).
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Estimates of Water Demand

In 2014, the Ventura County Watershed Protection District undertook an estimate of countywide water
demand. This effort used data from water agencies and groundwater reporting (where available).
However large geographic areas of Ventura County are served by
private wells or surface water diversions. Also, not al groundwater production is reported. Further the
agricultura groundwater extracti onspreduction that aras reported arets not metered in many areas andbut-
rather estimated from electrical use or crop type. demand cd culator was used to
fill in data gaps. In this case the Integrated Water Flow Model (IWFM) Demand Calculator developed by
the DWRCaH{ernia-Department-of \Water Resodrees was used. Thisis a non-proprietary model that
computes water demands for cropped areas using-specified climatic and irrigation information. The
IWFM calculator also estimates urban water requirements and return flows based on population and per-
capitawater usage. The resulting report, County of Ventura 2013 Water Supply and Demand, estimates
current dernands for each of the maj or watersheds, including the Ventura River Watershed. Results of the

TABLE 10-7
ESTIMATED VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED DEMAND

Total Agricultural | Total Municipal Total Demand
Watershed/Sub-watershed Dema?nd (AF) D o— (AIE) (AF)
Rincon 5,727 1,848 7,575
Ventura River 11,745 13,351 25,096
Subtotal (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 17,500 15,200 32,700

Source: Hydrometrics 2015. Table 6.

higher than munici pd demand.

Demand Management

Table 10-8 summarizesthe vanous water conservation actionsundertaken in the Ventura River

aswell as%heseextr&erdmar—y efforts taken during drought per|ods Conservation actionsintensify during
drought. Mest-aA gencies eentinteusty-provide public information on how to conserve water, however
th@e efforts |ncreaseexpandexpenenﬂal4y dur|ng dry per|ods Dumgmrmak%nd%nsaw&e#prewder
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TABLE 10-8
DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES IN VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED

. . . Conservation Measures that May Be
Conservation Measures in Effect at All Times . Y
Implemented in Drought
)
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== Q E) Se| © 3 5 < S= 82 | € 55
Agency aodl = = | > | S0|lxa| F a 30 | =< | i » 3
Casitas Municipal Water District X X X X X X X X X X X
Ventura Water X X X X X X X X X X X
Golden State Water Company X X X X X X X X
Ventura River Water District X X X X* X* X* X X X
Meiners Oaks Water District X X X X* X* X* X X X X
Ojai Basin Groundwater X X X
Management Agency
*Offered by Casitas Municipal Water District

Sources: Casitas Municipal Water District 2016; City of Ventura 2016b; Golden State Water Company 2011; Ventura River Water District 2016; Meiners Oaks Water

District 2016.
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Comparison of Supply and Demand

Whte itisdiffiedtt-to-guantify+t is estimated that there is between 157,43637700-AFt0-44,400--AF

of annual water supply in the Ventura River Watershed. This supply will vary given drought and
operational conditions. Estimated demand is approximately 14,50832,700--A F-and-is-onhy-abeut-13-

mte&hewatershed The Crty of Venturars pursw ng add|t| ona use of recycled Water |nc| uding |nd|rect
and direct potable reuse and is studying ocean desalination (City of Ventura 2016b).

Water-Related Challenges

Below are the water related challenges for the Ventura River Watershed as of early 2020tate2016:
Drought and Supply Variability

The 70,000 people in western Ventura County have been impacted by-the drought conditions that began |
in 2012. Due to lack of distribution infrastructure and required agreements, imported water cannot be
delivered to western Ventura County and groundwater supply is very limited. Recharge to groundwater |
is primarily from Ventura River flow and smaller amounts from direct precipitation, percolation from
lesser creeks and channels, and mountai nfrent recharge. The groundwater in the areais relatively
shallow and responds quickly to rainfall-ertaek-thereof. Wells operated by Meiners Oaks Water District
have gone dry dueto low water levelsin the Ventura River and-they are now entirely dependent on
purchases of Lake Casitas water. Ventura River Water District has-enly-ene-ef-itsfourwelsstil-n-
operation;operates six WeI Is and customer needs areJeemg served through purchaseﬁ of Lake Casrtas
water s.rpplles Shase b - ‘

As of early 2020, tThe waterlevelwater volumein Lake Casitasis slightly abovehas-dropped-below 40
percent of its“full” volumesineethe-onset-of-the-dreught-tr-2012. Low water levelsin 1968 resulted in
significant thermal stratification and anoxic (without dissolved oxygen) conditions, rendering the lake
energlrlly unsuitable for aquat|c life. The low oxygen levels also created an environment where
h?/dr sulfide, normally trapped in sediments, became sol e Cal & figftha Takeon<itions
Jan 10-35
af’er tohave coI or and odor issuesa-brown-colorand-bitter-metaltictaste. There were dso large blue-
green algae blooms (Casitas Municipal Water District 2013). Casitas Municipal Water District has-hag-

te installed a second |ake aeration system to avoid anoxic conditions.

Mandatory drought reductions are in place for customersin the Ventura Watershed. Depending on the
water supplier, customers need to reduce water use by up to 30 percent.
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Water for Environmental Purposes

Aswater agencies plan to rehabilitate infrastructure or devel op more S.Jpply there are potenti alean—be
confllcts Wlth protecting enwronmental resources-a WS-

The Robles Diversion is the facility that diverts Ventura River water to Lake Casitas. A “Biological
Opinion,” (BO) written by the National Marine Fisheries Service includes requirements to provide flow
for the migration and passage of the steelhead up and down the main stem of the Ventura River and past
the diversion during the steelhead migration season (January 1 to June 30). Implementation of the flow
release requirements of the BO started in 2005. The Robles Fish Passage Facility became operational in
2006. Thereis concern by Casitas Municipal Water District that future changes to the BO could require
costly infrastructure and impact diversions to, and the water supply within, Lake Casitas.

In 2008, the City of Ventura began conducting studies of VVentura River flow conditionsin order to
operate its Foster Park facilities in amore sustainable manner. The City isworking towards developing a
pumping regime that will balance production demands with environmental concerns. Presently, the City
has vol untarl Iy adopted aproduct| on schedule that ||m|ts |ts pump| ng bmd on annual rainfal condi t| ons.

Quality

Wia-the\Mentura-River\Watershed-water qudlity is generally not an impairment for domestic water
supplyte-tsihrg-water-for-domestic-water-supphy. However—o0ther beneficial uses such as fisheries-
habitat, wildlife habitat; and recrestion are negatively affected by water quality in the Ventura River.
WHhemajerity-ef-water quality problemsinvolve eutrophication (excessive nutrients, nitrogen, and the
resulting algae blooms) and affect the portion of the river from Foster Park to the Estuary. MFhe-major
nitrogen contributors to the Ventura River arewere identified by the LesAngeles ARWQCB as: wet-
weather-runoff from urban areas, wet-weather-runoff from horse/livestock land uses, wet-weather-runoff
from open space; and discharges from the Ojai Valley Samtary D|str|ct Wastewater Treatment Plant. The
Algae TMDL-was adopted by the LARWQCI
FMBL setslimits on the amount of nutrients that can be di scharged from various sourc&s,,—and reqU| res
upgrades to the sewage treatment plant,-and and requireswidespread implementation of BMPs to limit
fertilizer and animal waste and other sources of nitrogen-frem-theriver.

Cuyama Watershed

OnhLimited datais available on the portion of the Cuyama Watershed within Ventura County. The
Cuyama Watershed originates in aremote mountainous area of Ventura County within the Los Padres
National Forest; but also falls within Kern, Santa Barbara, and San Luis Obispo counties. DWRFhe-
GCalifernia-Department-of- Water-Reseurees has categorized the Cuyama-Gredndwater Basin asbeing in
“critical overdraft” and a GSAgroundwatersustainabitity-ageney is being formed. Based on information
from the United States Geological Survey (USGS), the critical overdraft conditions of the Cuyama
Groundwater Basin reflect extractions and uses outside of Ventura County. The portion inside Ventura
County isreferred to as the Ventucopa Uplands (USGS 2014). The areaislightly populated; but is used
for irrigated agriculture. The USGS estimates the groundwater supply in the Ventucopa Uplands to be
approximately 22,000 AFY with domestic demands of only 8 AFY and agrlcul tural demands of
approximately 10,000 AFY . Neverthelessa f
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Oxnard Plain

Oxnard-Pain supplies large amounts of groundwater for municipal user
largest-city-Oxnard. It's estimated that the Oxnard Plain a so supplies the water for more than half of
the Ceounty’s.

$2. 2 billion agrlcultural |ndustry (Ventura County Agrlculturd Commlssroner 2016) The Oxnard

Groundwater Basin Number 4-004. 02) - Jhegxnardﬂamsroundwate@asmsan aIIuvral basin
containing a collection of interconnected aquifers separated by layers of clay strata. The Oxrard-Pain-
GrodndwaterBasi-ean-be-generalhysubbasin is categorized into three parts: the Oxnard Forebay, the
Upper Aquifer System (UAS) and the Lower Aquifer System (LAS).

The Oxnard Forebay is the unconfined portion of the subbasi nOxrard-Prain-Basin generally located
along the Santa Claraita River northeest of where the Pacific Coast H|ghway joins U S nghway 101 in
the City of Oxnard. % A a) A2
Basinisrecharged-The subbasr nFerebayLBasrn is recharged by i nf| Itratl on fromthewerbedef the
Santa ClaraRiver and spreadl ng basi nseenstrueted—ﬁer—that—purpese

gGroundwater moves into the Upper and Lower
Aquifer %/stems because the cl ay Iayers Wh|ch separate the aquifers are not continuous-at-thisteeation.

The Upper-AguiferSystem-{UAS) comprises of the upper 500 feet of the confined portions of the Oxnard
SubbasinPrain-Basi andwhieh includes a semi-perched zone and the Oxnard and Mugu aquifers. The
UAS s hydraulically connected to the Pacific Ocean through the Oxnard and Mugu aquifers and is the
route by which seawater-atrusien enters the subbasi nOxnard-Prain-Basin. TheLewerAgquiferSystem
{LAS} treludes the deeper-confined-aguifers includesiag the Hueneme, Fox Canyon, and Grimes Canyon
aquifers. The LASis separated by an approximately 80-foot thick layer of silty clay which is continuous
except near the Oxrare-Forebay.

Because of its importance as a water source, there isgreat concern about the health of the Oxnard
Subbasi nPair-basin. The FCGM A !
Ganyen-GMA) was formed in 1982 to control groundvvater overdraft and to minimi zethethre%ot
seawater intrusionHa-the Oxnard-Phain. -A-majer-geal-ef-the FCox-Canyen-GM A-isto regulates
groundwater from the Oxnard Ssubbasin and-eperate-the-basin-at a safe yield. However-today-DWR has
characterized the basin as being in “critical

overdraft”. Evidence suggests that groundwater underlyingin the Oxnard Plain dropped below sealevel |
as early asthe 1940s. The annual overdraft is estimated to be 20,000 to 25,000 AFY (UWCD 2017b).

This continued overdraft alows seawater intrusion and puts the area at risk of land subsidence.

Santa Clara River Watershed

The Santa Clara River headwater is at Pacifico Mountain in the San Gabriel Mountains and #-flows ir-a-
generalhy-western-direction for approximately 84 miles through Tie Canyon, Aliso Canyon, Soledad
Canyon, the Santa Clarita Valley, the Santa Clara River Valley; and the Oxnard Plain before discharging
to the Pacific Ocean near the Ventura Harbor. The Santa Clara River and tributariesy-system haves a
watershed area of about 1,634 square miles (~1,000,000 acres). -Approximately 40 percent of the
watershed isin Los Angeles County, with the remaining 60 percent in Ventura County. The Santa Clara
River isuniquein that it isthe largest river system in Southern California+emaining-in arelatively natural |
state.
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The climate of the Santa Clara River watershed is characterized by long, dry periods and a-relatively short
wet winters. Near the coast, cool moist ocean winds produce moderate temperature; summer highs
average 74°F, winter lows average 44 °F, and frost israre (Western Regional Climate Center Station
0492852 Ventura). Inland temperatures can exceed 110 °F in the summer and drop below freezing in the
winter (Western Regional Climate Center Station 047957 Santa Paula). Precipitation is generally in the
form of winter storms, thunderstorms; and tropical cyclones. Approximately 75 percent of the annual
precipitation occurs from December through March. The mean seasond precipitation varies from about
40 inches in the mountainous areaspertiens of the watershed; to about 18 inchesin the Piru and Fillmore
areas (Western Regional Climate Center Stations 046940 Piru ESE and Station 043050 Fillmore WNW)
and under 15 inches at the coast (Western Regiona Climate Center Station 049285 Ventura).

The cities of Fillmore, Santa Paula, Oxnard<{pertien); and Ventura{pertien) are located in the watershed
as are the County areaseemmunities of Piru, Bardsdale, Saticoy; and El Rio. Land uses in the-Mentura
County areaspertion of the watershed are as follows:

= Agriculture 2%
" Open Space 27%
®  Urban Uses 26%
" Other (urban reserve, open spacereserve, harbor) 5%

Surface Water
The major surface water featuresin the watershed are the Lake Piru Reservoir and the Santa Clara River.

Lake Piru Reservoir. The construction of Santa Felicia Dam on Piru Creek in 1955 created the Lake Piru
Reservoir for the-speeifie purpose of recharging groundwater. The reservoir can store approximately
82,000 AF (UWCD 2016). The reservoir receives winter runoff from teeal-drainages and can receive
imported SWP water from Pyramid Lake. Water from Lake Piru isreleased into Piru Creek and flowsto
the Santa Clara River where it isjoined by runoff from Sespe and Santa Paula Creeks. The releases are
used to replenish underground aquifers, and water is made available to municipalities, industry; and
agriculture (UWCD 2016). Lake Piru is operated by United Water Conservation District (UWCD).
Generally, UWCD schedules afall conservation release from Lake Piru-{waterstored/consersed-rthe-
Laketsreleased) to recharge both the Piru and Fillmore Subbasi nsgreunewaterbasias. The remaining
portion of the flows are diverted at the Freeman Diversion for recharge in the Oxnard Forebay areaay and
distribution to agricultural users.

DHewever—drought and low inflow into Lake Piru wiH-prevents UWCD from performing conservation
releases in some years. Operation of the Santa Felicia Dam is regulated by the Federal Energy

ReguIanry Commlsson (FERC) IheFERGHe&We@pera&e%aﬂt&F&eta—Dam—ha&maﬂy—

e#bmlegma#&eeure&c%peemThee FERC Ilcense reqw rements |nc| ude relewng water to alow
migration of steelhead in Piru Creek and portions of the Santa Clara River-{dependent-on-river
cenditions), asbased-en-the applicable to the National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinion.

Santa Clara River . Bueto-elimatic-and-gestegiefactorssStreamflow in the Santa Clara River can be
described as interrupted perennial; with alternating-perennial-reaches and intermittent (summer dry)
reaches influenced by surface andwater-groundwater interactions (SFEI 2011). Flow is supplemented by
releases from-Lake Piru Reservoir and tributary inflowsfrem-tributaries. About 10 miles from the River
mouth; UWCD can divert water at the Freeman Diversion for recharge of the Oxnard Subgreunewater
basin. Several mutual water companies operate small diversions located on Piru Creek, Sespe Creek.;
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and the Santa Clara River for agricultural irrigation.: EEE } es t
are-unknewn-(Ventura County Watershed Protection Dlstnct 2015b) In the past several Wastewater
treatment plants discharged to the Santa Clara River. With the exception of the City of Ventura, most
wastewater treatment facilities have been upgraded and now percolate treated effluent to groundwater
rather than releasing water to the Santa Clara River (Ventura County Watershed Protection District
2015b). The wastewater treatment facilities are permitted to discharge effluent via WDR from the
LARWQCB. The City of Ventura currently discharges to the Santa Clara River Estuary but is actively
studying ways to increase recycled water use in amanner protective of the Santa Clara River Estuary
(City of Ventura 2016b).

Groundwater

The Santa ClaraRiver Vdley Basin is the primary basin underlying the Ventura County portion of the - { Formatted: Right: 0.14", Space Before: 11.9 pt

Santa Clara River Watershed. Thisbasin is ssbdivided into sub-basins: Piru (DWR Basin No. 4-004.06),
Fillmore (DWR Basin No. 4-004.05), Santa Paula (DWR Basin No. 4-004.04), Mound (DWR Basin No.
4-004.03), and Oxnard (DWR Basin No. 4-004.02). All groundwater basins/subbasins in the Ventura
County portion of the Santa Clara River, wi th the exceptlon of the Santa Paul a SubbBasin (Whl ch is
adjudrcated) aresubjectto SGMA A ¢ C Aal

m&hrsrankmgpree&eﬂhe Oxnard and Hru greundwater subbasu ns we'e deemed = h|grr pr|or|ty and
the Fillmore, Santa Paula; and Mound subbasins deemed “medium®--priority basins. The heavygreat

dependency on groundwater inthesets areas iswas aprimary factor in the ranking.-Fhe-Oxnard-basir-was

The FCox-Canyenr-GMA iselected-te-be the GSA greunewatersustanabitity-ageney under SGMA for
the basins within its Fex-Canyen-GM-A boundariesy which; includesding the Oxnard Ssubbasin.

Important-Recharge-Areas * 1 ‘[ Formatted: Indent: Left: 0"

Fhe-Ssenare-erchnnnsdesarhedohave:
Imported Supplies

In 1964, the Ventura County Flood Control District (eu#mﬂy—the—\#en&ur&@eunty—waershedﬂﬁeteeﬂen
DistrietV CWPD) contracted with the DWRStat : al

SWP allocation of 20,000--AF. TCurrenthy-the City of Ventura has an aIIocan on of 10,000--AF, Casitas
Municipal Water District has an allocation of 5,000--AF, and UWCD has an allocation of 5,000--AF.
Port Hueneme Water Agency uses 1,850--AF of UWCD S entrtlement andbut recer ves the waIer through
Calleguas Municipal Water District.
extend-the-centract—Up to 3,150--AF of SWP water is perm|tted to be released from Pyramd Lake and
sent to Lake Piru.

From 1991 to 2013 the total SWP delivery has been 34,212 AF and SWP has not been purchased or
delivered in every year (Ventura County Watershed Protection District 2015b). The amount of SWP
water allocated in each year depends on availability; and delivery is only alowed from November 1
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through the end of February (Ventura County Watershed Protection District 2015b). In addition, UWCD
has periodically entered into annual agreements with Casitas Municipal Water District and the City of
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Venturato purchase a portion of their unused SWP alocation. According to UWCD “The purchase of
SWP water will be considered by United annually on an as-need basis’ (UWCD 2016).

In addition to the SWP supplies delivered to Lake Piru Reservoir, the City of Oxnard purchases imported
water from Calleguas Municipa Water District. During the period from 1991-2013 direct deliveries of
SWP water to the Oxnard area were 316,000--AF — nearly 10 times the amount of water delivered to
Lake Piru. These supplies are+a-turn provided to the Channel |slands Beach Community Services
District, the City of Port Hueneme; and Naval Base Ventura County; viathe Port Hueneme Water

Agency._

L i i . ) “ 77" Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.07", Right: 0.14", Space
TAtthistimethe City of Venturadoes not have the infrastructurefacHities needed to deliver SWP water - Before: 0.05 pt

into its distribution system. However, Venturais-edrrenthy working with Calleguas Municipal Water { F tted: Indent. Left. 0" W
District and others on a-potential plansreject to bring SWP allocation to the City’ s system. ormatted: Indent: eft

~

Other Supplies

Severd water agencies in the Santa Clara River Watershed produce and deliver recycled water, including

tho-relleing:
I T Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.07", Space Before: 11.85 pt, l
- tThe City of Fillmore,_ - Line spacing: Multiple 1.02 li
=_City of Oxnard, and “N \\{ Formatted: Normal, No bullets or numbering w
" City of Ventura B N { Formatted: Line spacing: Exactly 15.2 pt W
Water Quallty \[ Formatted: Line spacing: Exactly 14.95 pt J

The etesAngelesLARWQCB hasidentified beneficial uses for the Santa Clara River Watershed as
detailed in,Table 10-9. Permit programs and TMDL s have been devel oped to protect these beneficial - { Formatted: Font: Bold }

uses. The following TMDLs are in place for portions of the Santa Clara \Watershed:

" Bacteriain the Santa Clara River Estuary and Reaches 3 (area between Fillmore and Saticoy), 5
(Los Angeles County and eastern 4,500 feet of Santa Clara River within VVentura County), 6 (Los
Angeles County), and 7 (Los Angeles County) — TMDL effective March 21, 2012

®  Chloridein the Santa Clara River Reach 3 (area between Fillmore and Saticoy) — TMDL effective
June 18, 2003

® Chloridein the Upper Santa Clara River (only asmall portion lies within the county) — TMDL
effective April 28, 2015

In addition to the existing TMDLSs, other TMDLs may be developed as several Santa Clara Watershed
areas are included in California’s 303(d) List. Identified impairments in the Santa Clara River and its
tributariesinclude chloride, pH, boron, sulfates, total dissolved solids, toxicity; aswell as multiple
chemicals generally referred to as“ Chem A”. The McGrath Beach area is-censidered-to-be impaired by
coliform bacteria and toxic sediments.
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TABLE 10-9

DESIGNATED BENEFICIAL USES IN THE SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED

R b
WATERSHED? MUN( IND| PROC| AGR| GWR| FRSH NAV [ POW COMM| AQUA| WARM| COLD| SAL| EST MAR| WILD BIOL| RARE| MIGR| SPWN| SHELL| WET!

SANTACLARARIVER WATERSHED

Santa Clara River Estuary (Ends at Harbor Blvd.) © E E E| E E Ee | Ef Ef E
Santa Clara River Reach T
Santa Clara River (Estuary to Highway 101 bridge) p* E[] E E| E[ E E E E E E E
Santa Clara River Reach 2
Santa Clara River (Highway 101 bridge to Ellsworth Barranca) p¥* E| E E| E| E E E E E E E
Santa Clara River (Ellsworth Barranca to Freeman Diversion) P¥ E[ E E[ E[ E E E E E E E
Santa Clara River Reach 3
Santa Clara River (Freeman Diversion Dam to Santa Paula Creek] P* E[ E E[ E[ E E E E E E
Santa Clara River (Santa Paula Creek to Sespe Creek) P* E| E E| E| E E E E E E
Santa Clara River (Sespe Creek to A Street, Fillmore) P¥ E[ E E[ E[ E E E E E E
Santa Clara River Reach 4A
Santa Clara River (A Street Fillmore to Piru Creek) [ E[ E E[ E] E E E E E E
Santa Clara River Reach 4B
Santa Clara River (Piru Creek to Blue Cut gaging station) P* E[ E E[ E[ E E E E E E
Santa Clara River Reach 5
Santa Clara River (Blue Cut gaging station to West Pier Highway 99)[ P* E[ E E[ E[ E E E E E
Santa Clara River Reach 9
Santa Paula Creek (above Santa Paula Water Works Diversion Dam)| P* E[ E E[ E[ E E E E E E E

Santa Clara River Reach 10

(S;;gﬁ)Creek (gaging stn below Little Sespe Creek to Potrero John P el e el € € € e| el el e £ £

Santa Clara River Reach 11
Piru Creek (gaging stn below Santa Felicia Dam to Agua Blanca

Creek) P E[ E E[ E| E E E E Eg
Santa Paula Creek (Santa Clara River R4A to Santa Paula Water Works
Diversion) P E| E E| E| E E E E E E E

Sisar Creek P E[ P E[ E E E E Eg E E
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TABLE 10-9
DESIGNATED BENEFICIAL USES IN THE SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED
MUN| IND| PROC| AGR| GWR| FRSH| NAV|POW COMM| AQUA| WARM| COLD | SAL| EST| MAR| WILD| BIOL| RARE| MIGR] SPWN| SHELL WE‘F
SANTACLARARIVER WATERSHED
Sespe Creek (Santa Clara River R3 to gaging station below Little Sespe) | P E[ E E] E E E E E E E E E
Timber Creek p* E E E E E E E E
Bear Canyon p* E E P E| E E E E E
Tout Creek P E E E E E E E E
Piedra Blanca Creek p* E E E E E E E
lon Canyon [ E E | E E E| E E
Rose Valley Creek p* E E E E E E
Howard Creek P* E E E E E E E E
Tule Creek P* E P E[ E| E E E E
Potrero John Creek p* B P B B B B B
Hopper Creek P*]E E| E E E E E Eg E
Piru Creek (Santa Clara River R4A to Santa Paula Water Works Diversion| P E[ E E| E E E E E Eg| E E E
Lake Piru P E| E E| E P E E E E-I E

E: Existing beneficial use

P: Potential beneficial use

I: Intermittent beneficial use

E,P, and I: shall be protected as required

* Asterisked MUN designations are designated under SB 88-63 and RB
89-03. Some destinations may be considered for exemption at a later
date.

a: Waterbodies are listed multiple times if they cross hydrologic area or subarea boundaries. Beneficial use
designations apply to all tributaries to the indicated waterbody, if not listed separately.

b: Waterbodies designated as WET may have wetlands habitat associated with only a portion of the waterbody. Any
regulatory action would require a detailed analysis of the area.

g: Condor refuge.

j: Out of service.

Source: Table 2-1. Basin Plan for Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (electronic copy accessed December 27, 2016).
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Available Supplies

Water sourcestheseurees-of-water-sapphy in the Santa Clara River Watershed include surface water,
imported water, groundweter and recycled water. A total estimate of supply in the Santa Clara Watershed

Surface Water

UWCD caollects and releases surface water at Santa Felicia Dam/Lake Piru. The purpose of this water and
subsequentthe rel eases-from-the-dam are to replenish the Piru, Fillmore; and Santa Paula Subbasins; and
to provide flows to benefit-facilities receiving water from the Freeman Diversion. Releases since 1999
averaged 28,369--AFY with an annual minimum of zero and a maximum of 47,400--AF, dependent on
rarrfal-that-yearseasonal conditions and environmental bypass flow requirements (UWCD 2014). UWCD
estimates that approximately ten percent of the water released from Santa Felicia Dam is delivered to
agricultural usersin the Calleguas Creek Watershed viathe Pumping Trough Pipdline (PTP) and Pleasant |
Valley Pipeline. UWCD also has aright to divert Santa Clara River flows at the Freeman Diversion. In
recent years UCWD has diverted between 2,500--AF (in 2015) and 94,000--AF (in 2011) at thislocation |
(UWCD 2017b). Water diverted in thislocation is used for both artificial recharge — the primary source of
recharge tothe Oxnard coastal plarn and drrect del |very to agrrcultural users. —'Feaverd—ever—eeuntmg—

pnvateuseps(SWRCB eWRI M S database)
Imported Water

Since 1991, UWCD has received frem-0-up to 4,047--AF of imported SWP water in any given year
with; an average of 1,487--AFY.

DWR prepares abiennial report to assist SWP users and local plannersin assessing the near- and long-
term availability of suppliesfrem-the SWPR. DWR issued its most recent update, the 20175-BWR State
Water Project Delivery Capability Report (DCR), in Marchduhy 20185. In the 20175 update, DWR

provides SWP supply estimates for SWP contractors to use in their planning efforts. The-2015-DCRIt
includes DWR' S estrmat% of S\NP Water supply ava Iabrlrty under both current and future condrtr ons.

10-43

Fhetlmported water acquired by UWCD isintermingled with surface water at Lake Piru and released |
for groundwater recharge. It is not possible to track UWCD’ simported water separate from surface
water. -any-diseussion-en-Ddirect surface water deliveries and groundwater recharge by UWCD may
include a small-component of SWP water.

TBResides UCWD- the City of Oxnard receives imported water within the Santa Clara River Watershed. |
The City of Oxnard receives imported water from Calleguas Municipa Water District (Calleguas), who is
amember agency of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California(MWD), awholesale supplier
of SWPtate-WaterProject water. In 20185 the City of Oxnard purchased 45%12.187-of total supplyA+
from Callegua ands-inthe

- - ‘( Formatted: Font: Bold
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anticipates receiving 41,826-AF47% of imported water from Calleguasin
2020 (Oxnard 2016).

Groundwater

apphedwatemnd#eehargeeperaﬂen&There isnot an accepted Iong -term- y|eld for groundwater in the
Santa ClaraWatershed. As part of the SGMA process stakehol ders will evaluate long-term sustal nable

TABLE 10-10
GROUNDWATER SUPPLY ESTIMATES
SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED

Basin Estimate of Groundwater Budget | Past Gr_oundwater Notes
(AFY) Extractions (AFY)

Piru 9,050 12,403 1,2
Fillmore 22,625 44,598 3,4
Santa Paula 26,000 25,699 5,6
Oxnard Subbasin 71,000 78,000 7,8
Mound 8,000 10,000 9, 10
Low Estimate Groundwater Supply Santa Clara River Watershed 136,400 11
High Estimate Groundwater Supply Santa Clara River Watershed 171,000 11

Notes:

1. DWR 2003, Basin 4-4.06. Assumes low estimate of 5,900 AFY outflow to Fillmore Basin.

2. UWCD 2016. 2014 and 2015 Piru and Fillmore Basins AB 3030 Biennial Groundwater ConditionsReport.
Average annual extractions 1980-2015.

3. DWR 2003, Basin 4-4.05. Assumes low estimate of 2,400 AFY outflow to Santa Paula Basin.

4. UWCD 2016. 2014 and 2015 Piru and Fillmore Basins AB 3030 Biennial Groundwater Conditions Report.
Average annual extractions 1980-2015.

5. Information from the Santa Paula Basins Expert Group estimates annual yield at no less than 26,000 AFY
(UWCD 2015). DWR 2003, Basin 4-4.04 budget is 5,593 AFY. Data from the Santa Paula Basins Expert Groupis
shown in the table.

6. UWCD 2015. 2012 Santa Paula Basin Annual Report. Average annual extractions 1980-2012.

7.USGS 2003.

8.UWCD 2017b.

9. Fugro West, Inc. 1997. Mound Groundwater Basin Annual Report. June.

10. City of Ventura 2011. City of San Buenaventura Water Master Plan and personnel communicationD.
Detmer of United Water Conservation District.

11. Rounded to the nearest 100 AF

Recycled Water

Ventura County Waterworks District No. 16 (VCWWD 16) plansto construct atertiary treatment
upgrade for the existing Piru Wastewater Treatment Plant to mitigate high chloride and comply with
LARWQCB WDRs. After tertiary treatment, effluent from the Piru Wastewater Treatment Plant will
meet California Code of Regulations, Title 22 requirements for unrestricted recycled
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wWater.; Aand-approximately 500--AFY will be available for use as a new, lower cost irrigation supply
forup to 1 square mile (640 acres) of nearby agricultural property. This supply is anticipated inbefere
year 2020. In the meantime, treated effluent is discharged to percolation basins.

The City of Fillmore completed arecycled water plant in 2009 and distributes approximately 2,000--
AFY of reclaimed water to parks and school fields and for groundwater percolation-basias
(Hydrometrics 2015, Fillmore 2016).

The City of Santa Paula utilizesits recycled water for groundwater recharge. To avoid over counting;
Santa Paula's recycled water supply is categorized as a groundwater supply.

The City of Oxnard has been pursuing arecycled water program for more than 10 years. The City has
constructed an Advanced Water Purification Facility (AWPF) as well as extensive transmission pipelines
for the recycled water system. As of 2015 the AWPF has the capacity to produce 7,000--AFY _and:-but--
2015 ddlivered only 605--AF in 2015. The City is actively pursuing users for its recycled water including
landscape irrigation of parks, schools, golf courses and residential common areas. The City has entered
into an agreement with agri cultural users inthe Oxnard Plain to prow derecycled water-when-avaiable.

a ‘ e-Oxnard anticipates putting
between 7, OOO up to 14, 000 AFY of recycled Water to beneﬁqd use starting in 2020in-the-pext-10-years.

The City of Ventura has access to recycled water supply through the Ventura Water ReclamationFacility.
The Currenthy-the \VenturaWater Reclamation Facility discharges most of itstertiary treated effluent to
the Santa Clara River Estuary with approximately 700--AFY diverted as recycled water for landscape
irrigation by several users aong the City’ srecycled water pipeline aignment. In the next ten years the
City of Venturaintends to increase the amount of recycled water delivered to irrigation customersand is
examining direct potable use of recycled water. The City of Ventura service areaincludes areaspertions
in both the Ventura and Santa Clara watersheds; but the recycled water supply is being accounted for in
the Santa Clara watershed.

TABLE 10-11
CURRENT (2016) ESTIMATE OF SUPPLY
SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED

Supply Source Annual Volume (AF)
Surface Water, Santa Clara River® 0
Imported Water, City of Oxnard from Calleguas * 12,000
Recycled Water 10,200 to 19,700
Groundwater (see Table 10-10) 136,400 to 171,000
Low Estimate (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 158,400
High Estimate (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 202,700

1. UWCD directly delivers approximately 12,000 AFY to agricultural users in the Calleguas Creek Watershed. This
water is diverted in the Santa Clara Watershed but is a supply in the Calleguas Creek Watershed.

Water Suppliers

There are six major water suppliers (entities serving more than 1000 persons) in the VVentura County
portion of the Santa Clara River Watershed as well as 74 smaller water systems and irrigation companies.
Persons or businesses in the Watershed are also supplied by private wells and surface water diversions.

The major urban suppliers; documented in,Table 10-12 prow de water to the cities but also to - - { Formatted: Font: Bold

********************************** - { Formatted: Font: Bold

Section 10.4: Existing Conditions Revised Public Review Draft
10-46 January 2018



Water Resources
2040 General Plan

TABLE 10-12
MAJOR WATER SUPPLIERS

SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED

Background Report

County of Ventura

Ventura Water

Lake Casitas water, Ventura
River, groundwater (Oxnard
Plain, Mound, Santa Paula
Basins), recycled water

City

City of Ventura and 1.5 square miles (960 acres) within
City’s sphere of influence. City falls within both the
Ventura and Santa Clara Watersheds.

. . Estimated Annual Water
Supg(l)lj;/clz(;n)wary Type Area Served Population Supplied*
Served
Castaic Lake Water Agency Special District | The Castaic Lake Water Agency service area extends into | NA NA
Imported water and local Ventura County but at the current time Castaic Lake
groundwater Water Agency does not supply any water to Ventura
County.
City of Fillmore City City of Fillmore north of Santa Clara River, east of Sespe 18,600 ~ 3,400 AF
Groundwater Creek.
City of Oxnard City City of Oxnard and County unincorporated area along 193,654 ~28,600 AF
Imported water, Hueneme Road to Naval Base Ventura County. Excludes
groundwater, recycled water Channel Islands Beach.
City of Santa Paula City Approximately 4.5 square miles (~2,880 acres) within the | 29,000 ~4,400 AF
Groundwater City of Santa Paula.
United Water Conservation Special District | 333 square miles (~ 213,120 acres) in Santa Clara River *x **
District Valley (portion within Ventura County) and the Oxnard
Surface water, imported Plain.
water, groundwater
%k %k 3 %k %

*Estimated based on records of water supplied 2010 to 2015, rounded to nearest 100 AF. Does not account for planned future expansion of demands and supplies.
**United Water Conservation District provides groundwater recharge and water to retail water agencies, to avoid double counting, information is only listed for retail

water agencies.

*** City of Ventura information is described under Ventura River Watershed, to avoid double counting no population or water supply is provided in this table.
Source: UWCD 2016, City of Ventura 2016a and 2016b, City of Fillmore 2005 and 2016, City of Oxnard 2016, City of Santa Paula 2011.




’ WATER PURVEYORS

SUPPLIER

WATER COMPANY

United (u-074)
United (u-075)
United (u-076)
United (u-079)
United (u-082)
United (u-082)
United (u-084)
United (u-086)
United (u-091)
United (u-092)
United (u-094)
United (u-095)
United (u-096)
United (u-101)
United (u-103)
United (u-104)
United (u-106)
United (u-107)
United (u-108)
United (u-109)
United (u-110)
United (u-119)
United (u-122)
United (u-123)
United (u-126)
United (u-127)
United (u-129)
United (u-131)
United (u-132)
United (u-133)
United (u-134)
United (u-135)
United (u-136)
United (u-137)
United (u-138)
United (u-139)
United (u-145)
United (u-147)
United (u-148)
United (u-149)
United (u-150)
United (u-181)
United (u-183)
United (u-185)
United (u-186)
United (u-192)
United (u-202)
United (u-203)

SUPPLIER

Aliso MWC

Alta MWC

Beedy Street Well
Brownstone MWC

City of Fillmore

City of Fillmore

Cloverdale MWC
Community MWC

EI Rio Processing

Elkins Ranch Company
Farmers Irrigation Company
Fillmore Irrigation Company
Fillmore West Mobile Home Park
MwC

Coastal Berry
Alger Family Trust

Lake Piru Recreation Area

Limoneira Associates

Linda Vista Junior Academy

Middle Road MWC

Montalvo MWC

Rancho Sespe

Rio Plaza Water Company

Rio Real/Rio del Valle Schools

San Cayetano MWC

City of Santa Paula

Sherwin Acres MWC

South Mountain MWC

Southside Improvement Company
Storke MWC

Strictland MWC

Teague-McKevett Company-Limoneira
Thermal Belt MWC

[Thomas Aquinas College

Timber Canyon MWC

Tobock Ranch MWC

G.P. Resources

Vineyard Ave Acres MWC

Vineyard Ave Estates

Vineyard MWC

Warring Water Service

PiruMWC

Ventura County Property Administrator
Hardscrabble MWC

Sespe Agricultural Water

Citrus MWC

Rancho Sespe Workers Improvement Association

Toland Road Water System

WATER COMPANY

Casitas (cas-067) Si

SUPPLIER

ar MWC

WATER COMPANY

KernCounty

w-151
w-155

w-171

Sespe Creek

cas-067
w-174 U-137

u-136
u-107 u-127

PacificOcean

w-152
Upper Piru Creek
u-106
u-101
u-079 u-150
1260119 | oo u-181
u-138 u-186 1002 w-156

u-086 u-132
u-135 U-131 4-133
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None (w-151)
None (w-152)
None (w-152)
None (w-155)
None (w-156)
None (w-168)
None (w-171)

Greeleaf Springs Water System
Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency
East Kern Water Agency

Camp Three Falls

Castaic Lake Water Agency

New Camp Barlett

Pine Mountain Inn

SUPPLIER

WATER COMPANY

None (w-174)

sweetwater Spring Ranch |

Figure 10-4:
Water Purveyors in
Santa Clara River Watershed

Map Date: December 02, 2016 N
Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2016. A
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Estimate of Demand

T, . . |

~the VCWPD!

undertook an estimate of Countywide water demand, documented in the County of Ventura 2013
Water Supply and Demand (January 2015). Results of the study for the Santa Clara Watershed are

provided,Table 10

TABLE 10-13
ESTIMATED SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED DEMAND

Total -
Watershed/Sub-watershed Agricultural Tg;a::]l;/lnudm&g:\l Total(ig;nand
Demand (AF)
Hall Canyon/Arundel 815 9,924 10,739
Ormond Beach 2,797 22,913 25,710
Santa Clara River 114,919 31,284 146,203
Subtotal (Rounded to nearest 100 AF) 118,500 64,100 182,600

Source: Hydrometrics 2015. Table 6.

NotablerTable 10— isthe distribution-of demands-Agricultural demand is estimated to be

significantly higher than municipa demand.

Demand Management

Table 10-—summarizes the various water conservation effortsactions-undertaken in the Santa Clara

River Watershed. It Fable-16—summarizes demand management measures-unedertaken under normal

conditions and-these-extra-erdinary additiona efforts taken during drought periods.

Comparison of Supply and Demand

Lol e e et e ]
AF in the Santa Clara Watershed.

Itis E'Stl mated that there isan annual supply of 158, 400—-AF to 202,700--

eonditions-Estimated demand is approxmately 182 600 AF and is outpam ng the Iow-end esnmate of
annual supply. The high- end estimate of supph&s assumesi ncreemd recycled water us&theﬂmmg@#
whichisuncertain. ess

Water-Related Challenges

Below are the water related challenges for the Santa Clara River Watershed as of late 2016:
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TABLE 10-14
DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES IN SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED

Conservation Measures that May Be
Conservation Measures in Effect at All Times Implemented in Drought
3
w0 n c —
c = o 7] ~ (7]
o o (3] < B =
2 = g 2o | 8 2 S 2 g
] 2 S S5 © = c @ < 2
c < = (= W, ] = 2 o 3 =
o 2 a =06 | € 9o 3] = =2 g @
= a 5 8% | @3 < E =5 | 3 =
= = 5 O =T > 5 © c 0
5 7] © o o o 0 =2 > o £
=2 - (] oM £ O = o n c <o = 9
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Lo o = S 52 =52 o [=) < O 35 ® % O @
= 2 [} [} L 5 = =} =2 T o Q c
S35 s T 2 L | §5 = ) ES | 89 g o c
= =} _ = = =
Agency [lle) = = > 20 | x@d = a 30 | =2 i @ 3
City of Fillmore X X X X X
City of Oxnard X X X X X X X X X X
City of Santa Paula X X X X X
Ventura Water X X X X X X X X X X X X
United Water
. . X X X X* X
Conservation District
*UWCD'’s groundwater allocation is subject to the Fox Canyon GMA. In the event of reductions from FCGMA, UWCD informs their retail agencies of the reductions.
Sources: City of Oxnard 2016; City of Ventura 2016b; United Water Conservation District 2016.
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Coastal Groundwater Overdraft

GAs-deseribed-eartier—groundwater underlying the Oxnard Plain dropped below sea level as early
as the 1940s. Overdraft conditions now persist in the southern and eastern portions of the-Oxnard

Plain_and; the annual overdraft is estimated to be 20,000 to 25,000 AFY (UWCD 2017b). The is
centirued-ooverdraft allows for seawater intrusion and puts the area at risk of land subsidence.

Sea Water Intrusion

FhetLow water levels underlyingin the Oxnard Plain allow for seawater-(chtoride) intrusionte-enter into |
freshwater aquifers. The USGS and UWCD have documented the inland movement of seawater adjacent
to the Hueneme and Mugu submarine canyons.

Water for Environmental Purposes

UWCD diverts Santa Clara River water at the Freeman Diversion to recharge groundwater basins and for
direct delivery to agricultural users. UWCD provides bypass flows at the Freeman Diversion for the
upstream and downstream migration of Ssouthern California Steelhead. In July 2008, the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued a final Biological Opinion (BO) that concluded-that operations at the
Freeman Diversion were likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Ssouthern California Steelhead in
the Santa Clara River. UWCD is-eurrenthy developing a multi-species habitat conservation plan and isin
consultation with NMFS. The resulting bypass flows are unknown, but it is estimated that the current
bypass flow regime has decreased diversions (and hence water supply) by up to 22,500--AFY, though this
ishighly variable from year to year (personnel communication, Robert Richardson, United Water
Conservation District).

Quality

The Les-AngelesA-RWQCB has identified the Santa Clara River, downstream of Piru Creek, as having
water quality impairments related to bacteria. FhelesAngeles RWOQCB-has-tdentified+Runoff from
residential, industrial; and commercial areasisidentified as the source of-the bacteria. Thisincludes
fertilizer used for lawns and landscaping, organic debris from gardens, landscaping, and parks; trash such
as food wastes, domestic animal waste; and human waste from areas inhabited by the homeless. The
indicator bacteria point to the potential contamination of the Santa Clara River by pathogens or disease
producing bacteria or viruses. Some waterborne pathogeni ¢ diseases include ear infections, dysentery,
typhoid fever, vira and bacterial gastroenteritis, and hepatitis A. Elevated bacterialevels are an indicator
that a potential heath risk exists for individuals exposed to this water and therefore limit the recreational
uses of the Santa Clara River.

Calleguas Creek Watershed

The Calleguas Creek Watershed is located in the southeastern portion of Ventura County and drains an
area of approximately 343--square mile (219,520 acres)-area. The Santa Susana and Oak Ridge
Mountains form the northern boundary and; the southern boundary is delineated by the Simi Hills and
SantaMonica Mountains. Major creeks and riversinclude the Conejo Creek, Arroyo Simi, Arroyo Las
Posas, Arroyo Santa Rosa, Calleguas Creek, Revolon Slough; and Mugu Lagoon.

Long-term monitoring by the V CW PDentura-County-\Watershed-Protection-Distriet shows that the
Calleguas
Creek Watershed cycles through wet and dry periods and does not have a-eormen “normal” seasonperiod
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Precipitationtsintheform-ofrair-and-aAbout 85 percent of the rainfall occurs from November to
March (Calleguas Creek Steering Committee 2004). Near the coast, cool moist ocean winds moderate
temperature with a; summer highs average of 64°F and winter lows average of 53 °F (Calleguas Creek
Steering Committee 2004). Inland temperatures can exceed 106 °F in the summer and drop below
freezing in the winter (Western Regional Climate Center Station 048904 Thousand Oaks 1 SW).

The watershed includes the cities of Oxnard (portion), Port Hueneme, Camarillo, Moorpark, Simi Valley,
Thousand Oaks; and unincorporated areas of Ventura County. According to the WCV Catersheds-Coalition-
of-\entura-County (2014), land uses in the watershed are as follows:

®  Undeveloped land 50%
= Agriculture 25%
®  Urban uses 25%

Surface Water

The major surface water features Hthe-watershed-are Lake Bard, the Arroyo Simi/Arroyo Las
Posas/Calleguas Creek system, Conejo Creek system; and Honda Barranca/Beardsley Wash/Revolon
Slough system.

Lake Bard. Lake Bard is an approximately 10,500--AF surface water reservoir constructed to store
trested water from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. This water is used to meet
emergency demands. Lake Bard is operated by Calleguas Municipal Water District (CalleguasMunicipal
Water District 2016).

Arroyo Simi/Arroyo L as Posas/Calleguas Creek. Theisseriesof-¢ creeks drain precipitation and
urban runoff from the Simi Valley, the eastern Las Posas Valley, much of Pleasant Valley, and the
eastern portion of the Oxnard Plain. In addition to precipitation and urban runoff, the Arroyo Simi aso
carries discharges from a series of dewatering wells operated by the City of Simi Valley andasweH-as
treated effluent from the Simi Valley Water Quality Control Plant. Under certain conditions the Ventura
County Waterworks District #1 Moorpark Wastewater Treatment and the Camrosa Water District Water
Reclamation Facility may discharge effluent into Calleguas Creek (Calleguas Creek Steering Committee
2004).

Conejo Creek System. The Arroyo Santa Rosa, Arroyo Conejo; and Conejo Creek make up this
drainage system. The Santa Rosa Valley, a portion of Pleasant Valley, TierraRejada Valley and the City
of Thousand Oaks are drained by this system. This system caries precipitation, agricultura runoff, and
effluent from the Hill Canyon Wastewater Treatment Plant and Camarillo Sanitary District Wastewater
Reclamation Plant.

The Honda Barranca/Bear dsley Wash/Revolon Slough. The western portion of the Las Posasvalley, a
portion of Pleasant VValley and a portion of the Oxnard Plain are drained by the Honda Barranca/
Beardsley Wash/Revolon Slough. Fhe-majerity-ef-fFlow comes primarily from agricultural and storm
water drainage (Calleguas Creek Steering Committee 2004).

Groundwater
There are multiple groundwater basins within the Calleguas Creek Watershed. These include the,

Pleasant Valley-Basin (DWR Basin 004-06), Arroyo Santa Rosa (DWR Basin 004-07), Las Posas
Valley
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(DWR Basin 4-008), Simi Valey (DWR Basin 4 009)—'Fape#GH4+brand—(a~pemen-ef—D\A#R—Basn4—99}
and Trerra Rejada(DWR Basrn 4- 015) :

bas-n)—As part of SGMA the Pleasant VaI Iey and Las Pows groundwater basr nswere deemed hrgh
priority-a . The great dependency on
groundwater in thrs areawasa prrmary factor in the ranking. The Ple&nt VaI ley basin was dso listed as
beingin “critica overdraft.”

As-deseribed-eartiertThe Fex-CanyonC-GM A was created by state legidation in 1982 to manage local
groundwater basins and resources in an effort-manner to reduce overdraft of the Oxnard Ssubbasin and
to stop seawater intrusion. Besides-the-Oxnard-sdbbasi-the-Fox-Canyon- The FCGMA has-alse-elected
to bethe GSAgreundwater—sustamabmgLageney under SGMA for the Pleasant leey and Las Posas

The Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin GSA, organized in 2016 under a Joint Powers Agreement between the
Camrosa Water District and the County of Ventura, with participation from the City of Camarillo, has
elected to become the GSAgreunewatersustairabitity-ageney for the portion of the Arroyo Santa
Rosa Groundwater Basin east of the Bailey Fault, outside of the FCex-Canyon-GMA jurisdiction.

Important Recharge Areas

Important recharge areas for the groundwater basins in the Calleguas Watershed include the Oxnard
Forebay area of the Oxnard Plaina-{deseribed-eartier), Calleguas Creek, small tributary stream channels |
and drainages from the surrounding mountain fronts, and areas of bedrock outcrops (USGS 2003). In
addition, Calleguas Municipal Water District conducts artificia recharge through injection of imported
water inthe East Las Posas Basin, as part of the Las Posas Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) Project. |

Imported Supplies

Calleguas Municipal Water District is awholesale water provider for the Calleguas Creek Watershed and
portions of the Santa Clara River Watershed on the Oxnard Plain. Calleguas distributes the water
suppliesto its 19 retail purveyors through 140 miles of pipeine operated and maintained by Calleguas.
Calleguas is amember agency of the MWD. Calleguas anticipates receiving approximately 122,000--AF
imported water from MWD each year, starting in 2020-but-thiswit-vary-depending-on-chiratic-conditiong;
regutatery-conditions-and-regional-demands. 86,971-AF of imported water was supplied in 2015.

Other Supplies

~Camrosa Water District produces and delivers recycled water in
conjunction with the City of Thousand Oaks the City of Camarillo, Ventura County Waterworks District
8 (City of Simi Valley), Ventura County Waterworks District 1 (M oorpark)-preduce-and-deliverrecyeled
water. |n addition, recycled water produced by the Tapia Water Reclamation Facility in the Malibu Creek
Watershed is delivered to users within the Conejo Valley.
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Water Quality

The LAssAngeles RWQCB has identified beneficial uses for the Calleguas Creek Watershed as well as

arein place for portions of the Calleguas Creek Watershed:

" Calleguas Creek, Its Tributaries and Mugu Lagoon Metals and Selenium — approval of TMDL by
SWRCB and US EPA pending.

®  Calleguas Creek Salts— TMDL effective December 2, 2008

" Revolon Slough and Beardsley Wash Trash — TMDL effective March 6, 2008

= Calleguas Creek Toxicity — TMDL effective March 24, 2006

® Calleguas Creek Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs - TMDL effective March 24, 2006

® Oxnard Drain 3 Pesticides, PCBs, and Sediment Toxicity — approved by EPA approval October 6,
2011

= Calleguas Creek Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects— TMDL effective October 15, 2009

In addition to the existing TMDLs, other TMDLs may be devel oped. |dentified impairmentsin the
Calleguas Creek and its tributaries include ammonia, boron, copper, bacteria, nitrogen, nitrate, selenium,
and sulfate, as well as insecticides and pesticides such as DDT, Dieldrin, and Toxaphene. The Channel
Islands Harbor areaislimited by lead and zinc in sediments and: severd Oxnard area beaches are
limited by bacteria.

Available Supplies

The water supplies for the Calleguas Creek Watershed consist of imported water from Calleguas,
groundwater, aminor amount of potable surface water, non-potable surface water provided by UWCD
from the Freeman Diversion delivered to agriculturd usersin the Pleasant Valley Basin; and recycled

Imported Water

Calleguas anticipates receiving approximately 122,000 AF imported water from MWD in each year
starting in 2020; but this will vary depending on climatic conditions, regulatory conditions and regional
demands (CMWD 2016). The City of Oxnard receives approximately 12,000 AFY of water from
Callegua buts; this volume is included in the imported suppliesin the Santa Clara Watershed and is not
reflected in supplies for the Calleguas Creek Watershed.
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TABLE 10-15
DESIGNATED BENEFICIAL USES CALLEGUAS CREEK WATERSHED
WATERSHED? MUN| IND| PROC |AGR| GWR| FRSH | NAV|POW|COMM | AQUA| WARM| COLD | SAL|EST|MAR|WILD|BIOL |RARE| MIGR | SPWN| SHELL WET
CALLEGUAS-CONEJOCREEK WATERSHED
Calleguas Creek Estuary P E E E Ee,p| Ef | Ef E
alleguas Creek Reach 1

Mugu Lagoon © E Ed E[E [Eo[ E [Eep[ Ef | Ef | Ed E
Calleguas Creek Reach 2

Calleguas Creek (Estuary to Potrero Rd.) [ E[E E E E E Ep E
Calleguas Creek Reach 3

Calleguas Creek (Potrero Rd. to Conejo Creek) P¥ [ E E [E[E E E
Calleguas Creek Reach 4

Revolon Slough (Calleguas Creek Rch 2 to Pleasant Valley Rd.) [ P¥ [ P E[E E E E

Revolon Slough (Pleasant Valley Rd. to Central Ave.) P*¥1 P E|E E E E
Calleguas Creek Reach 5

Beardsley Channel {above Central Ave.) P¥ E E E
Calleguas Creek Reach 6

Arroyo Las Posas (Calleguas Creek Rch 3 to Long Canyon) PP P Pl E E P E

Arroyo Las Posas (Long Canyon to Hitch Rd.) P*TP[ P[P]E E E P E
Calleguas Creek Reach 7

Arroyo Simi (Hitch Rd. to Happy Camp Canyon) P¥ {1 ] I ] E E

Arroyo Simi (Happy Camp Canyon to Alamos Canyon) P¥ [ I [ I E E

Arroyo Simi (Alamos Canyon to Tapo Canyon Creek) 1* [ | [ | E

Arroyo Simi (above Tapo Canyon Creek) I* | | | | E
Calleguas Creek Reach 8

Tapo Canyon Creek (above Arroyo Simi) I* P P [ [ E
Calleguas Creek Reach 9A

Conejo Creek (Camrosa Diversion to Camarillo Rd.) P* | E E[E|E E E

Conejo Creek (Camarillo Rd. to Arroyo Santa Rosa) P¥ ] ] ] E E
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TABLE 10-15
DESIGNATED BENEFICIAL USES CALLEGUAS CREEK WATERSHED

WATERSHED? MUN]| IND| PROC |AGR|GWR| FRSH | NAV|POW|COMM | AQUA|WARM| COLD| SAL{EST| MAR|WILD| BIOL|RARE | MIGR | SPWN | SHELL WE'Ib
CALLEGUAS-CONEJOCREEK WATERSHED
Calleguas Creek Reach 9B

Conejo Creek (Calleguas Creek Rch 3 to Camrosa Diversion) P*|E E [EJE E E
Calleguas Creek Reach 10

Arroyo Conejo (Conejo Creek to North Fork Arroyo Conejo) P* I [ I E E
Calleguas Creek Reach 11 (Arroyo Santa Rosa)

Arroyo Santa Rosa (above confl. with Conejo Creek) P* I ] I E
Calleguas Creek Reach 12

North Fork Arroyo Conejo (above confl. with Arroyo Conejo) P* <del>[ E [ E E E E
|Calleguas Creek Reach 13

Arroyo Conejo (above confl. with North Fork Arroyo Conejo) p* I 1 [ E
Gillibrand Canyon Creek (Tapo Canyon Creek to Windmill Canyon) P¥ [ I [ E
Gillibrand Canyon Creek (above Windmill Canyon) P* ] ] E
Lake Bard (Wood Ranch Reservoir) E E E E|P E E

E: Existing beneficial use

P: Potential beneficial use

I: Intermittent beneficial use

E,P, and I: shall be protected as required

* Asterisked MUN designations are designated under SB 88-63 and RB
89-03. Some destinations may be considered for exemption at a later
date.

a: Waterbodies are listed multiple times if they cross hydrologic area or subarea boundaries. Beneficial use designations
apply to all tributaries to the indicated waterbody, if not listed separately.

b: Waterbodies designated as WET may have wetlands habitat associated with only a portion of the waterbody. Any
regulatory action would require a detailed analysis of the area.

c: Coastal waterbodies which are also listed in inland Surface Waters Tables (2-1) or in Wetlands Table (2-4).

d: Limited public access precludes full utilization.

e: One or more rare species utilizes all ocean, bays, estuaries, and coastal wetlands for foraging and/or nesting.

f: Aquatic organisms utilize all bays, estuaries, lagoons, and coastal wetlands, to a certain extent, for spawning and early
development. This may include migration into areas which are heavily influenced by freshwater inputs.

0: Marine habitats of the Channel Islands and Mugu Lagoon serve as pinniped haul-out areas for one or more species
(i.e. sea lions).

p: Habitat of the Clapper Rail.

Source: Table 2-1. Basin Plan for Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (electronic copy accessed December 27, 2016).

Revised Public Review Draft
January 2018

Section 10.4: Existing Conditions
10-54



Groundwater

Thereis not an accepted groundwater supply estimate for the Calleguas Creek Watershed. As part of the
SGMA process stakeholders will evaluate long-term sustainable yield. Table 10-16 presents a high-level
estimate of available groundwater based on available data. The differencein the high and low supply
estimate documents the lack of dataand consensus on groundwater supply. Table10-  does not include
the approximately 3,500 AFY of groundwater that the City of Thousand Oaksis planning on devel oping
from the Congjo Groundwater Basin.

Surface Water

The Conejo Creek system, owned and operated by Camrosa Water District, does supply some surface
water. The average supply from this creek system is estimated to be 7,920--AF (FCGMA 2016). It is
estimated that small private water users may divert and use as much as 3,400--AFY from local
surface water (SWRCB eWRIMS database).

TABLE 10-16
GROUNDWATER SUPPLY ESTIMATES

CALLEGUAS CREEK WATERSHED

Estimate of
Groundwater Past Groundwater
Basin Budget (AFY) Extractions (AFY) | Notes
Pleasant Valley Basin 11,418 18,500 1
Arroyo Santa Rosa 3,3251t0 8,410 5,000 2
Las Posas Valley 29,280 30,560 3
Simi Valley 5,400 5,500 4
Tapo/Gillibrand 1,350 550 56
Tierra Rejada 1,300 1,500 7
Low Estimate Groundwater Supplies 51,300 8
High Estimate Groundwater Supplies 82,300 8

1. DWR 2003, Basin 4-006.
2. DWR 2003, Basin 4-007.
3. DWR 2003, Basin 4-008.
4. DWR 2003, Basin 4-009.

5. City of Simi Valley, Geohydrologic Evaluation of Maximum Perennial Yield, Tapo Canyon Tributary SubArea
(September 2006)

6. Waterworks District 8. 2016. 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. June.
7. DWR 2003, Basin 4-015.
8. Rounded to nearest 100 AF.
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Recycled Water

Based on recently completed urban water management plans by water purveyors in the Calleguas Creek
Watershed, an estimate of recycled water in the Calleguas Creek area has been prepared. This estimate

uses-supphes-plannedincorporates usage forin the next 10 years (by 2025).
TABLE 10-17

CURRENT (2016) ESTIMATE OF SUPPLY
CALLEGUAS CREEK WATERSHED

Annual Volume

Supply Source (AF)

Surface Water, Conejo Creek Diversion ! 11,324
Imported Water Calleguas and UWCD 119.417
Deliveries from Santa Clara Watershed 2 !
Recycled Water 3 13,931
Groundwater (see Table 10-16) 51,300 to 82,300
Low Estimate (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 196,000
High Estimate (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 227,000

1. FCGMA 2016. Preliminary Draft Pleasant Valley Groundwater Sustainability
Plan Tasks 6 — 10 Report. May.

2. Supplies from Calleguas are anticipated imported water supplies less 12,000
AF expected to go to Oxnard in the Santa Clara Watershed (CMWD 2016,
Oxnard 2016). Supplies from UWCD are on average 9,417 AF to the Calleguas
Creek Area from the Santa Clara Watershed (FCGMA 2016).

3. Camrosa 2016; Camarillo 2016, VCWWDS8 2016, and VCWWD1 2016.

Suppliers

There are nine major water suppliers (entities serving more than 1,000 persons) in the Calleguas Creek
Watershed andaswet-as 52 smaller water systems and irrigation companies. Persons or businessesin
the Watershed are also supplied by private wells and surface water diversions. The major urban

suppliers; documented in,Table 10-18 provide water to cities and the unincorporated County. These - '|' Formatted: Font: Bold
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TABLE 10-18
MAJOR WATER SUPPLIERS - CALLEGUAS CREEK WATERSHED

Estimated Annual
Supplier/Primary Source(s) Type Area Served Population Water
Served Supplied*
Calleguas Municipal Water District Special | Calleguas Creek Watershed ** **
Imported water District
City of Simi Valley/Ventura Co. Waterworks | City Approximately 68 percent of the developed ~97,300| ~ 23,800 AF
District 1 portion of the City of Simi Valley and
Imported water, groundwater, recycled unincorporated areas located southeast and
water north of the City boundary.
City of Oxnard City City of Oxnard, but excluding Channel Islands *k ok
Imported water, groundwater, recycled Beach and County unincorporated area along
water Hueneme Road to Naval Base Ventura County.
City of Thousand Oaks City Approximately 36 percent of the City of ~53,300| ~12,600 AF
Imported water Thousand Oaks
City of Camarillo City 14 square miles (8,960 acres) within the ~42,900 ~8,600 AF
Imported water, groundwater, recycled western portion of the City, about 75 percent
water of the City of Camarillo
Port Hueneme Water Agency City Generally, the City of Port Hueneme ~22,000 ~5,000 AF
Groundwater, imported water
Camrosa Water District Special 31 square miles (19,840 acres) within the ~30,000| ~14,400 AF
Imported water, groundwater, surface District | eastern portion of the City of Camarillo and
water, recycled water Santa Rosa Valley.
Ventura County Waterworks District No.1 | Special Generally, the City of Moorpark and ag lands ~36,000| ~11,800 AF
Imported water, groundwater, recycled District | between Camarillo and Thousand Oaks (33.7
water square miles / 21,568 acres).
Ventura County Waterworks District No. 19 | Special 23 square miles (14,720 acres) of the Somis ~3,300 ~3,000 AF
Imported water, groundwater District | community and surrounding rural areas.
Oak Park Water Service Special Oak Park community, encompassing 4.1 square ~12,200 ~2,200 AF
Imported water District | miles (2,624 acres).
California American Water Company — Private | Approximately half of Thousand Oaks (25 sq. ~63,400| ~15,200 AF
Ventura District Company | mi.) and a small portion of unincorporated
Imported water county in the Las Posas Country Clubarea.
California Water Service Company — Private |13 square miles (8,320) in south east City of ~19,500 ~8,100 AF
Westlake District Company | Thousand Oaks
Imported water, recycled water
Golden State Water Company — Simi Valley |Private |A portion of the City of Simi Valley and a ~45,200 ~6,500 AF
Imported water, groundwater Company | portion of unincorporated Ventura County
including Runkle Canyon
Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company Private | Northwestern portion of the City of Camarillo ~7,500 ~900 AF
Imported water, groundwater Company
Crestview Mutual Water Company Private | Western portion of the City of Camarillo Unknown ~900 AF
Imported water, groundwater Company
Zone Mutual Water Company Private | A private agricultural water supplier serving Ag water | ~5,000-6,000
Groundwater, imported water Company | the unincorporated area around Somis. supplier AF

*Estimated based on records of water supplied 2010 to 2015, rounded to nearest 100 AF. Does not account for planned future expansion of
demands and supplies.

**Calleguas Municipal Water District is a wholesale supplier, to avoid double counting information is only provided for retail water agencies.
***Oxnard falls across two watersheds. Oxnard population and supply provided as part of the Santa Clara River Watershed discussion.
Source: Calleguas Municipal Water District 2016, City of Simi Valley 2016, City of Thousand Oaks 2016, Ventura County Waterworks District
No. 12011 and 2016, City of Camarillo 2011 and 2016, Port Hueneme Water Agency 2011 and 2016, California American Water Company
2012 and 2016, California Water Service Company 2011 and 2016, Golden State Water Company 2011 and 2016.
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WATER PURVEYORS

SUPPLIER WATER COMPANY
United (u-016) Del Norte MWC
United (w-080)* |Camarillo Airport Utility Enterprise

United (u-081)*
United (u-083)*
United (u-087)
United (u-088)
United (u-089)
United (u-093)
United (u-097)
United (u-099)
United (u-102)
United (u-111)
United (u-112)
United (u-114)
United (u-115)
United (u-121)
United (u-128)
United (u-130)
United (u-140)*
United (u-141)%
United (u-146)
United (u-184)
United (u-187)
United (u-191)
United (u-200)
United (u-202)
United (u-204)
United (u-205)
United (u-206)
United (u-207)
United (u-208)
United (u-209)
United (u-210)

Channel Islands Beach Community Services District
City of Port Hueneme

Cypress MWC

Sunshine Trailer Park

Dempsey Road MWC

Evergreen Trailer Park

Garden Acres MWC

Glennview Mobile Home Park
Hailwood, Inc.

Navalair Mobilehome Court

Nyeland Acres NWC

Ocean View School District

Oxnard Lemon MWC

Rio Manor MWC

Saviers Road MWC

silver Wheel Ranch Mobile Home Park
U.S.N.AS. - Point Mugu

U.S.N.C.B.C. - Port Hueneme

Ventura School

Ventura County Dept of Airports
Guadalasca MWC

Santa Clara High School

Lloyd-Butler MWC

Rancho Sespe Workers Improvement Association
Thornhill MWC

Santa Clara Resources

Houweling's Nursery

Pyramid Flowers

saticoy Country Club

Vujovich Ranch

Bouguet Multimedia

* Denotes agencies within the wholesale area of
both United and Calleguas

SUPPLIER 'WATER COMPANY

Academy MWC

Arroyo Las Posas MWC
Balcom Bixby MWA
Berylwood Heights MWC
Brandeis-Bardin MWC

Calleguas (cal-001)
Calleguas (cal-002)
Calleguas (cal-003)
Calleguas (cal-004)
Calleguas (cal-005)
Calleguas (cal-006)
Calleguas (cal-007)
Calleguas (cal-012)
Calleguas (cal-013)* |City of Oxnard

Calleguas (cal-014)  |City of Thousand Oaks

Calleguas (cal-015)  |Crestview MWC

Calleguas (cal-017)  |Epworth MWC

Calleguas (cal-020) Fuller Falls MWC

Calleguas (cal-022) Sunshine Ranch

Calleguas (cal-023) La Loma Ranch MWC

Calleguas (cal-025) Las Lomas Water Systems
Calleguas (cal-028) Oxnard Union High School District
Calleguas (cal-029)  |Pleasant Valley MWC

Calleguas (cal-030) Rancho Canada Water Company
Calleguas (cal-031) Tom Grether Farms, Inc.
Calleguas (cal-032) Russell Valley MWD

Conejo Trailer Park
California Water Service Company
City Camarillo Water District

Calleguas (cal-034) Solano Verde MWC
Calleguas (cal-035) | Golden State Water Co. - Simi Valley
Calleguas (cal-036)  |Thermic MWC

Calleguas (cal-042)
Calleguas (cal-179)
Calleguas (cal-190)

Waters Road Users Group
Butler Ranch MWC

Water Canyon Water Well
Zone Mutual Water Company

* Denotes agencies within the wholesale area
of both United and Calleguas

Figure 10-5:
Water Purveyors in
Calleguas Creek Watershed

Ventura County

- —

Subwatersheds

Calleguas Creek Watershed
~/ "\~ Rivers Streams
Water Bodies
Water Purveyor
Calleguas Wholesale District
United Wholesale District

Map Date: December 2017
Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2017
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Estimate of Demand

Background Report

County of Ventura

As-described-previousty—+ n 2014, the VCWPD Ceunty-of-\-entura-\Watershed-Protection-District
undertook an estimate of Countywide water demand, documented in the County of Ventura 2013

Water Supply and Demand (January 2015). Results of the study for the Calleguas Creek Watershed

TABLE 10-
ESTIMATED CALLEGUAS CREEK WATERSHED DEMAND

Total Agricultural | Total Municipal Total Demand
Watershed/Sub-watershed Deme?nd (AF) " (AIE) (AF)
Calleguas Creek 112,701 89,335 202,036
Malibu Creek 1,083 19,291 20,374
South Coast 86 2,035 2,121
Subtotal (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 113,900 110,700 224,600

Source: Hydrometrics 2015. Table 6.

Comparison of Supply and Demand

Estimated supply in the Calleguas Creek Watershed ranges from 196,000--AF to 227,000--AF in any
given year. This supply of course will vary given drought and operational conditions. Estimated demand
is approximately 224,600--AF-. If the low-end estimate of supply is correct, demand is outpacing supply.
If the high-end supply estimate is correct, supply isonly dightly greater (1%) than demand.

Water-Related Challenges

Below are the water related challenges for the Calleguas Creek Watershed as of late 2016.

Long-Term Groundwater Overdraft and Increased Salinity

The Pleasant Valley Basinisinlong-term overdraft (UWCD 2017a). Declining groundwater levels and
over--pumping in the southern portion of the basin hasled to upwelling of brines from high chloride

zones (UWCD 2017b). In the northern Pleasant Valley Basin, streambed recharge with treated
wastewater has caused increased salinity in the vicinity of the Arroyo Las Posas.

Localize Pumping Depressions

Within the w*A/est Las Posas Bsabbasin, groundwater levels have dropped by 325 feet between 1950 and
the early 1990s (LPUG 2012). There isists+aising concerns regardingabedt subsidence, increased
pumping lifts, decreased production and; eventually; dry wells (LPUG 2012). Din-addition;-clepressed
groundwater levels may induce inflows of poor--quality groundwater from surrounding areas.

Heavy Dependence on Imported Water by Urban Users

ported-wa v-20p of-\ ura-Counby-wate vApproximately 75 percent
of the County population receives water imported by Calleguas. Drought, earthquakes, and
environmental demands on the SWP system could limit or even interrupt this water supply. Calleguas
Municipal Water District, the primary imported water wholesaler in the region, has taken proactive steps
to mitigate supply disruptions, including the construction of alocal surface water storage reservoir (Lake
Bard), construction of facilities to store surface water in local groundwater basins as well as facilitiesto
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extract this water if needed, obtaining and storing spare pipe for emergencies, and building multiple

interconnections with other water suppliers.

SECTION 10.5 TRENDS AND FUTURE CONDITIONS

As-doeumented-above tTraditional water supplies are limited in the Ventura County areaand it
is necessary to devel op different supplies for Ventura County. Trends going forward include:

Increased use of brackish groundwater. Ventura County has abundant sources of groundwater in
parts of the county, but particularly in the Calleguas Creek Watershed, much of it istoo highin
salts for municipal and agricultural use. Two brackish groundwater treatment plans are currently
in operation in the county (Port Hueneme Water Authority’s Brackish Water Reclamation
Demonstration Facility, Camrosa Round Mountain Desalter). Other additional desalters are
proposed. Use of this brackish groundwater would require connection to salinity management
pipeline such asthat operated by the Calleguas Municipal Water District.

Delivery of SWP water to western Ventura County. The City of Ventura, UWCD, Casitas
Municipal Water District, and Calleguas are coordinating a study to build a connection to the
SWP.

= Increased use of recycled water. The City of Oxnard has constructed the Advanced Water

Purification Facility (AW PF)-sometimesealledthe AWPE; which intensively treats wastewater
to produce water suitable for irrigation, industrial processes, groundwater recharge and potablee-
and-eould-beused-for Usepetable waternthefuture. Many-oOther water agenciesin Ventura
County are proposing increased use of recycled water and-many-are building infrastructure to
deliver recycled water to agriculture and other irrigation users. In June 2016, the City of Ventura
launched the Recycled Water Mobile Reuse Program whereby business, residents and other
property ownersin the City can use the City’ s recycled water fill station, fill their own containers,
then haul the water for use within the City. Agencies are also actively pursuing groundwater
recharge with recycled water and direct potable reuse of recycled water.

Expanded conjunctive use. Conjunctive use is the coordinated and planned use and management
of both surface water and groundwater resources to maximize the availability and reliability of
water supplies. Conjunctive use involves planned and managed operation of a groundwater basin
and a surface water storage system using coordinated conveyance infrastructure. When surface
water is availableit is recharged and stored in a groundwater basin for later use.

Increased use of stormwater and dry weather runoff. Currently these are underutilized sourcesof
supplies that could augment groundwater supplies. Thiswill include stormwater detention in
medians and along curbs, permeable pavement, and other means to retain and recharge runoff._
Various agencies within Ventura County are planning and coordinating increased use of
stormwater as documented in the Ventura Countywide Municipal Storm Water Resource Plan

(September 2016).

Ocean desalination. The City of Ventura, Channel Islands Beach Community Services District
and Calleguas are exploring the feasibility of ocean desalination (City of Ventura2016b; Citizens
Journal 2015; Calleguas 2016).

Increased call for urban water use efficiency. In May-9; 2016, Governor Brown issued Executive
Order B-37-16, which called for the establishment of long-term water conservation measures.
DWR and the SWRCB are-te-publichyreleasereal eased a draft long-term conservation
framework in April 2017.by-January-2017. This framework-wit included new water use targets
based on strengthened
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standards for indoor residential water use, outdoor irrigation, commercial/institutional/industrial
water use, and distribution system water |oss.

= Increased call for agricultural water use efficiency. Grant-funded efforts are being developed and
implemented to provide financial incentives for equipment upgrades and similar efforts will likely
continue, dependent upon funding availability.

= Changesin the operation of surface water suppliesto protect endangered species. Water users are
likely to pay more to build and maintain habitat protection measures. There will likely be less
water available for agriculture and urban users because more flow will need to beleft in
waterways to protect habitat.

SECTION 10.6 KEY TERMS

The following key terms used in this report are defined as follows:

303(d) List. References section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act whereby states, territories, and tribes are
to develop lists of waterbodies that are polluted or otherwise degraded and not meeting water quality
standards. The 303(d) List is used to develop Total Maximum Daily Loads and or identify other
mechanisms to improve water quality.

Acre-feet (AF). The amount of water necessary to cover an acre (43,560 square feet) to a depth of one
foot, or 43,560 cubic feet, which is equivalent to 325,828 gallons.

Adjudication: With regard to water rights, alegal decision that allocates water to parties in proceedings
and is overseen by a court-appointed watermaster.

Aquifer. A subsurface geological formation sufficiently permeable to conduct groundwater and capable
of yielding usable quantities of water to awell or surface water spring.

Beneficial Uses. The various purposes for which water or aquatic ecosystems may be used. Examples
include municipal and domestic water supply, agricultural water supplies, preservation and protection of
areas of special biological significance resources, freshwater habitat, commercia and sport fishing,
estuarine habitat, freshwater replenishment, groundwater recharge, industrial supply, marine habitat, fish
migration, navigation, preservation of rare and endangered species, recreation, shellfish harvesting, and
wildlife habitat.

Best Management Practice (BMP). Any program, technology, process, siting criteria, operational
methods or measures, or engineered systems, which when implemented prevent, control, remove, or
reduce pollution.

Conjunctive Use. The practice of storing surface water in a groundwater basin (typically in wet years)
and withdrawing it from the basin in later (typically dry) years.

Critical Overdraft. Asdefined in the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act abasin is subject to
critical overdraft when continuation of present water management practices would probably result in
significant adverse overdraft-related environmental, social, or economic impacts.

Coastal Zone. That portion of the land and water area of Ventura County as shown on the "Coastal Zone"
maps adopted by the California Coastal Commission.
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Groundwater Basin. An aquifer or system of aquifersthat has reasonably well--defined boundaries and
more or less definite areas of recharge and discharge. Refers to subsurface deposits and geologic
formations that are capable of yielding usable quantities of water to awell or spring. The Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act defines “basin” as a groundwater basin or subbasin identified and defined
in Department of Water Resources Bulletin 118 or as modified pursuant to Section 10722 of the Act.

Integrated Regional Water Management. A comprehensive and collaborative approach for managing
water to concurrently achieve social, environmental and economic objectives. Thisintegrated approach
delivers higher value for investments by considering al interests, providing multiple benefits, and
working across jurisdictional boundaries at the appropriate geographic scale. Examples of multiple
benefitsinclude improved water qudlity, better flood management, restored and enhanced ecosystems,
and more reliable water supplies’ (Department of Water Resources 2014, California Water Plan Update
2013).

Mutual Water Company. A private corporation or association organized for the purposes of delivering
water to its stockholders and/or members.

Per manent domestic water supply. A supply or supplies of potable water to be provided by a system or
systems approved by a public health agency of the State of California or the Environmenta Health
Division of the Ventura County Resource Management Agency and the Ventura County Public Works
Agency in aquantity sufficient to supply adequately and continuously the total domestic requirements of
all consumers under maximum demand conditions.

Retail Water Supplier. A water agency that provides water to individual customers and end users such
as homes and businesses.

Safe Yield. Commonly defined as the maximum quantity of water that can be continuously withdrawn
from areservoir or groundwater basin without causing adverse effects.

State Water Project. The SWPisthe largest state-built, multi-purpose water project in the country. It
was authorized by the Cdifornia State L egislature in 1959, with the construction of most initid facilities
completed by 1973. Today, the SWP includes 28 dams and reservoirs, 26 pumping and generating plants
and approximately 660 miles of aqueducts. The primary water source for the SWP isthe Feather River, a
tributary of the Sacramento River. Storage released from Oroville Dam on the Feather River flows down
natural river channels to the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta (Delta). While some SWP supplies are
pumped from the northern Deltainto the North Bay Aqueduct, the vast mgority of SWP supplies are
pumped from the southern Deltainto the 444-mile-long California Aqueduct. The California Aqueduct
conveys water along the west side of the San Joaquin Valley to Edmonston Pumping Plant, where water
is pumped over the Tehachapi Mountains into Southern California.

Stormwater Pollution Control Plan. A plan identifying potential pollutant sources from a construction
site and describing proposed design, placement and implementation of Best Management Practicesto
effectively prevent non-stormwater discharges and reduce pollutantsin stormwater discharges to the
storm drain system, to the maximum extent practicable during construction activities.

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. A plan, asrequired by a State General Permit for Stormwater
Discharges, identifying potential pollutant sources and describing the design, placement and
implementation of Best Management Practices, to effectively prevent non-stormwater discharges and
reduce pollutantsin stormwater discharges during activities covered by the General Permit.
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Stormwater Quality Master Plan. A plan that defines the strategy and describes the design, placement
and implementation of Best Management Practices to effectively prevent non-stormwater discharges and
reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the maximum extent practicable, for post-construction
dischargesto the stormdrain system.

Total Maximum Daily L oad. A regulatory “pollution budget” based on a calculation of the maximum
amount of a pollutant that can occur in a waterbody and still meet water quality standards so asto protect
beneficid uses. The TMDL also alocates the necessary reductions to one or more pollutant sources.
TMDLs can force the implementation of BMPs, infrastructure improvements, and other actions to limit
pollution.

Watershed. A geographic region within which all water drainsinto a particular river, stream, or other
waterbody. Also referred to as a catchment area.

Wholesale Water Supplier. A water agency that provides water to retail water agencies rather than
directly providing water to the end user (homes, businesses, €tc.).
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APPENDIX 10.A: SGMA/CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE

65350.5. REVIEW AND CONSIDERATION OF GROUNDWATER REQUIREMENTS

Before the adoption or any substantial amendment of acity’s or county’s general plan, the planning
agency shall review and consider al of the following:

(a) An adoption of, or update to, a groundwater sustainability plan or groundwater management plan
pursuant to Part 2.74 (commencing with Section 10720) or Part 2.75 (commencing with Section 10750)
of Division 6 of the Water Code or groundwater management court order, judgment, or decree.

(b) An adjudication of water rights.

(c) An order or interim plan by the State Water Resources Control Board pursuant to Chapter 11
(commencing with Section 10735) of Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the Water Code.

65352. REFERRAL OF PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN UPDATESTO OTHER AGENCIES

(a) Before alegislative body takes action to adopt or substantially amend ageneral plan, the planning
agency shall refer the proposed action to al of the following entities:

(1) A city or county, within or abutting the area covered by the proposal, and any specia district
that may be significantly affected by the proposed action, as determined by the planningagency.

(2) An elementary, high school, or unified school district within the area covered by theproposed
action.

(3) Thelocal agency formation commission.

(4) An areawide planning agency whose operations may be significantly affected by theproposed
action, as determined by the planning agency.

(5) A federa agency, if its operations or lands within its jurisdiction may be significantly affected
by the proposed action, as determined by the planning agency.

(6) (A) The branches of the United States Armed Forces that have provided the Office of
Planning and Research with a Californiamailing address pursuant to subdivision (d) of Section
65944, if the proposed action is within 1,000 feet of amilitary installation, or lies withinspecial
use airspace, or beneath alow-level flight path, as defined in Section 21098 of the Public
Resources Code, and if the United States Department of Defense provides el ectronic maps of
low-level flight paths, special use airspace, and military installations at ascale and in an
electronic format that is acceptable to the Office of Planning and Research.

(B) Within 30 days of a determination by the Office of Planning and Research that the
information provided by the Department of Defense is sufficient and in an acceptable scale
and format, the office shall notify cities, counties, and cities and counties of the availability of
the information on the Internet. Cities, counties, and cities and counties shall comply with
subparagraph (A) within 30 days of receiving this notice from the office.

(7) A public water system, as defined in Section 116275 of the Health and Safety Code, with
3,000 or more service connections, that serves water to customers within the area covered by the
proposal. The public water system shall have at least 45 days to comment on the proposed plan,
in accordance with subdivision (b), and to provide the planning agency with the information set
forth in Section 65352.5.
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(8) Any groundwater sustainability agency that has adopted a groundwater sustainability plan
pursuant to Part 2.74 (commencing with Section 10720) of Division 6 of the Water Code orlocal
agency that otherwise manages groundwater pursuant to other provisions of law or a court order,
judgment, or decree within the planning area of the proposed general plan.

(9) The State Water Resources Control Board, if it has adopted an interim plan pursuant to
Chapter 11 (commencing with Section 10735) of Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the Water Code that
includes territory within the planning area of the proposed general plan.

(10) The Bay Area Air Quality Management District for a proposed action within the boundaries
of the district.

(11) A Cdlifornia Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the Native
American Heritage Commission and that has traditional lands located within the city’s or
county’ sjurisdiction.

(12) The Centra Valley Flood Protection Board for a proposed action within the boundariesof
the Sacramento and San Joaquin Drainage District, as set forth in Section 8501 of the Water
Code.

(b) An entity receiving a proposed general plan or amendment of a general plan pursuant to thissection
shall have 45 days from the date the referring agency mailsit or deliversit to comment unless alonger
period is specified by the planning agency.

(c) (1) Thissection is directory, not mandatory, and the failure to refer a proposed action to theentities
specified in this section does not affect the validity of the action, if adopted.

(2) To the extent that the requirements of this section conflict with the requirements of Chapter 4.4
(commencing with Section 65919), the requirements of Chapter 4.4 shall prevail.

65352.5. REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE WATER-RELATED DOCUMENTSTO GENERAL
PLAN AGENCY

(a) The Legislature finds and declares that it isvital that there be close coordination and consultation
between California’s water supply or management agencies and California’ s land use approval agencies
to ensure that proper water supply and management planning occurs to accommodate projects that will
result in increased demands on water supplies or impact water resource management.

(b) It is, therefore, the intent of the Legidature to provide a standardized process for determining the
adequacy of existing and planned future water supplies to meet existing and planned future demands on
these water supplies and the impact of land use decisons on the management of California’ s water supply
resources.

(c) Upon receiving, pursuant to Section 65352, notification of acity’s or a county’s proposed action to
adopt or substantially amend a general plan, a public water system, as defined in Section 116275 of the
Health and Safety Code, with 3,000 or more service connections, shall provide the planning agency with
the following information, asis appropriate and relevant:

(1) The current version of its urban water management plan, adopted pursuant to Part 2.6
(commencing with Section 10610) of Division 6 of the Water Code.

(2) The current version of its capital improvement program or plan, as reported pursuant to
Section 31144.73 of the Water Code.
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(3) A description of the source or sources of the total water supply currently available to thewater
supplier by water right or contract, taking into account historica data concerning wet, normal,
and dry runoff years.

(4) A description of the quantity of surface water that was purveyed by the water supplier ineach
of the previous five years.

(5) A description of the quantity of groundwater that was purveyed by the water supplier ineach
of the previous fiveyears.

(6) A description of all proposed additional sources of water supplies for the water supplier,
including the estimated dates by which these additional sources should be available and the
quantities of additional water suppliesthat are being proposed.

(7) A description of the total number of customers currently served by the water supplier, as
identified by the following categories and by the amount of water served to each category:

(A) Agriculturd users.
(B) Commercid users.
(C) Industria users.

(D) Residentia users.

(8) Quantification of the expected reduction in total water demand, identified by each customer
category set forth in paragraph (7), associated with future implementation of water usereduction
measures identified in the water supplier’s urban water management plan.

(9) Any additiona information that is relevant to determining the adequacy of existingand
planned future water supplies to meet existing and planned future demands on these water
supplies.

(d) Upon receiving, pursuant to Section 65352, natification of acity’s or acounty’s proposed action to
adopt or substantially amend a general plan, a groundwater sustainability agency, as defined in Section
10721 of the Water Code, or an entity that submits an alternative under Section 10733.6 shall provide the
planning agency with the following information, asis appropriate and relevant:

(1) The current version of its groundwater sustainability plan or alternative adopted pursuant to
Part 2.74 (commencing with Section 10720) of Division 6 of the Water Code.

(2) If the groundwater sustainability agency manages groundwater pursuant to a court order,
judgment, decree, or agreement among affected water rights holders, or if the State Water
Resources Control Board has adopted an interim plan pursuant to Chapter 11 (commencing with
Section 10735) of Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the Water Code, the groundwater sustainability
agency shall provide the planning agency with maps of recharge basins and percolation ponds,
extraction limitations, and other relevant information, or the court order, judgment, or decree.
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, and related provisions (as chaptered) Page 6 As
Effective January 1, 2016 [rev. 1/15/2016]

(3) A report on the anticipated effect of proposed action to adopt or substantially amend agenera
plan on implementation of a groundwater sustainability plan pursuant to Part 2.74 (commencing
with Section 10720) of Division 6 of the Water Code.
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Michael Diacos
¢/o Hoffman, Vance & Worthington
1000 S. Seaward Avenue

Ventura, CA 93001

February 24, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Attn: RMA Planning Division

General Plan Update

800 Victoria Avenue L#1740
Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Board of Supervisors and Staff:

We are writing this letter to urge the Board of Supervisors to reconsider moving forward with the Draft
General Plan EIR. The draft EIR has been accelerated to the point that too many issues and impacts have
not been properly addressed or studied. These impacts and the corresponding mitigation measures will
have severe impacts to land owners and especially those, like us in the agricultural industry and other
productive economic segments.

Our family has been involved in the agricultural industry for more than 100 years in Ventura County. We
have owned numerous land holdings that remain in the family to this date. We have farmed throughout
Ventura County and hope to continue to do so in the future.

The Draft EIR is deficient on many levels. CEQA requires that all mitigation measures must be technically
and economically feasible. Numerous proposed mitigation measures are neither. We have in the past
attempted to identify land and any owners that would be open to sell their development rights for land
that was converting from agricultural to commercial use. Not only did we not find anyone that would do
50, no one would even quote a price. The only positive response from numerous land owners were that
you can buy my property for full market value and then you can do what you want. There is not a
project that can be built by adding double land cost to the equation. This was very recently experienced
based on proposed policies at LAFCo. These policies were eventually not enacted due to the inability to
purchase development rights in an economical feasible manner. This was when LAFCo was
contemplating an acre for acre ag preserve. The new policy that is proposed in the 2040 General Plan is
requiring 2 acres for every 1 acre of land converted from ag to any other use. This will eliminate the
ability to add any new required ag buildings or even farm worker housing. The Draft EIR must study
these impacts, since they are not feasible.

The Draft EIR also deals with water in a manner that is not properly studied. There is no analysis on
increased water costs and diminishing availability of water. Without reasonable water costs and supply,
there is no agricultural industry.



The General Plan indicates that agriculture is a high priority in the County. However, new policies and
requirements in the General Plan add additional mitigation measures that will make ag virtually
impossible. These include new setbacks, limiting types of fumigants pesticides and fertilizers. The
General Plan also requires the conversion of all farm equipment to be all electric. Again, not feasible.
The costs to purchase new pumps, farm equipment and other existing fuel using equipment will increase
operational costs to a point that the County crops will not be competitive in the open market. These
new mitigation measures are not sufficiently studied and again are not economically feasible.

The Draft EIR is extremely difficult to read and understand. The background reports are lacking in depth
of what has been studied other than numerous general statements and very poor mapping. Detailed
studies must be added to sufficiently identify impacts and the related mitigation measures for both
direct and indirect impacts on the agricultural industry. It is our understanding that reports and studies
need to be timely prepared. However numerous studies are older than 5 years. Not timely.

After numerous devastating wildfires over the last few years, which significantly impacted ag,

the General Plan continues to lay out limiting mitigation measures for fire prevention. The Wildlife
corridor eliminates any ag operation or fire prevention in the proposed corridor areas. This is also a
major concern not studied in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General plan does not provide adequate analysis for the expansion of
permanent bike paths and pedestrian walking trails throughout the County. These impacts are very
severe due to constant conflicts from trail users and ag operations. Spraying, dust, odors from ag
operations, along with impacts created by the trail users. These are usually theft, vandalism, litter and
pet waste. The proposed mitigation measures require additional setbacks from these trails which
renders additional land unusable for ag operations.

In addition to the above comments on the agricultural aspects and related land use concerns of the
DEIR, the undersigned is also a mineral owner directly interested in the impacts on oil and gas
production of the DEIR and related General Plan 2040 proposed provisions. in these documents there is
a total failure to address the economic impacts of the various policies proposed in violation of the
requirements for this process, including but not limited to the loss of royalty income to a large group of
County residents. | join in the detailed comments on the various deficiencies and concerns identified in
the DEIR as described in the concurrent submissions on behalf of Aera Energy and other operators
delivered this week to the County.

Please look at the long-term consequences of these General Plan policies and mitigation measures. We
formally request additional studies and a revised Draft EIR that will properly look at these and many
more issues. The DEIR must be corrected with details of the revisions. Then it can be recirculated.
Sincerely,

Michael Diacos



Ann C. Cooluris
¢/o Hoffman, Vance & Worthington
1000 S. Seaward Avenue

Ventura, CA 93001

February 24, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Attn: RMA Planning Division

General Plan Update

800 Victoria Avenue L#1740
Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Board of Supervisors and Staff:

We are writing this letter to urge the Board of Supervisors to reconsider moving forward with the Draft
General Plan EIR. The draft EIR has been accelerated to the point that too many issues and impacts have
not been properly addressed or studied. These impacts and the corresponding mitigation measures will
have severe impacts to land owners and especially those, like us in the agricultural industry and other
productive economic segments.

Our family has been involved in the agricultural industry for more than 100 years in Ventura County. We
have owned numerous land holdings that remain in the family to this date. We have farmed throughout
Ventura County and hope to continue to do so in the future.

The Draft EIR is deficient on many levels. CEQA requires that all mitigation measures must be technically
and economically feasible. Numerous proposed mitigation measures are neither. We have in the past
attempted to identify land and any owners that would be open to sell their development rights for land
that was converting from agricultural to commercial use. Not only did we not find anyone that would do
so, no one would even quote a price. The only positive response from numerous land owners were that
you can buy my property for full market value and then you can do what you want. There is not a
project that can be built by adding double land cost to the equation. This was very recently experienced
based on proposed policies at LAFCo. These policies were eventually not enacted due to the inability to
purchase development rights in an economical feasible manner. This was when LAFCo was
contemplating an acre for acre ag preserve. The new policy that is proposed in the 2040 General Plan is
requiring 2 acres for every 1 acre of land converted from ag to any other use. This will eliminate the
ability to add any new required ag buildings or even farm worker housing. The Draft EIR must study
these impacts, since they are not feasible.

The Draft EIR also deals with water in a manner that is not properly studied. There is no analysis on
increased water costs and diminishing availability of water. Without reasonable water costs and supply,
there is no agricultural industry.



The General Plan indicates that agriculture is a high priority in the County. However, new policies and
requirements in the General Plan add additional mitigation measures that will make ag virtually
impossible. These include new setbacks, limiting types of fumigants pesticides and fertilizers. The
General Plan also requires the conversion of all farm equipment to be all electric. Again, not feasible.
The costs to purchase new pumps, farm equipment and other existing fuel using equipment will increase
operational costs to a point that the County crops will not be competitive in the open market. These
new mitigation measures are not sufficiently studied and again are not economically feasible.

The Draft EIR is extremely difficult to read and understand. The background reports are lacking in depth
of what has been studied other than numerous general statements and very poor mapping. Detailed
studies must be added to sufficiently identify impacts and the related mitigation measures for both
direct and indirect impacts on the agricultural industry. It is our understanding that reports and studies
need to be timely prepared. However numerous studies are older than 5 years. Not timely.

After numerous devastating wildfires over the last few years, which significantly impacted ag,

the General Plan continues to lay out limiting mitigation measures for fire prevention. The Wildlife
corridor eliminates any ag operation or fire prevention in the proposed corridor areas. This is also a
major concern not studied in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General plan does not provide adequate analysis for the expansion of
permanent bike paths and pedestrian walking trails throughout the County. These impacts are very
severe due to constant conflicts from trail users and ag operations. Spraying, dust, odors from ag
operations, along with impacts created by the trail users. These are usually theft, vandalism, litter and
pet waste. The proposed mitigation measures require additional setbacks from these trails which
renders additional land unusable for ag operations.

In addition to the above comments on the agricultural aspects and related land use concerns of the
DEIR, the undersigned is also a mineral owner directly interested in the impacts on oll and gas
production of the DEIR and related General Plan 2040 proposed provisions. In these documents there is
a total failure to address the economic impacts of the various policies proposed in violation of the
requirements for this process, including but not limited to the loss of royalty income to a large group of
County residents. 1 join in the detailed comments on the various deficiencies and concerns identified in
the DEIR as described in the concurrent submissions on behalf of Aera Energy and other operators
delivered this week to the County.

Please look at the long-term consequences of these General Plan policies and mitigation measures. We
formally request additional studies and a revised Draft EIR that will properly look at these and many
more issues. The DEIR must be corrected with details of the revisions. Then it can be recirculated.
Sincerely,

(Gt C Lyotirt

Ann C. Cooluris



George A. Graham
¢/o Hoffman, Vance & Worthington
1000 S. Seaward Avenue

Ventura, CA 93001

February 24, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Attn: RMA Planning Division

General Plan Update

800 Victoria Avenue L#1740
Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Board of Supervisors and Staff:

We are writing this letter to urge the Board of Supervisors to reconsider moving forward with the Draft
General Plan EIR. The draft EIR has been accelerated to the point that too many issues and impacts have
not been properly addressed or studied. These impacts and the corresponding mitigation measures will
have severe impacts to land owners and especially those, like us in the agricultural iIndustry and other
productive economic segments.

Our family has been involved in the agricultural industry for more than 100 years in Ventura County. We
have owned numerous land holdings that remain in the family to this date. We have farmed throughout
Ventura County and hope to continue to do so in the future.

The Draft EIR is deficient on many levels. CEQA requires that all mitigation measures must be technically
and economically feasible. Numerous proposed mitigation measures are neither. We have in the past
attempted to identify land and any owners that would be open to sell their development rights for land
that was converting from agricultural to commercial use. Not only did we not find anyone that would do
s0, no one would even quote a price. The only positive response from numerous land owners were that
you can buy my property for full market value and then you can do what you want. There is not a
project that can be built by adding double land cost to the equation. This was very recently experienced
based on proposed policies at LAFCo. These policies were eventually not enacted due to the inability to
purchase development rights in an economical feasible manner. This was when LAFCo was
contemplating an acre for acre ag preserve. The new policy that is proposed in the 2040 General Plan is
requiring 2 acres for every 1 acre of land converted from ag to any other use. This will eliminate the
ability to add any new required ag buildings or even farm worker housing. The Draft EIR must study
these impacts, since they are not feasible.

The Draft EIR also deals with water in a manner that is not properly studied. There is no analysis on
increased water costs and diminishing availability of water. Without reasonable water costs and supply,
there is no agricultural industry.



The General Plan indicates that agriculture is a high priority in the County. However, new policies and
requirements in the General Plan add additional mitigation measures that will make ag virtually
impossible. These include new setbacks, limiting types of fumigants pesticides and fertilizers. The
General Plan also requires the conversion of all farm equipment to be all electric. Again, not feasible.
The costs to purchase new pumps, farm equipment and other existing fuel using equipment will increase
operational costs to a point that the County crops will not be competitive in the open market. These
new mitigation measures are not sufficiently studied and again are not economically feasible.

The Draft EIR is extremely difficult to read and understand. The background reports are lacking in depth
of what has been studied other than numerous general statements and very poor mapping. Detailed
studies must be added to sufficiently identify impacts and the related mitigation measures for both
direct and indirect impacts on the agricultural industry. It is our understanding that reports and studies
need to be timely prepared. However numerous studies are older than 5 years. Not timely.

After numerous devastating wildfires over the last few years, which significantly impacted ag,

the General Plan continues to lay out limiting mitigation measures for fire prevention. The Wildlife
corridor eliminates any ag operation or fire prevention in the proposed corridor areas. This is also a
major concern not studied in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General plan does not provide adequate analysis for the expansion of
permanent bike paths and pedestrian walking trails throughout the County. These impacts are very
severe due to constant conflicts from trail users and ag operations. Spraying, dust, odors from ag
operations, along with impacts created by the trail users. These are usually theft, vandalism, litter and
pet waste. The proposed mitigation measures require additional setbacks from these trails which
renders additional land unusable for ag operations.

In addition to the above comments on the agricuitural aspects and related land use concerns of the
DEIR, the undersigned is also a mineral owner directly interested in the impacts on oil and gas
production of the DEIR and related General Plan 2040 proposed provisions. In these documents there is
a total failure to address the economic impacts of the various policies proposed in violation of the
requirements for this process, including but not limited to the loss of royalty income to a large group of
County residents. | join in the detailed comments on the various deficiencies and concerns identified in
the DEIR as described in the concurrent submissions on behalf of Aera Energy and other operators
delivered this week to the County.

Please look at the long-term consequences of these General Plan policies and mitigation measures. We
formally request additional studies and a revised Draft EIR that will properly look at these and many
more issues. The DEIR must be corrected with details of the revisions. Then it can be recirculated.
Sincerely,

Bosip@olior

George A. Graham



Geraldine Gramckow
¢/o Hoffman, Vance & Worthington
1000 S. Seaward Avenue

Ventura, CA 93001

February 24, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Attn: RMA Planning Division

General Plan Update

800 Victoria Avenue L#1740
Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Board of Supervisors and Staff:

We are writing this letter to urge the Board of Supervisors to reconsider moving forward with the Draft
General Plan EIR. The draft EIR has been accelerated to the point that too many issues and impacts have
not been properly addressed or studied. These impacts and the corresponding mitigation measures will
have severe impacts to land owners and especially those, like us in the agricultural industry and other
productive economic segments.

Our family has been involved in the agricultural industry for more than 100 years in Ventura County. We
have owned numerous land holdings that remain in the family to this date. We have farmed throughout
Ventura County and hope to continue to do so in the future.

The Draft EIR is deficient on many levels. CEQA requires that all mitigation measures must be technically
and economically feasible. Numerous proposed mitigation measures are neither. We have in the past
attempted to identify land and any owners that would be open to sell their development rights for land
that was converting from agricultural to commercial use. Not only did we not find anyone that would do
so, no one would even quote a price. The only positive response from numerous land owners were that
you can buy my property for full market value and then you can do what you want. There is not a
project that can be built by adding double land cost to the equation. This was very recently experienced
based on proposed policies at LAFCo. These policies were eventually not enacted due to the inability to
purchase development rights in an economical feasible manner. This was when LAFCo was
contemplating an acre for acre ag preserve. The new policy that is proposed in the 2040 General Plan is
requiring 2 acres for every 1 acre of land converted from ag to any other use. This will eliminate the
ability to add any new required ag buildings or even farm worker housing. The Draft EIR must study
these impacts, since they are not feasible.

The Draft EIR also deals with water in a manner that is not properly studied. There is no analysis on
increased water costs and diminishing availability of water. Without reasonable water costs and supply,
there is no agricultural industry.



The General Plan indicates that agriculture is a high priority in the County. However, new policies and
requirements in the General Plan add additional mitigation measures that will make ag virtually
impossible. These include new setbacks, limiting types of fumigants pesticides and fertilizers. The
General Plan also requires the conversion of all farm equipment to be all electric. Again, not feasible.
The costs to purchase new pumps, farm equipment and other existing fuel using equipment will increase
operational costs to a point that the County crops will not be competitive in the open market. These
new mitigation measures are not sufficiently studied and again are not economically feasible.

The Draft EIR is extremely difficult to read and understand. The background reports are lacking in depth
of what has been studied other than numerous general statements and very poor mapping. Detailed
studies must be added to sufficiently identify impacts and the related mitigation measures for both
direct and indirect impacts on the agricultural industry. It is our understanding that reports and studies
need to be timely prepared. However numerous studies are older than 5 years. Not timely.

After numerous devastating wildfires over the last few years, which significantly impacted ag,

the General Plan continues to lay out limiting mitigation measures for fire prevention. The Wildlife
corridor eliminates any ag operation or fire prevention in the proposed corridor areas. This is also a
major concern not studied in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General plan does not provide adequate analysis for the expansion of
permanent bike paths and pedestrian walking trails throughout the County. These impacts are very
severe due to constant conflicts from trail users and ag operations. Spraying, dust, odors from ag
operations, along with impacts created by the trail users. These are usually theft, vandalism, litter and
pet waste. The proposed mitigation measures require additional setbacks from these trails which
renders additional land unusable for ag operations.

In addition to the above comments on the agricultural aspects and related land use concerns of the
DEIR, the undersigned is also a mineral owner directly interested in the impacts on oil and gas
production of the DEIR and related General Plan 2040 proposed provisions. in these documents there is
a total failure to address the economic impacts of the various policies proposed in violation of the
requirements for this process, including but not limited to the loss of royalty income to a large group of
County residents. | join in the detailed comments on the various deficiencies and concerns identified in
the DEIR as described in the concurrent submissions on behalf of Aera Energy and other operators
delivered this week to the County.

Please look at the long-term consequences of these General Plan policies and mitigation measures. We
formally request additional studies and a revised Draft EIR that will properly look at these and many
more issues. The DEIR must be corrected with details of the revisions. Then it can be recirculated.

Sincerely,

% //' %__
Geraldine Gramcko



Jurgen Gramckow
¢/o Hoffman, Vance & Worthington
1000 S. Seaward Avenue

Ventura, CA 93001

February 24, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Attn: RMA Planning Division

General Plan Update

800 Victoria Avenue L#1740
Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Board of Supervisors and Staff:

We are writing this letter to urge the Board of Supervisors to reconsider moving forward with the Draft
General Plan EIR. The draft EIR has been accelerated to the point that too many issues and impacts have
not been properly addressed or studied. These impacts and the corresponding mitigation measures will
have severe impacts to land owners and especially those, like us in the agricultural industry and other
productive economic segments.

Our family has been involved in the agricultural industry for more than 100 years in Ventura County. We
have owned numerous land holdings that remain in the family to this date. We have farmed throughout
Ventura County and hope to continue to do so in the future.

The Draft EIR is deficient on many levels. CEQA requires that all mitigation measures must be technically
and economically feasible. Numerous proposed mitigation measures are neither. We have in the past
attempted to identify land and any owners that would be open to sell their development rights for land
that was converting from agricultural to commercial use. Not only did we not find anyone that would do
s0, no one would even quote a price. The only positive response from numerous land owners were that
you can buy my property for full market value and then you can do what you want. There is not a
project that can be built by adding double land cost to the equation. This was very recently experienced
based on proposed policies at LAFCo. These policies were eventually not enacted due to the inability to
purchase development rights in an economical feasible manner. This was when LAFCo was
contemplating an acre for acre ag preserve. The new policy that is proposed in the 2040 General Plan is
requiring 2 acres for every 1 acre of land converted from ag to any other use. This will eliminate the
ability to add any new required ag buildings or even farm worker housing. The Draft EIR must study
these impacts, since they are not feasible.

The Draft EIR also deals with water in a manner that is not properly studied. There is no analysis on
increased water costs and diminishing availability of water. Without reasonable water costs and supply,
there is no agricultural industry.



The General Plan indicates that agriculture is a high priority in the County. However, new policies and
requirements in the General Plan add additional mitigation measures that will make ag virtually
impossible. These include new setbacks, limiting types of fumigants pesticides and fertilizers. The
General Plan also requires the conversion of all farm equipment to be all electric. Again, not feasible.
The costs to purchase new pumps, farm equipment and other existing fuel using equipment will increase
operational costs to a point that the County crops will not be competitive in the open market. These
new mitigation measures are not sufficiently studied and again are not economically feasible.

The Draft EIR is extremely difficult to read and understand. The background reports are lacking in depth
of what has been studied other than numerous general statements and very poor mapping. Detailed
studies must be added to sufficiently identify impacts and the related mitigation measures for both
direct and indirect impacts on the agricultural industry. It is our understanding that reports and studies
need to be timely prepared. However numerous studies are older than 5 years. Not timely.

After numerous devastating wildfires over the last few years, which significantly impacted ag,

the General Plan continues to lay out limiting mitigation measures for fire prevention. The Wildlife
corridor eliminates any ag operation or fire prevention in the proposed corridor areas. This is also a
major concern not studied in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General plan does not provide adequate analysis for the expansion of
permanent bike paths and pedestrian walking trails throughout the County. These impacts are very
severe due to constant conflicts from trail users and ag operations. Spraying, dust, odors from ag
operations, along with impacts created by the trail users. These are usually theft, vandalism, litter and
pet waste. The proposed mitigation measures require additional setbacks from these trails which
renders additional land unusable for ag operations.

In addition to the above comments on the agricultural aspects and related land use concerns of the
DEIR, the undersigned is also a mineral owner directly interested in the impacts on oil and gas
production of the DEIR and related General Plan 2040 proposed provisions. In these documents there is
a total failure to address the economic impacts of the various policies proposed in violation of the
requirements for this process, including but not limited to the loss of royalty income to a large group of
County residents. | join in the detailed comments on the various deficiencies and concerns identified in
the DEIR as described in the concurrent submissions on behalf of Aera Energy and other operators
delivered this week to the County.

Please look at the long-term consequences of these General Plan policies and mitigation measures. We
formally request additional studies and a revised Draft EIR that will properly look at these and many
more issues. The DEIR must be corrected with details of the revisions. Then it can be recirculated.

Sincerely,

Jurgen Gramckow



Timothy Shaw McGrath Ll
¢/o Hoffman, Vance & Worthington
1000 S. Seaward Avenue

Ventura, CA 93001

February 24, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Attn: RMA Planning Division

General Plan Update

800 Victoria Avenue L#1740
Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Board of Supervisors and Staff:

We are writing this letter to urge the Board of Supervisors to reconsider moving forward with the Draft

General Plan EIR. The draft EIR has been accelerated to the point that too many issues and impacts have
not been properly addressed or studied. These impacts and the corresponding mitigation measures will

have severe impacts to land owners and especially those, like us in the agricultural industry and other

. productive economic segments.

Our family has been involved in the agricultural industry for more than 100 years in Ventura County. We
have owned numerous land holdings that remain in the family to this date. We have farmed throughout
Ventura County and hope to continue to do so in the future.

The Draft EIR is deficient on many levels. CEQA requires that all mitigation measures must be technically
and economically feasible. Numerous proposed mitigation measures are neither. We have in the past
attempted to identify land and any owners that would be open to sell their development rights for land
that was converting from agricultural to commercial use. Not only did we not find anyone that would do
s0, no one would even quote a price. The only positive response from numerous land owners were that
you can buy my property for full market value and then you can do what you want. There is not a
project that can be built by adding double land cost to the equation. This was very recently experienced
based on proposed policies at LAFCo. These policies were eventually not enacted due to the inability to
purchase development rights in an economical feasible manner. This was when LAFCo was
contemplating an acre for acre ag preserve. The new policy that is proposed in the 2040 General Plan is
requiring 2 acres for every 1 acre of land converted from ag to any other use. This will eliminate the
ability to add any new required ag buildings or even farm worker housing. The Draft EIR must study
these impacts, since they are not feasible.

The Draft EIR also deals with water in a manner that is not properly studied. There is no analysis on
increased water costs and diminishing availability of water. Without reasonable water costs and supply,
there is no agricultural industry.



The General Plan indicates that agriculture is a high priority in the County. However, new policies and
requirements in the General Plan add additional mitigation measures that will make ag virtually
impossible. These include new setbacks, limiting types of fumigants pesticides and fertilizers. The
General Plan also requires the conversion of all farm equipment to be all electric. Again, not feasible.
The costs to purchase new pumps, farm equipment and other existing fuel using equipment will increase
operational costs to a point that the County crops will not be competitive in the open market. These
new mitigation measures are not sufficiently studied and again are not economically feasible.

The Draft EIR is extremely difficult to read and understand. The background reports are lacking in depth
of what has been studied other than numerous general statements and very poor mapping. Detailed
studies must be added to sufficiently identify impacts and the related mitigation measures for both
direct and indirect impacts on the agricultural industry. It is our understanding that reports and studies
need to be timely prepared. However numerous studies are older than 5 years. Not timely.

After numerous devastating wildfires over the last few years, which significantly impacted ag,

the General Plan continues to lay out limiting mitigation measures for fire prevention. The Wildlife
corridor eliminates any ag operation or fire prevention in the proposed corridor areas. This is also a
major concern not studied in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General plan does not provide adequate analysis for the expansion of
permanent bike paths and pedestrian walking trails throughout the County. These impacts are very
severe due to constant conflicts from trail users and ag operations. Spraying, dust, odors from ag
operations, along with impacts created by the trail users. These are usually theft, vandalism, litter and
pet waste. The proposed mitigation measures require additional setbacks from these trails which
renders additional land unusable for ag operations.

In addition to the above comments on the agricultural aspects and related land use concerns of the
DEIR, the undersigned is also a mineral owner directly interested in the impacts on oil and gas
production of the DEIR and related General Plan 2040 proposed provisions. In these documents there is
a total failure to address the economic impacts of the various policies proposed in violation of the
requirements for this process, including but not limited to the loss of royalty income to a large group of
County residents. | join in the detailed comments on the various deficiencies and concerns identified in
the DEIR as described in the concurrent submissions on behalf of Aera Energy and other operators
delivered this week to the County.

Please look at the long-term consequences of these General Plan policies and mitigation measures. We
formally request additional studies and a revised Draft EIR that will properly look at these and many
more issues. The DEIR must be corrected with details of the revisions. Then it can be recirculated.

Sincerely,

imotf:y Shaw %G/ hﬁ%{@ﬁ‘



Simmons, Carrie

From: Curtis, Susan

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 7:58 AM

To: Simmons, Carrie

Subject: FW: General Plan/EIR Comments

Attachments: page3image3743440.png; paged4image1774048 jpeg; page2image1668752.png;

page3image3766736.png; page3image3744272.png; pagelimage1665632.png;
page3image3766944.png

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
susan.curtis@ventura.org

Ventura County Resource Management Agency | Planning Division

P. (805) 654-2497 | F. (805) 654-2509

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740 | Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Visit the Planning Division website at verma.org/planning

Ventura County General Plan Update. Join the conversation at VC2040.org
For online permits and property information, visit VC Citizen Access

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, email messages retained by the County may constitute public records subject to
disclosure.

From: Dave Chambers <davechambers911@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 7:42 AM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>

Subject: General Plan/EIR Comments

Sanger Hedrick, Chair

Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee (APAC) County of Ventura
800 S. Victoria Blvd.

Ventura, CA 93003

Re: 2040 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
Dear Mr. Hedrick and Honorable Members of APAC:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments following today’s presentation by Ventura County Planning staff on
the 2040 General Plan EIR.

There are several issues with the 2040 General Plan EIR that CoLAB believes will negatively impact the viability of local
agriculture.



Proposed mitigation measure AG-2: The County proposes that any project that either directly or indirectly results in the
loss of farmland must obtain and place into perpetual agricultural preservation twice the total of the farmland loss. This
mitigation measure is infeasible. Contrary to statements made by County Planning staff today at the APAC meeting, the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that all mitigation proposed in an EIR be feasible. CEQA Section
21061.1 defines feasible as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time,
" (emphasis added). All mitigation measures proposed in an EIR must be shown to reduce impacts
and an infeasible mitigation measure, by definition, cannot and will not reduce impacts.
The EIR does not provide evidence of any of the following:

1. 1) Whether there is sufficient land available for purchase/conservation

easement for each farmland category;

2. 2) The cost per acre to purchase each category of farmland;
3. 3) The anticipated cost of establishing a conservation easement for each

category of farmland;

4. 4) The anticipated cost associated with managing each category of farmland
under a conservation easement;

5. 5) The anticipated cost associated with monitoring these mitigation parcels
scattered throughout the County and who will bear that cost;

6. 6) Any information that could constitute a “plan” for management of farmland
in conservation easements;
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7. 7) An analysis of direct and indirect impacts caused by this mitigation measure (including impacts associated
with LU compatibility conflicts and increased urban-ag-interface);

8. 8) Whether the smallest possible mitigation acreage required will achieve the minimum to ensure viability of
agriculture on the parcel; and

9. 9) Whether the proposed mitigation is in conflict with other ordinances and regulations, such as the County’s
Zoning Ordinance and the County’s minimum lot sizes.

The County is already aware that this proposed mitigation measure is infeasible. On March 24, 2016, at a Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo) hearing, Supervisor Linda Parks attempted to establish an “Agricultural Mitigation
Measure” through the LAFCo project approval process. The mitigation measure would have required the 1-to-1
purchase of local farmland (half of what is proposed in the 2040 General Plan EIR) to replace farmland that would be

2



impacted by any proposed development. Ventura County Counsel, Michael Walker, informed both LAFCo and Supervisor
Parks that the proposed mitigation measure did not meet the standard for economic feasibility, and, for that and other
reasons, LAFCo could not adopt Supervisor Park’s proposed mitigation measure. He referenced a 2015 legal decision,
City of Irvine v. County of Orange, in which the Court stated, “the sheer astronomical expense of land supports the
finding of the EIR that the purchase of an agricultural conservation easement is a non-starter.”

In addition to being infeasible, COLAB does not believe that this mitigation measure will reduce impacts on agricultural
land, as it does not address the actual issues that will impact farmland under the 2040 General Plan: lack of economic
sustainability, the increasing regulatory demands on agriculture, increased competition for water resources, and
increased compatibility conflicts from development.

Indirect Impacts
The EIR dismisses “indirect impacts” that will occur as a result of implementing the 2040 General Plan as “less than
significant.”

Page 4.2-13 of the EIR states “AG-2.3 maintains the Right-to-Farm Ordinance 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 natural result of living in or near agricultural areas...These
sections of the code protect farmers engaged in agricultural activity from public nuisance claims...This protects the
farming community, including Important Farmlands and farms less than 10 acres, from developments that would inhibit
their ability to continue agricultural production.”

Page 4.2-17 of the EIR states: “Residential growth in areas nearby agricultural lands has the potential to result in land
use conflicts. Residential land uses are generally more sensitive and prone to conflict with adjacent agricultural land uses
than commercial or industrial land uses. The placement of sensitive land uses, such as residences and schools, nearby
classified farmland can negatively impact both uses due to conflict including odor nuisances and noise from agriculture
machinery. The countywide Right-to-Farm Ordinance protects existing agricultural and farming operations from conflicts
attributed to residential development...Therefore, the potential for conflicts would be minimal. This impact would be
less than significant” (emphasis added).

This is simply not true. Historic and recent County actions have shown that the County has and will continue to create
new restrictions and ordinances that have a significant impact on existing agricultural
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and farming operations because of conflicts attributed to residential development. The recent interim

urgency ordinance restricting hemp cultivation is one such example.

Contrary to statements made today by Ventura County Planning staff, an EIR, whether it is labeled as “programmatic” or
“project”, must analyze all reasonably foreseeable consequences of the action that is proposed. For the 2040 General
Plan EIR, the action proposed is the implementation of all policies and programs within. Therefore, if the
implementation of a policy in the 2040 General Plan will result in an impact, that impact must be analyzed. For example,
the 2040 General Plan contains land use designation changes that will increase allowable housing density near
agricultural land. It is reasonably foreseeable that more houses will create more compatibility conflicts with normal
farming operations. The impact of these compatibility conflicts must be addressed in the EIR.

In 2014, the California Court of Appeal stated in a ruling that “[T]he fact that this EIR is labeled a ‘project’ rather than a
‘program’ EIR matters little....Designating an EIR as a program EIR ... does not by itself decrease the level of analysis
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otherwise required in the EIR. All EIRs must cover the same general content. The level of specificity of an EIR is
determined by the nature of the project and the “rule of reason,” rather than any semantic label accorded to the EIR.”

It is CoLAB’s opinion that indirect impacts from increasing urban-ag interface are SIGNIFICANT and cannot be dismissed
in the EIR.

Direct and indirect impacts of increased costs

The 2040 General Plan has policies that will increase the costs of normal farming operations. CoLAB believes that the
most effective way to minimize conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses is to take active measures to
allow farming to remain profitable. And even the County admits that reducing the cost of farming reduces conversion of
agricultural land in their discussion of the Williamson Act in Chapter 4.2 of the EIR.

But the County fails to analyze direct and indirect impacts of 2040 General Plan policies that will increase the cost of
normal farming operations, such as:

e Policy AG-5.2: Electric- or Renewable-Powered Agricultural Equipment. The County shall encourage and support
the transition to electric- or renewable-powered or lower emission agricultural equipment in place of fossil fuel-
powered equipment when feasible.

e Policy AG-5.3: Electric- or Renewable-Powered Irrigation Pumps. The County shall encourage farmers to convert
fossil fuel-powered irrigation pumps to systems powered by electric or renewable energy sources, such as solar
power, and encourage electric utilities to eliminate or reduce standby charges.

Direct and indirect impacts of increased competition for water resources

The County fails to evaluate the impact of increased competition for water resources caused by development
allowed in the 2040 General Plan on either the conversion of agricultural land or the loss of agricultural lands
through the loss of topsoil.

The EIR states on page 4.2-3 that “...a reduction in available water resources for irrigation” is an example of
indirect impacts on agricultural land due to loss of topsoil from increased wind and water erosion.
But the County fails to analyze or propose mitigation measures to address this significant impact.
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APAC is the expert charged with advising County decision-makers on agricultural issues in Ventura County. And the
County should be seeking guidance from APAC about the actual issues that will impact farmland under the 2040 General
Plan: lack of economic sustainability, the increasing regulatory demands on agriculture, increased competition for water
resources, and increased compatibility conflicts from development.

CoLAB encourages APAC to provide guidance to the County on appropriate and effective mitigation measures to prevent
the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. These may include:

1. 1) Strengthen the Right-to-Farm ordinance to prevent nuisance complaints from being used to justify
the creation or expansion of setbacks or regulatory restrictions on normal farming practices;

2. 2) Expand the Land Conservation Act Program to include Open Space zoned properties that are
engaged in farming (including grazing); and



3. 3) Protect agricultural land from urban-ag interface encroachment and compatibility conflicts by
establishing setbacks on NON-AE-zoned land that will restrict the construction of bike paths, public
trails, and sensitive receptors within 2000’ of any land zoned A/E.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on this issue. We appreciate your consideration and
leadership at this time.

Sincerely,

Louise Lampara Executive Director

In support of this letter-

In support of this letter-
Dave Holroyd Chambers



Kevin McAtee
c/o Hoffman, Vance & Worthington
1000 S. Seaward Avenue

Ventura, CA 93001

February 24, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Attn: RMA Planning Division

General Plan Update

800 Victoria Avenue L#1740
Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Board of Supervisors and Staff;

We are writing this letter to urge the Board of Supervisors to reconsider moving forward with the Draft
General Plan EIR. The draft EIR has been accelerated to the point that too many issues and impacts have
not been properly addressed or studied. These impacts and the corresponding mitigation measures will
have severe impacts to land owners and especially those, like us in the agricultural industry and other
productive economic segments.

Our family has been involved in the agricultural industry for more than 100 years in Ventura County. We
have owned numerous land holdings that remain in the family to this date. We have farmed throughout
Ventura County and hope to continue to do so in the future.

The Draft EIR is deficient on many levels. CEQA requires that all mitigation measures must be technically
and economically feasible. Numerous proposed mitigation measures are neither. We have in the past
attempted to identify land and any owners that would be open to sell their development rights for land
that was converting from agricultural to commercial use. Not only did we not find anyone that would do
so, no one would even quote a price. The only positive response from numerous land owners were that
you can buy my property for full market value and then you can do what you want. There is not a
project that can be built by adding double land cost to the equation. This was very recently experienced
based on proposed policies at LAFCo. These policies were eventually not enacted due to the inability to
purchase development rights in an economical feasible manner. This was when LAFCo was
contemplating an acre for acre ag preserve. The new policy that is proposed in the 2040 General Plan is
requiring 2 acres for every 1 acre of land converted from ag to any other use. This will eliminate the
ability to add any new required ag buildings or even farm worker housing. The Draft EIR must study
these impacts, since they are not feasible.

The Draft EIR also deals with water in a manner that is not properly studied. There is no analysis on
increased water costs and diminishing availability of water. Without reasonable water costs and supply,
there is no agricultural industry.



The General Plan indicates that agriculture is a high priority in the County. However, new policies and
requirements in the General Plan add additional mitigation measures that will make ag virtually
impossible. These include new setbacks, limiting types of fumigants pesticides and fertilizers. The
General Plan also requires the conversion of all farm equipment to be all electric. Again, not feasible.
The costs to purchase new pumps, farm equipment and other existing fuel using equipment will increase
operational costs to a point that the County crops will not be competitive in the open market. These
new mitigation measures are not sufficiently studied and again are not economically feasible.

The Draft EIR is extremely difficult to read and understand. The background reports are lacking in depth
of what has been studied other than numerous general statements and very poor mapping. Detailed
studies must be added to sufficiently identify impacts and the related mitigation measures for both
direct and indirect impacts on the agricultural industry. It is our understanding that reports and studies
need to be timely prepared. However numerous studies are older than 5 years. Not timely.

After numerous devastating wildfires over the last few years, which significantly impacted ag,

the General Plan continues to lay out limiting mitigation measures for fire prevention. The Wildlife
corridor eliminates any ag operation or fire prevention in the proposed corridor areas. This is also a
major concern not studied in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General plan does not provide adequate analysis for the expansion of
permanent bike paths and pedestrian walking trails throughout the County. These impacts are very
severe due to constant conflicts from trail users and ag operations. Spraying, dust, odors from ag
operations, along with impacts created by the trail users. These are usually theft, vandalism, litter and
pet waste. The proposed mitigation measures require additional setbacks from these trails which
renders additional land unusable for ag operations.

In addition to the above comments on the agricultural aspects and related land use concerns of the
DEIR, the undersigned is also a mineral owner directly interested in the impacts on oil and gas
production of the DEIR and related General Plan 2040 proposed provisions. In these documents there is
a total failure to address the economic impacts of the various policies proposed in violation of the
requirements for this process, including but not limited to the loss of royaity income to a large group of
County residents. | join in the detailed comments on the various deficiencies and concerns identified in
the DEIR as described in the concurrent submissions on behalf of Aera Energy and other operators
delivered this week to the County.

Please look at the long-term consequences of these General Plan policies and mitigation measures. We
formally request additional studies and a revised Draft EIR that will properly look at these and many
more issues. The DEIR must be corrected with details of the revisions. Then it can be recirculated.
Singerely,

Kevin McAtee



Beverly Gutierrez
¢/o Hoffman, Vance & Worthington
1000 S. Seaward Avenue

Ventura, CA 93001

February 24, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Attn: RMA Planning Division

General Plan Update

800 Victoria Avenue L#1740
Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Board of Supervisors and Staff:

We are writing this letter to urge the Board of Supervisors to reconsider moving forward with the Draft
General Plan EIR. The draft EIR has been accelerated to the point that too many issues and impacts have
not been properly addressed or studied. These impacts and the corresponding mitigation measures will
have severe impacts to land owners and especially those, like us in the agricultural industry and other
productive economic segments.

Our family has been involved in the agricultural industry for more than 100 years in Ventura County. We
have owned numerous land holdings that remain in the family to this date. We have farmed throughout
Ventura County and hope to continue to do so in the future.

The Draft EIR is deficient on many levels. CEQA requires that all mitigation measures must be technically
and economically feasible. Numerous proposed mitigation measures are neither. We have in the past
attempted to identify land and any owners that would be open to sell their development rights for land
that was converting from agricultural to commercial use. Not only did we not find anyone that would do
so, no one would even quote a price. The only positive response from numerous land owners were that
you can buy my property for full market value and then you can do what you want. There is not a
project that can be built by adding double land cost to the equation. This was very recently experienced
based on proposed policies at LAFCo. These policies were eventually not enacted due to the inability to
purchase development rights in an economical feasible manner. This was when LAFCo was
contemplating an acre for acre ag preserve. The new policy that is proposed in the 2040 General Plan is
requiring 2 acres for every 1 acre of land converted from ag to any other use. This will eliminate the
ability to add any new required ag buildings or even farm worker housing. The Draft EIR must study
these impacts, since they are not feasible.

The Draft EIR also deals with water in a manner that is not properly studied. There is no analysis on
increased water costs and diminishing availability of water. Without reasonable water costs and supply,
there is no agricultural industry.



The General Plan indicates that agriculture is a high priority in the County. However, new policies and
requirements in the General Plan add additional mitigation measures that will make ag virtually
impossible. These include new setbacks, limiting types of fumigants pesticides and fertilizers. The
General Plan also requires the conversion of all farm equipment to be all electric. Again, not feasible.
The costs to purchase new pumps, farm equipment and other existing fuel using equipment will increase
operational costs to a point that the County crops will not be competitive in the open market. These
new mitigation measures are not sufficiently studied and again are not economically feasible.

The Draft EIR is extremely difficult to read and understand. The background reports are lacking in depth
of what has been studied other than numerous general statements and very poor mapping. Detailed
studies must be added to sufficiently identify impacts and the related mitigation measures for both
direct and indirect impacts on the agricultural industry. It is our understanding that reports and studies
need to be timely prepared. However numerous studies are older than 5 years. Not timely.

After numerous devastating wildfires over the last few years, which significantly impacted ag,

the General Plan continues to lay out limiting mitigation measures for fire prevention. The Wildlife
corridor eliminates any ag operation or fire prevention in the proposed corridor areas. This is also a
major concern not studied in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General plan does not provide adequate analysis for the expansion of
permanent bike paths and pedestrian walking trails throughout the County. These impacts are very
severe due to constant conflicts from trail users and ag operations. Spraying, dust, odors from ag
operations, along with impacts created by the trail users. These are usually theft, vandalism, litter and
pet waste. The proposed mitigation measures require additional setbacks from these trails which
renders additional land unusable for ag operations.

In addition to the above comments on the agricultural aspects and related land use concerns of the
DEIR, the undersigned is also a mineral owner directly interested in the impacts on oil and gas
production of the DEIR and related General Plan 2040 proposed provisions. In these documents there is
a total failure to address the economic impacts of the various policies proposed in violation of the
requirements for this process, including but not limited to the loss of royalty income to a large group of
County residents. | join in the detailed comments on the various deficiencies and concerns identified in
the DEIR as described in the concurrent submissions on behalf of Aera Energy and other operators
delivered this week to the County.

Please look at the long-term consequences of these General Plan policies and mitigation measures. We
formally request additional studies and a revised Draft EIR that will properly look at these and many
more issues. The DEIR must be corrected with details of the revisions. Then it can be recirculated.

Sincerely,

Beverly Gutierrez



Dominick McCormick
¢/o Hoffman, Vance & Worthington
1000 S. Seaward Avenue

Ventura, CA 93001

February 24, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Attn: RMA Planning Division

General Plan Update

800 Victoria Avenue L#1740
Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Board of Supervisors and Staff:

We are writing this letter to urge the Board of Supervisors to reconsider moving forward with the Draft
General Plan EIR. The draft EIR has been accelerated to the point that too many issues and impacts have
not been properly addressed or studied. These impacts and the corresponding mitigation measures will
have severe impacts to land owners and especially those, like us in the agricultural industry and other
productive economic segments.

Our family has been involved in the agricultural industry for more than 100 years in Ventura County. We
have owned numerous land holdings that remain in the family to this date. We have farmed throughout
Ventura County and hope to continue to do so in the future.

The Draft EIR is deficient on many levels. CEQA requires that all mitigation measures must be technically
and economically feasible. Numerous proposed mitigation measures are neither. We have in the past
attempted to identify land and any owners that would be open to sell their development rights for land
that was converting from agricultural to commercial use. Not only did we not find anyone that would do
50, no one would even quote a price. The only positive response from numerous land owners were that
you can buy my property for full market value and then you can do what you want. There is not a
project that can be built by adding double land cost to the equation. This was very recently experienced
based on proposed policies at LAFCo. These policies were eventually not enacted due to the inability to
purchase development rights in an economical feasible manner. This was when LAFCo was
contemplating an acre for acre ag preserve. The new policy that is proposed in the 2040 General Plan is
requiring 2 acres for every 1 acre of land converted from ag to any other use. This will eliminate the
ability to add any new required ag buildings or even farm worker housing. The Draft EIR must study
these impacts, since they are not feasible.

The Draft EIR also deals with water in a manner that is not properly studied. There is no analysis on
increased water costs and diminishing availability of water. Without reasonable water costs and supply,
there is no agricultural industry.



The General Plan indicates that agriculture is a high priority in the County. However, new policies and
requirements in the General Plan add additional mitigation measures that will make ag virtually
impossible. These include new setbacks, limiting types of fumigants pesticides and fertilizers. The
General Plan also requires the conversion of all farm equipment to be all electric. Again, not feasible.
The costs to purchase new pumps, farm equipment and other existing fuel using equipment will increase
operational costs to a point that the County crops will not be competitive in the open market. These
new mitigation measures are not sufficiently studied and again are not economically feasible.

The Draft EIR is extremely difficult to read and understand. The background reports are lacking in depth
of what has been studied other than numerous general statements and very poor mapping. Detailed
studies must be added to sufficiently identify impacts and the related mitigation measures for both
direct and indirect impacts on the agricultural industry. It is our understanding that reports and studies
need to be timely prepared. However numerous studies are older than 5 years. Not timely.

After numerous devastating wildfires over the last few years, which significantly impacted ag,

the General Plan continues to lay out limiting mitigation measures for fire prevention. The Wildlife
corridor eliminates any ag operation or fire prevention in the proposed corridor areas. This is also a
major concern not studied in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General plan does not provide adequate analysis for the expansion of
permanent bike paths and pedestrian walking trails throughout the County. These impacts are very
severe due to constant conflicts from trail users and ag operations. Spraying, dust, odors from ag
operations, along with impacts created by the trail users. These are usually theft, vandalism, litter and
pet waste. The proposed mitigation measures require additional setbacks from these trails which
renders additional land unusable for ag operations.

In addition to the above comments on the agricultural aspects and related land use concerns of the
DEIR, the undersigned is also a mineral owner directly interested in the impacts on oil and gas
production of the DEIR and related General Plan 2040 proposed provisions. In these documents there is
a total failure to address the economic impacts of the various policies proposed in violation of the
requirements for this process, including but not limited to the loss of royalty income to a large group of
County residents. | join in the detailed comments on the various deficiencies and concerns identified in
the DEIR as described in the concurrent submissions on behalf of Aera Energy and other operators
delivered this week to the County.

Please look at the long-term consequences of these General Plan policies and mitigation measures. We
formally request additional studies and a revised Draft EIR that will properly look at these and many
more issues. The DEIR must be corrected with details of the revisions. Then it can be recirculated.
Sincerely,

&_,_

Dominick McCormick



Downing, Clay

From: Downing, Clay

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 5:11 PM

To: Simmons, Carrie; General Plan Update

Cc: Curtis, Susan

Subject: Fw: NBVC Comments on DEIR Ventura County 2040 General Plan

Attachments: NBVC Comments on VC2040 PPRD 07.30.2019 HighRes.pdf; smime.p7s; ATTO0001.txt;
ATT00002.htm

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

From: Lousen, Kendall P CIV USN NAVB VCTY PT MUGU CA (USA) <kendall.p.lousen@navy.mil>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:55 PM

To: Downing, Clay <clay.downing@ventura.org>

Cc: Knoll, Michele A CIV (USA) <michele.knoll@navy.mil>

Subject: NBVC Comments on DEIR Ventura County 2040 General Plan

Dear Clay,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Public Draft Environmental Impact Report (PDEIR) for the
Ventura County 2040 General Plan. Please see attached letter and enclosure from Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC)
submitted on 7/30/2019 to the County of Ventura.

The Ventura County 2040 General Plan PDEIR presents an important opportunity to evaluate Naval Base Ventura County
(NBVC) military influence areas and incorporating the Joint Land Use (JLUS) Study Recommendations (Sep 2015) and
Recommendations from the NBVC-Point Mugu Air Installations Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Study (Dec. 2016). Thank
you for incorporating the military-compatibility areas (MCAs) and military operational airspace and restricted use
airspace areas for policies and land use evaluations for the short- and long-range planning goals of Ventura

County. While Naval Base Ventura County does not wish to enter any new comments into the record, we kindly request
the County to carefully consider CMAs and reinforce the comments previously submitted by NBVC in July 2019. We also
encourage strategic references to the JLUS (Sep. 2015) and 2016 NBVC-Point Mugu AICUZ Study throughout the General
Plan Update, which provides more current data on adverse effects from aircraft noise than the ALUCUP, which is
currently referenced in the Plan.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Public Draft EIR for Ventura County 2040 General
Plan.

V/r,

Kendall P. Lousen (“Kenny”)
Acting Community Liaison Planning Officer

NAVAL BASE VENTURA COUNTY
Public Works Department (AM Branch)



311 Main Road, Bldg. #66

Point Mugu, CA 93042-5033
Phone: 805-989-9746

Email: Kendall.p.lousen@navy.mil



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVAL BASE VENTURA COUNTY
311 MAIN ROAD, SUITE 1
POINT MUGU, CA 93042-5033
IN REPLY REFER TO:

11010
Ser N46VCS/0572
30 Jul 19

Mr. Steve Bennett

Chair, Board of Supervisors
County of Ventura

800 S. Victoria Ave.
Ventura, CA 93009

Dear Chairman Bennett,

Subj: NAVAL BASE VENTURA COUNTY COMMENTS ON THE COUNTY OF
VENTURA 2040 GENERAL PLAN PRELIMINARY PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT

The County of Ventura 2040 General Plan presents an important opportunity to implement
the strategies of the Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC) Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) and
recommendations of the Air Installations Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Study, to incorporate
key military-community compatibility components, such as noise contours, accident potential
zones, military training routes, and special use airspace.

Since the 1940s, the U.S. Navy has had an important presence in Ventura County. Today,
Naval Base Ventura County has an annual economic impact within Ventura County of more than
$2 billion and supports more than 20,000 direct, indirect, and induced jobs. Ventura County
residents hold over 18,000 of those jobs.

We are pleased to see that the General Plan Preliminary Public Review Draft incorporates
many JLUS and AICUZ strategies, particularly in Chapter 2-Land Use, Chapter 4-Circulation,
Transportation, and Mobility, and Chapter 7-Hazards and Safety. For example, Goal LU-21
seeks to ensure that County plans and policies are consistent with state laws concerning military
compatibility and the recommendations contained in the Naval Base Ventura County Joint Land
Use Study as they relate to land use and communications. Corresponding policies include
participation in a JLUS Coordination Committee, using the JLUS to guide land use and resource
management decisions and plan updates, establishing Military Compatibility Areas, enhancing
communications, and coordinating with NBVC on infrastructure expansions, stormwater
infrastructure improvements, and capital improvements.

In particular, Policy LU-21.1 states that the County shall participate in the NBVC JLUS
Coordination Committee responsible for coordination among JLUS partners and implementation
of JLUS recommendations to enhance long-term coordination on military compatibility issues.
Given the County’s leadership and facilitation roles across jurisdictions and stakeholders, we
suggest that the County consider taking a leadership role to convene and facilitate the
Coordination Committee.

Naval Base Ventura County appreciates the many goals, policies, and programs related to
military-community compatibility included throughout the General Plan Preliminary Public



Subj: NAVAL BASE VENTURA COUNTY COMMENTS ON THE COUNTY OF
VENTURA 2040 GENERAL PLAN PRELIMINARY PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT

Review Draft. As the County finalizes the Draft General Plan for environmental review and
adoption, please consider the commerits and suggested edits provided in Enclosure 1.

Thank you for your efforts to incorporate and foster military-community compatibility within
the Draft General Plan, and thank you for the continued strong partnership between the County
of Ventura and Naval Base Ventura County.

For additional information and coordination, please contact Ms. Amanda Fagan, Community
Planning Liaison Officer at COMM: (805) 989-9752 or by email: amanda fagan@ravy.mil.

Sincerely,

ptain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

Encl (1): Comments Regairding Selected Military Compatibility Policies and Refererices to
Naval Base Ventura County, Ventura County 2040 General Plan Preliminary Public
Review Draft — May 2019



County of Ventura 2040 General Plan
Preliminary Public Review Draft - May 2019

Selected Military Compatibility Policies and References to Naval Base Ventura County
Assembled by Amanda Fagan, NBYC CPLO

Page 1-4

Guiding Principies:

Economic Vitality

Foster econdmic and job- growth that is responswe to the evolwng needs and opportunltles of
the County’s economy and pre anduse:compatibility: :
and the Port of Hueneme, while enhan ng our quallty of life and promotmg environmental
sustainability,

Page 1-11 )
Inter-governmental Coordination (IGC)
The County must coordinate with numerous local, regional, state, and federal agencies to
implement the General Plan. These agencies provide services, facilities, or fundlng and
administer regulatlons that directly or indirectly affect many issues addressed in the General
Plan. The following is a partial list of public agencies that may play a role in implementing the
General Plan;
+ local agencies such as cities, special districts, and school districts;
= Regional agencies such as Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission, Ventura
County Air Pollution Centrol District, Ventura. Council of Governments, and Ventura
County Transportation Commission;
+ State agencies such as Caltrans, General Services, California State University,
Cahfornla Enwronmental Protectlon Agency, California Coastal Commission, and Native
Am d

Managemi

Page 2-56
2.8 Military Comipatibility

Ventura County is home to several significant military instaliations and operatlons areas “These

facilties are not only critical to the nation’s defense, but also pravide-significant economic
benefits and fand use challenges. Naval Base Ventura County {NBVC) consists of three
operating facilities — Point Mugu, Port Hueneme, and San Nicolas Island — that encompass a
diverse set of specialties, including thres warfare centers (Naval Air Warfare Center — Weapons
Division, Naval Surface Water Center — Port Hueneme Division, and Naval Facilities
Engineering and Expeditionary Warfare Center), NBVC is alse home to deployable units,
including the Pacific Seabees and the West Coast E2-G Hawkeyes, Adiacent-te-NavalBase |

Rt-Mugu-is £The 204-acre Channel tslands Air National Guard BaseStation

Ven@ura—@eaﬂty-nar
s located adjacent to Naval Base Ventura Gounty-Point Mugu, Additionally, the Instrument
Route-200 (IR-200) missile-cosridormilitary fraining route passes through Ventura County

connecting the Point Mugu Sea Range and the Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) China Lake.

Compatibility between mllrtary installations, adjacent land uses, and local communities is
essential to protect military missions, the heaith of local economies and industries, and the
quality of life for county residents. In order fo achieve compatibility, the military and iocal

enclosure (4}




improvement projects on Victoria Avenue. (MPSP, |GC) [Source: Naw Policy, NBYC JLUS
Strategy LU-5B]

Page 2-61

Program H: Develop Memorandum-of ladersianaiig)LUS Coordination Committee  _f¢

Guidance Docurment
The County should collaborate through the Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC) and-Joint Land
Use Study (JLUS) Coordination Committee to facilitate the development of a fatma!
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)guidance document that delineates the roles and
respensibilities for each partner ageéncy in the JLUS Study Area, including the County, NBVC,
and incorporated cities. This-decunent-sheuldEach anency rspraseniative should ackinowledos
this dogument, which shouid contain information such as:

» Point of contact and contact information for each agency,
Role in addressing compatibility issues with the base,
Responsibility in addressing compatibility issues,
Community and mifitary response times, and
Triggers for coordination and communication, €.g., infrastructure planning, water
resources planning, ecenomic development.
[Source: New Program, NBVC JLUS Strategy COM-18]

Page 2-63
Program I: Develop a JLUS Resource Management Reférence Guidé
The County shall cooperate with Naval Base Ventura County {NBVC} Joint Land Use Study
(JLUS) partners in the development of a feference guide providing infarmation about the various
agencies in the JLUS Study Area with their respective responsibilities. It shall be tailored to
existing JLUS issues and contain:

« Map(s) identifying the important resources in the area, and

» County-and JLUS partner contact information for the agency representative that will help

in cases of community-military compatibility,

{Source: New Program, NBVC JLUS Strategy COM-1D}

Page 2-63

Program .J: Update Plans and Amend Regulations with AICUZ Recommended Land Uses)
The County shauld amend the Zoning Ordinance and/or Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, if
necessary to incorporate the Air Installations Compatible Use Zones (AICUZ) recommended
land use fimitations and standards in the safety and noise zanes, (MPSP)

[Saurce: New Policy, NBVC JLUS Sirategy LU-8A]

Program K: Amend Zoning ) Or nal

The County should amend the Zoning Ordinances, if necassary, to comply withthe ™~~~

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) vertical obstruction guidelines, more specifi wcally with the
Navy's Airfield Imaginary Surfaces of the airfields located in the area. These surfaces are more
restrictive and provide for greater safety of the public, pilots, and aircraft. The Navy's Airfield
Imaginary Surfaces include slopes and heights that are allowable from various distances from
the alrfield. o .

{Source: New Program, NBVC JLUS Strategy LU-3B, LSA-5A, LG-1D, and VO-24]

Program L: Military Compatibility Areas (MCA) .
The County shall update the Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinan

'the Coastal Zoning Ordinance,
if necessary, to delineate and establish the Military Compatibility Areas and Subzones illustrated.

Enclosure {41}




Page 4-23
Goal CTM-5: To ensure that alr fransportation systems provide safe, efficient, and reliable

movements of people and goods. [Source: New Goal] e

Page 4-23
CTM-5.3 Private Airstrips and Agricultural Landing F:e!ds

The County shall require private airstrips and agricultural landing fieids to be sited to mimmize

conflicts with the flight paths of existing airports and other areas that would present mgnrf icant
hazards or huisances.

Page 4-23 )
CTM-5.5 Airport Land Use ICt

ibitity,

Discretionary development that would endanger the efficient, safe dperation of an airportor -

would result in significant land use incompatibility impact with an airport shall be prohibited.
(RDR, 50) o N
fSource: Existing GPP Policy 4.2.2. 10, modified]

Page 5-3
PFS-1.5 Infrastructure Expansion Coordination with Naval Base Ventura Bountyl

The County shall coordinate with Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC) when planning for

infrastructure expansions, improvements, and maintenance that may impact any NBVG facility
or-operation, (IGC) )
[Source: New Policy, NBVC JLUS Strategy IE-1A, 1E-2A]

Page 6-2 —6-6
Section 6.1 Biological Resources
Section 6.2 Coastal Rgsolirces’

‘Page 7-12

HAZ-2.4 Low Impact Development Upstream of Military Ingtallationss

The County shall encourage discretionary development upstream of mllltary |nstallatlons o
incorporate low impact designs that reduce the risk of fldoding downstream.

(RDR) [Source: New Policy, NBVC JLUS Strategy BIO-1A, modified]

Page 7-18 _

Section 7.6 Transportation Related Hazards

Hazards associatad with movement of goods and pegpie or conveyance of hazardous materials
have been grouped together and are addressed below. These include incidents refated to
aviation, vehicles, and raikoad operations.

Although airpfane crashes can oceur anywhere, crashes that affect life and praperty on the
ground-occur most frequently in aifport approach and departure zones. Residences, schools,
and other buildings occupied by people that are located in such zones are subject to an ever-
present risk from airplane accidents, Hazard zones have been identified for the four airports
within the county: 1) Ventura County Airport at Oxnard; 2} Ventura County Airport at Camarillo;
3) Santa Paula Airport; and 4) Naval Base Ventura County, Point Mugu.

Page 7- 19 .
HA o minimize the foss of life, injury, damage to structures, and economic and social ...
dis ons resulting from hazards created by proxlmlty io alrports railroads and truck routes

Enclosure (7)




HAZ-8.3 Military Gompatibility and Renewable Energy bevelopment{ _—
The Gounty shall require that new larger-scale commercial renewable energy development is
consistent with Joint Land Use Study (JLUS} policies and regulations and that Navai Base
Ventura County (NBVC) and the Department of Defense (DOD) Siting Clearinghouse are
included in the development review process. (MPSP)

[Source: New Policy, NBVC JLUS Strategy ED-1A, ED-1C, modified]

HAZ-8.4 Frequency Spectrum Encroachment Review,
For discretionary development within 10 miles of Naval Base Ventura County {NBVC), Point

Mugu that includes transmission facilities cperating near military spectrum, the County shall
submit project applications to NBVC for review and comment to determine appropriate
coordination and review. (SQ, IGC)

{8ource: New Policy, NBVC JLUS Stralegy FRQ-2C, FRQ-2B, modified]

HAZ-8.5 Light and Glare Confrol
The County shall coordinate and consuif wnth Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC) when

reviewing applications for commercial alternative energy facilities {e.g.; wind, solar, tidal} to
ensure {he systems do not impact flight or test operations. (RDR} '

[Source: New Policyf

Page 7-23
Sectlon 7.9 Nolse

HAZ: To protect the health, safety, and general welfare of county residents by strivingto .-
eliminate or avoid the adverse noise |mpacts on existing and future noise sensitive
‘uses, [Source; Existing GPP Goal 2.16.1.1]

HAZ-9.2 Noise Compatibility Standards| o
‘The County shall review discretionary developrient for noise compatlbmty with surrounding
uses, The County shall determine noise based on the following standards:

1. New noise sensitive Uses proposed to be located near highways, truck routes, heavy
industrial activities and cther relatively continuous noise sources shall incorporate nolse
control measures so that indoor noise levels in habitable rooms do not exceed Community
Noise Equivalent Level {CNEL) 45 and autdoor noise levels do not exceed CNEL 60 or
Leq1H of 65 dB{A} during any hour,

2. New noise sensitive uses proposed to be located near railroads shall incorporate noise
control measures so that indoor noise levels in habitable rooms do not exceed Community
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) 45 and ouldoor noise levels do not exceed L10 of 60 dB(A)

3. New noise sensitive uses proposed fo be located near airports:
a. Shall be prohibited if they are in a Community Noise Eguivaient Level (GNEL) 65 or
greater; noise contour; or
b. Shall be permitied in the Community Noise Equivalent Level {CNEL) 60 to CNEL
65 noise contour area only if means will be taken to ensure interior noise levels of
CNEL 45 or less.

Page 7-24 .
HAZ-9.6 Airport Noise Compatlb:llty
The County shall use the aircraft noise analysrs prepared for local airports or the rnoise contours

7

Enclosure (1)



keep the base in the Navy's long-term plans, recognizing, however, that defense priorities can
change. NBYC projects sianificant drowth in coming years as an emeérging hub for unmanned
systems, Qverall, NBVC generates about $2 billion in total economic benefit {o Ventura County
each year.

EV-3: To facilitate the refenfion, expansion, and attraction of key industries and business
clusters in the county.
[Source: New Goal}

Page 10-6

EV-3.1 Existing Business Reténtion

The County shall proactively focus on Tetention of existing businesses in key industry clusters.
I the unincorporated areas, this would include prieritizing Naval Base Ventura County and
agricultural activities. (MPSP, JP)

[Source: EVSP Policy C.2]

Page 10-6
EV-3.4 Expansion of Naval Base Ventura County and Pott of Hueneme Support
Businesses

raction of businesses that:can furthersupport
“and the Port of Hueneme including the

strengthenmg of exlst!ng busmess relationshlps anid estabhshmg spin-off businesses that can

transfer technolagies used for military applications into other markets. (IGC,.JF)
[Source: EVSP Policies A.7 and A.8, modified]

Page 10-10
Program C: Business Retention and Expans:on

The County shall coordinate with.the Economic Development Coliaborative - Ventura County to

focus on retention and expansion of existing businesses in key industry clusters, including Naval
Base Ventura County and Port of Hueneme support businesses.
[Source: New Programj

- {Comimented [FALCNSMS ]: con

| Commiented: [FALCNSMS2]: Canci

Enclosure (7))



Downing, Clay

From: Leslie Purcell <lesliepurcell@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 5:02 PM
To: General Plan Update

Subject: Comments on VC 2040 GPU DEIR
Attachments: VC GPU DEIR Comments.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Please see attached comments.

Leslie Purcell



Attn: Susan Curtis
Re: Comments on VC 2040, GPU DEIR 2-27-2020

e Program H: County Tree Planting Program. The County shall plant at least one thousand
trees annually on County property.

Comment: Priority should be given to planting appropriate native tree species, for their habitat
value. County Administration and Court site at Victoria provides opportunity to create public
awareness and education through the planting of native trees (and other native plants) with
explanatory signage.

e Policy-- Countywide Tree Planting: The County shall establish and support a countywide
target for the County, cities in Ventura County, agencies, organizations and citizens to
plant two million trees throughout the county by 2040.

Comment: County should encourage the planting of appropriate native trees.
e Air Quality Impacts:

Comment: Need for best management practices for dust control and/or mitigation along the
dirt shoulders of some agricultural fields; particularly when such dust contains remnants of
chemicals from fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides.

e Water Quality impacts:

Comment: Need for best management practices and/or mitigation to control rain and or run-
off, to prevent dirt from agricultural fields and/or shoulders of roadways, from washing into
culverts/barrancas/streams/rivers/coastal waters/ocean, particularly when such dust contains
remnants of chemicals from fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides.

Leslie Purcell

lesliepurcell@gmail.com



Downing, Clay

From: Ali Ghasemi <aghasemi@vcapcd.org>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:50 PM

To: General Plan Update

Cc: Nicole Collazo; aghasemi; Laki Tisopulos

Subject: VCAPCD Comment Letter

Attachments: VCAPCD Comments on DEIR for VCGPU 2040.pdf
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

| would like to thank you for the opportunity to provide the attached VCAPCD comments on the GPU’s DEIR. Please let
me know if you have any questions/comments. Thanks

All Reza Ghasemi, PE

Division Manager

Ventura County APCD
Planning/Rules/Incentives Division
Phone: (805) 645-1427

Fax: (805) 645-1444

aghasemi@vcapcd.org




Ventura County 669 County Square Dr tel 805/645-1400 Dr. Laki Tisopulos, P.E.
Air Pollution Ventura, California 93003 fax 805/645-1444 Air Pollution Control Officer

Control District www.vcaped.org

VENTURA COUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT
Memorandum
TO: Susan Cyrtis, County Planning DATE: February 27, 2020
As %;«./
FROM: Dr. Laki Tisopulos, APCO

SUBJECT:  Public Comment for Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the County
of Ventura General Plan Update 2040 (GPU)

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the GPU’s DEIR. The GPU is proposed
to set forth the County’s vision of its future and express the goals, policies, and implementation
programs that will guide future decisions concerning a variety of issues, including land use,
health and safety, and resource conservation out to the year 2040. The project is not expected to
identify any increase in overall development relative to the existing General Plan. However, the
project will address topics and issues pursuant to state requirements adopted since the existing
General Plan was approved in 2005. The Project Location includes all unincorporated areas
within Ventura County. The Lead Agency for the project is the County of Ventura.

District staff provides the following comments and suggestions to further clarify and improve the
document relative to the air quality and greenhouse gas emissions reduction benefits:

Section 4.3- Air Quality

Item 1- Page 4.3-16. The significance after mitigation discussion states that “implementation of
Mitigation Measures AQ-la, AQ-2a, and AQ-2b would reduce impacts to air quality to the
extent feasible because construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors
would be minimized through the use of the highest rate diesel engines available for heavy duty”.
This mitigation reduction is also quantified and included as part of mitigation construction
emissions in Table 4.3-3 and the CalEEMod report found in Appendix C- AQ Modeling displays
Tier 4 equipment as the mitigation selected. However, the mitigation measures listed do not
explicitly require cleaner diesel EPA off-road construction equipment (Tier 3 and Tier 4). We
recommend including specific language such as “minimum use of Tier 3 or Tier 4 off-road
construction diesel equipment. The use of cleaner diesel engines will dramatically reduce NOx
and Diesel Particulate Matter, a toxic air contaminant, emissions during construction and may
reduce short-term health impacts to sensitive receptors, particularly for prolonged extended
construction periods of individual development projects.

Item 2- Page 4.3-19. The heading of Impact 4.3-4 should read “...would not result in...” or
“...that does not exceed...” since the CO discussion concluded a less than significant localized



impact in relation to CO emissions. Furthermore, the District’s Air Quality Assessment
Guidelines have not been updated to reflect more recent information regarding CO attainment
status and monitoring in Ventura County. For informational purposes, the following language
reflects what is currently being recommended for determining local air quality impacts in
relation to CO:

“Some localized areas, such as traffic-congested intersections, can have elevated levels of CO
concentrations (CO hotspots). CO hotspots are defined as locations where ambient CO
concentrations exceed the State Ambient Air Quality Standards (20 ppm for 1-hr standard, 9
ppm for 8-hr standard). The Federal Ambient Air Quality Standard for CO is 35 ppm for 1-hr
standard and 9 ppm for the 8-hr standard. In Ventura County, ambient air monitoring for CO
stopped in 2004, with the approval of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency- Region 9,
because CO background concentrations in El Rio, Simi Valley, and Ojai were much lower than
the State Ambient Air Quality Standard (highest recorded CO background concentration in
Ventura County was in Simi Valley at 6.2 ppm for 1-hr, 1.6 ppm for 8-hr (AQAG, Table 6-2).
Therefore, no CO hotspots are expected to occur in the Growth and Non-Growth Areas where
and additional CO modeling analysis is not warranted. In addition, with over 80% of the CO in
urban areas emitted by motor vehicles, and with stricter, cleaner emission standards to the
mobile fleet since 2003, CO ambient concentrations should remain at or lower than the most
recent CO monitoring data available for Ventura County.”

Item 3- Page 4.3-21. Policy LU-17.2 referenced on the last paragraph could not be found in
DEIR Section 4.11 “Land Use and Planning” list of Land Use Proposed Policies.

Item 4- Page 4.3-23. When reviewing discretionary projects from other jurisdictions, it has been
the practice of the District to recommend certain mitigation measures if local toxic exposure is
considered significant (HRA cancer risk exceeds OEHHA thresholds). Please consider
incorporating the following measures that may help reduce toxic exposure from heavily travelled
transportation corridors into Policy HAZ-10.X or as a separate item under Mitigation Measure
AQ-3:

- install location of air intakes furthest away from toxic source (such as a heavily traveled
transportation corridor)

- limit window opening height or permanently seal windows so that they don’t open on side of
sensitive-receptor buildings (hospitals, retirement homes, schools, libraries, residential)

- install a vegetative barrier, considering height and cover thickness, to create a natural buffer
between sensitive receptors and toxic source (freeway or heavily traveled transportation corridor)

Section 4.8- Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Item 5- Page 4.8-1. In addition to the CARB GHG Regulations for Crude Oil and Natural Gas,
please include the CARB GHG Methane Municipal Waste Landfill Regulation with background
information. Much like the CARB GHG Crude Oil and Natural Gas Regulation, the District



came into a Memorandum of Understanding with CARB in 2015 to be able to implement and
enforce the regulation for landfills inside the District’s jurisdiction.

Item 6- Page 4.8-5. The chemical abbreviation used for carbon dioxide should be CO2, not CO
(carbon monoxide). This is found throughout the text in the first paragraph.

We look forward to working with the County of Ventura to make sure the 2040 General Plan
Update is consistent with recently adopted air quality regulations and the state’s plans to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.

If you have any questions regarding the contents of this memo, you may contact Mr. Ali
Ghasemi, Planning, Rules, and Incentives Manager at aghasemi(@vcapcd.org or Mrs. Nicole
Collazo, Air Quality Specialist, at nicole@vcaped.org.




Downing, Clay

From: Maxwell, James

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:39 PM

To: General Plan Update; Curtis, Susan

Cc: Loeb, Kim

Subject: RE: VC2040 | Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR for Public Review
Attachments: VC 2040 GPU DEIR GW Response Memo 20200227.pdf; Chapter 10 Water

Resources_GW review_20200227.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
Hi Susan,

Please see the attached response memo from Groundwater Resources for the Ventura County 2040 General Plan
Update Environmental Impact Report. Groundwater Resources also reviewed and updated relevant information in
Chapter 10 (Water Resources) of the Background Report (Appendix B) from the DEIR. A word document of Chapter 10
with markup and comments is also attached.

Let us know if you have questions or comments.

Thanks,

James Maxwell, PG, CEG
Groundwater Specialist
Watershed Protection District
Water Resources Division

P: 805-654-5164

E: james.maxwell@ventura.org

From: Ventura County General Plan Update <generalplanupdate@ventura.org>
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2020 7:29 AM

To: Maxwell, James <James.Maxwell@ventura.org>

Subject: VC2040 | Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR for Public Review

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

@ Share @ Tweet @ Share Forward

VC2040 | Be Part Of The Conversation. View this email in your browser




Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR for Public Review
County of Ventura 2040 General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
State Clearinghouse No: 2019011026

Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR For Public Review

Notice is hereby given that a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been
prepared by the County of Ventura, State of California, and is available for public
review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
for the Ventura County 2040 General Plan (State Clearinghouse No.
#2019011026).

PROJECT LOCATION: All unincorporated areas within Ventura County

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project is a comprehensive update of
the County of Ventura General Plan, also known as the 2040 General Plan. The
2040 General Plan will set forth the County’s vision of its future and identify the
goals, policies, and implementation programs that will guide future decisions
concerning a variety of issues, including but not limited to land use, climate
change, agriculture, transportation, hazards, public facilities, health and safety,
environmental justice, and resource conservation out to the year 2040. The
County, as the lead agency, has prepared an EIR in accordance with CEQA. The
purpose of the notice of availability is to call attention to this EIR and to request
that interested persons review and provide comments on significant
environmental issues, mitigation measures, and range of reasonable alternatives
addressed in the EIR. The 2040 General Plan is anticipated to be adopted in
2020. With implementation of the 2040 General Plan, development may occur
on or near site(s) identified in one of the regulatory databases compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5.

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: The Draft EIR has identified
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts in the following resource
areas.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural, Tribal Cultural, and Paleontological Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire

Mineral and Petroleum Resources



« Noise and Vibration

e Public Services and Recreation

« Transportation and Traffic

o Utilities

WHERE THE DRAFT EIR IS AVAILABLE: The Draft EIR and supporting
documents are available for public review at the following locations:

e 2040 General Plan Update webpage at https://vc2040.0rg/;

e The Planning Division website at http://vcrma.org/divisions/planning
(select “CEQA Environmental Review”); and

o County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Public Counter, 39 Floor, Hall of Administration, 800 S. Victoria Avenue,
Ventura, CA, 93009, between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m.,
Monday through Friday.

Digital versions of the Draft EIR and supporting documents are available at the
following libraries:

Albert H. Soliz Library (2820 Jordan Street, Oxnard, CA 93036);
Avenue Library (606 North Ventura Ave., Ventura, CA 93001);
E.P. Foster Library (651 East Main St., Ventura, CA 93001);
Fillmore Library (502 2nd St., Fillmore, CA 93015);

Hill Road Library (1070 S. Hill Rd., Ventura, CA 93003);
Meiners Oaks Library (114 North Padre Juan, Ojai, CA 93023);
Oak Park Library (899 North Kanan Rd., Oak Park, CA 91377);
Oak View Library (555 Mahoney Ave., Oak View, CA 93022);
Ojai Library (111 East Ojai Ave., Ojai, CA 93023);

Piru Library (3811 Center St., Piru, CA 93040);

Ray D. Prueter Library (510 Park Ave., Port Hueneme, CA 93041); and
Saticoy Library (1292 Los Angeles Ave., Ventura CA 93004).

PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT PERIOD: The 45-day public review and
comment period during which the County will receive comments on the Draft EIR
begins Monday, January 13, 2020 and ends at 5:00 p.m. on Thursday, February
27, 2020.

SEND COMMENTS TO:
Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Attn: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section
800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740
Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Or via email to: GeneralPlanUpdate @ventura.org

Please include your name or the name of a contact person, your agency or
organization (if applicable), and U.S. mail and email addresses.



By: Dave Ward, Director
Ventura County Planning Division

County of Ventura
Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
800 South Victoria Avenue, L #1740
Ventura, CA 93009

For more information, contact Susan Curtis by email or at (805) 654-2497.

Para mas informacién péngase en contacto con Susan Curtis por correo electrénico o al (805) 654-2497.

Want to change how you receive these emails?

You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list.

Copyright © 2017 County of Ventura, RMA Planning Division, All rights reserved.



P u B L I c WATERSHED PROTECTION

WURKS MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 27, 2020
TO: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section
FROM: James Maxwell, Groundwater Specialist /¢

SUBJECT:  Ventura County Public Works Agency, Water Resources Division
(VCWRD) Response, Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR),
Ventura County 2040 General Plan

VCWRD reviewed the DEIR and supporting documents (Appendix B, Ventura County
2040 General Plan Update Background Report, Revised Public Review Draft January
2020) submitted by the County of Ventura. VCWRD does not have any comments
regarding the DEIR. Relevant updates and comments have been made to Chapter 10
(Water Resources) of the Background Report.
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10 WATER RESOURCES
INTRODUCTION

This chapter summarizes the various water resources and water resource issues in Ventura County. It is
organized into the following sections:

" Resources AssessmentMajor-Findings (Section 10.1)

® | egal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management (Section 10.2)

" |ntegrated Regional Water Management (10.3)

= Existing Conditions (by watershed) (Section 10.4)

® Trends and Future Conditions (Section 10.5)

= Key Terms (Section 10.6)

= References (Section 10.7)

The organization of this chapter differs from others in the Background Report because of the nature of its
subject matter. First, because the overall legal and regulatory framework affecting water resources is key
to understanding how such resources are managed, the framework is the first substantive discussion in
this chapter. Second, because water resources are so integrally tied to geography, the existing conditions
discussions are organized according to the Ceounty’s watersheds, with each aspect of the resource
addressed as it relates uniquely to each watershed.

SECTION 10.1 RESOURCES ASSESSMENTMAJORFINDINGS

SustainableAdeguate water supply is an-edtrent-and ongoing concern in Ventura County due tote-chrrate-
change-and drought conditions, associatedtherelated declines in surfaceriver flows and reservoir levels,
historie-overdraft of-severaHeeal groundwater basins, curtailment of groundwater extractionsupplies-in-
southern-entura-County, prohibition of new groundwater wells-prehibitiens, and reduced deliveries of
imported water. More than 850,000 residents and 156 square miles (95,802 acres) of irrigated farmland in

Ventura County experienced direct impacts from-the drought conditions that began in 2012.

t domesticresidents

commercual/mdustrlal munlmpalw_mmwmm

it goal-oriented planning and implementationgencerted action
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Declines in surface water flow and reservoir levels in Western Ventura County.
Water supplies Fhe-water for more than 70,000 people in western Ventura County are
strained byis-at-risk-due-te-the drought conditions that began in 2012. Imported water
delivered by Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD) is not availablecannet
eurrenthy-be-delivered to western Ventura County and groundwater resources areis-very
limited. Water agencies that obtaintypicathy-get all or part of their supplywater from wells

s
!
[
i

have-had-te-start supplementpurchasing water from Lake Casitas-water—as-theirwels
haverundry. During the drought conditions, purchases of Lake Casitas water increased-
by 1,000%. The lake is a diminisheda-impertant-but-dwindhing: resource threatened by
both water guality and watersupply issueseeneerns. As of February 2020, Lake Casitas is
over 40% capacity; however, fFor the first time since 1968, reservoir volumelevels-in-
Lake Casitas-areis expected to drop below 35% _due to decreased inflow-vetume. Historic
Iow water-volumelevels in 1968 resulted in significant thermal stratification and anoxic-
{witheutdisselved-oxygen) conditions. FhedThisew-oxygentevels created an
environment where manganese and hydrogen sulfide, normally trapped in sediments,
became soluble, causing unfavorable color and taste to the reservoir -lake water-te-have-a
brown-colorand-bittermetallic-taste. There-were-alsoThese conditions encourage growth
of large blue-green algae blooms. CNermathy-ereek inflows typically provide supply and

famhtate Iake water mlxmq éwhlch helps maintain qood water quality).

Ca3|tas Munlmpal Water Dlstnct (Ca3|tas) added hashad—t&add—aaeratlon faC|I|t|es- to
combat the water quality eaffects-from-the-drought.

Overdrafted gGroundwater basins in the county-are-experiencing-everdraftconditions.

Groundwater is the largest single source of water in the County, pumped by individual
well owners and water purveyors.estimated-to-provide-67-percent-.of the-localwater
supphy. The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has identified the
following groundwater basins-in-\entura-County as being in critical overdraft:

e -Cuyama Valley Basin (DWR Basin No. 3-013)

e Oxnard Subbasin (DWR Basin No. 4-004.02)

e Pleasant Valley Basin (DWR Basin No. 4-006).

T{the Cuyama Valley Bbasin as a whole is considered to be in overdraft, however, the
Unlted States Geological Su urvey (USGS) estimates the portion in Ventura County not to

Section 10.1: Major Findings
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Water Resources

2040 General Phese basins serve both urban populations and agriculture._In April 2014, to protect
groundwater supplies; the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency; passed
Emergency Ordinance E which mandated reduced extractions in many of the
groundwater basins in southern Ventura County. In December 2014 the Ventura County
Board of Supervisors approved and adopted Ordinance 4468 which prohibits new water

* As defined in the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, a basin is subject to critical overdraft when continuation of present water
management practices would probably result in significant adverse overdraft-related environmental, social, or economic impacts such as
persistent lowering of groundwater levels, drying of wells, reductions in groundwater storage, sea water intrusion, degradation of water quality.
land subsidence, and reduction of water in streams and lakes.

Revised Public Review Draft Introduction
January 2018 10-1
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wells within a defined boundaryin-the-unincorporated-County-in-the-majority-of
greundwaterbasins. These prohibitions will not be removed until Groundwater
Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) are formed and have completed Ggroundwater
Ssustainability Pplans (GSPs) per the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA\). Implementation of SGMAthe-Sustainable-GroundwaterManagement-Act-with
requires an assessment of the-condition-of-groundwater basin_conditionss and;managing
groundwater demand, and-trdertaking implementation of groundwater recharge projects
to achieve long-term sustainability.

Variability in deliveries of imported water. Approximately 75%three-guarters of
Ventura County residents receive imported watersupply from CMWDaleguas-
Municipab\Water Distriet. Imported water volumeFhe-ameunt-ofimperted-water varies
depending on seasonal elimatie-conditions; regulatory restrictions on SWP
exports,conditions water costs and regional demands. Fhe-DWRGCatifornia-Department
of Water Resourees prepares a biennial report to evaluate the reliability of imported
water from the State Water Project. The most recent update, the 20175 State Water
Pr0|ect Dellvery C@Lbllltv Report armerpate&qreater—extremes-m-the-rmpenedwa{er—

ing reported

an |ncreased average annual delrverv of water since the 2015 Report

Water resources dedicated to environmental purposes-may-change. State and federal
agency regulations restrlctmqa%memed«teta{e the amount of exported SWP water that
must remain be-available

reseurees. Water availability for municipal, agricultural and other uses will be

potentrally reduced by strlcter manaqement of |nf|ow to upstream reservoirs toPetermal-

S R R e e e A s e Semeef—thenew—supphesAlternatlve water sources
being considered include advanced treatment of wastewater for use as potable water

stormwater capture and reuse, treatment of brackish groundwater, and ocean desalination.
Facilities to import and deliverHdecally—held: SWPState- WaterProjeet entitlements are
being considered. {n-additionsignificant-w\Water conservation measures are efferts have
begun, mainly in municipal and industrial uses. Agricultural practices are also increasing
in efficiency. These efforts will need to continue and be sustained.

= Shift toward lintegrated Regional Wwatershed Mmanagement (IRWM). In the past,
variousdifferent elements of athe water systems were managed independentlyseparatel. y-from-other
elements—-e—gGroundwater was managed as a separate resource from stormwater and separate from
recycled water. There has been a shift in water resources management and regulation toward
watershed--based approaches. This A shift in water resources management and regulation toward a

watershed-based approach integrates on a regional level the many facets of water resources
management, including water supply, water quality, flood management, ecosystem health, and
recreation through enhanced collaboration across geographic and political boundaries and diverse
stakeholder groups.

Revised Public Review Draft Section 10.1: Major Findings

January 2018
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; ; i Variety of water ater
supplyiers in Ventura County. Many properties are served by private wells and surface water
diversions. Other properties are served by mutual water companies, irrigation companies, special

districts, cities, private utilities, and wholesale water agencies. There are more than 162 water
suppliers in the county.

Section 10.2: Legal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management Revised Public Review Draft
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*  |Landdevelopment Water supply and demand for land developmentsigrificantly-affects-
demand-and-supply. Fhe-type-oftLand usagee and development greathy-drives-the-demand-and
dictates the type and -t volumepe of water needed. High-density residential development wit-
requires drinking-quality waterwater-treated-to-drinking-water-standards. Water-sent-to-users-with
Water collected by sewer systems is collected and can be treated and used as a secondary recycled
water supply. Agricultural usersusers-may-be-able-te applystitize raw or recycled water and

application of water in agricultural fields that assists with may recharge to groundwater.| Commented [MJ2]: This paragraph is extraneous if we are
= Impacts from Yurban land development-can-impact-water-gualityresourees. Land development describing individual types of development below.

can impact water quality;; however, but-there-areimplementation of best management-practices and
conservationether practices can be employedmetheds-te to avoid and lessen potential residualsteh
impacts. Diand-development commonly ereates-an increases i-impervious surfaces; which increases
the-ameunt-of runoff volume and stormwater pollutants-ir-stermwater. As-sStormwater runoffs over
impervious surfaces such asrooftops, roadways, and parking lots, the runoff accumulates sediment

pollutionpelution-and-sediment, nutrients, bacteria, and other impactspeHutants. PeHutants-in-
sStormwater isare typically conveyedtransperted directly to drainageteeat channels, tributaries, rivers;
and the ocean, prior to or without any treatment. Land development potentially impacts floodplains,
increases the risk of flooding; and decreases the ability to manage storm waters naturally.
Developments in floodplains may impact-the-abitity-to-recharge groundwater recharge basins-through
infiltration and may reducemeve percolation surface areapotential-sites-with-recharge-capabiities. -
addition-to-aktering-stormwaterrunefftLand development introduces other point sources of pollution
including discharges from sewage-treatment plants, individual septic tanks, community wastewater
treatment systems; and industrial facilities.

= Impacts from aAgriculture land development-can-impact-water-gualityresources. Soil
disturbanceFiHage and subsequent irrigation-eftand changes the runoff and infiltration

characteristics of the ground surfacetand, potentially affecting percolation to the subsurface and
recharge to groundwater. ;This alsoand increases erosion and-resulting sediment deposition into
surface-water-bedics il lorina e nonmpe sl bop—Hhie oo e heplameliope -
B e

= Peerwater-Water gguality limitations tos bbeneficial uses-efwater. DecreasedPoor water

quality can limit the availability ofsuitabitity-of a water bedy: resource for beneficial uses such as
agriculturee, recreationfisheries, and riverine habitat. Poor water quality-atse-can limits the use of

the water-for as a water supply-er-drastically-inerease-the-treatment-cost.

= Development impacts toean-affect natural hydrologic processes. DSeme-development can
potentiallysigrificantly alter land topography and surface geography. Removal of natural
vegetation and manmade structures such as levees, dams, and diversion structures disrupt-raturat
hydrologic processes (i.e. sediment transport and deposition, groundwater recharge). These
changes alter water velocity, river substrate, water shading, soil moisture, and other ecosystem
characteristics needed by fish and wildlife.

SECTION 10.2 LEGAL AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK FOR
WATER MANAGEMENT

The—framework—for water management_framework ofin Ventura County-is-eemplex—and reflects the
network—of laws, policies; and regulations governing California water. Many laws and many

institutions influence water planning_(Table 10-1):—Table-10-provides—a-broad-regulatory-oversiew. [Formaued; Font: Bold

Additional details en-several-of-these-taws,-and a discussion of regulations with land use linkages, are |
further summarized on the following pages.

Revised Public Review Draft Section 10.1: Major Findings
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Statute, Code, or
Authority

Relationship to Water Management

State of California
Constitution, Article X,
Section 2

Requires that all entities in the State use water in a beneficial manner and
prohibits unreasonable use and water waste.

State of California
Riparian Water Rights

Allows owners of land on a stream to divert and use a portion of the flow.

State of California
Appropriative Water
Rights

The right to divert, store, and use water on any land, provided the use is
reasonable and does not harm earlier appropriators. Appropriative rights
are managed by the State Water Resources Control Board.

State of California
Water Commission Act

Established a system of State-issued permits and licenses to appropriate
water.

Federal Endangered
Species Act

Designed to protect endangered and threatened species and promote
species recovery. Requires that federal agencies consult with the US Fish
and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service to ensure
that federal actions do not jeopardize endangered or threatened species
or their habitat.

National Environmental
Policy Act

Requires federal agencies to conduct an environmental review for federal
actions that may affect the environment; encourages implementation of
mitigation measures to avoid impacts.

State of California
Endangered Species Act

Designed to protect endangered and threatened species and promote
species recovery. Requires that state and local agencies consult with the
California Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that their actions do not
jeopardize endangered or threatened species or their habitat.

California
Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA)

Requires state and local governments to evaluate environmental effects
and find ways to mitigate effects where feasible, prior to approving
projects.

State of California
Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act

This is a water quality control law and regulatory program to protect
water quality and beneficial use of the State’s water. This act allows
regulation of discharges to water.

Federal Clean Water Act

Requires permits for the discharge of pollutants to waters of the United
States from any point source. See additional detail below.

Federal and State Safe
Drinking Water Act

Under this law, federal and state agencies set and enforce standards for
drinking water quality.

State of California
Regional and Local
Water Agency
Formation enabling acts

Guides the formation of districts for controlling, conserving, managing,
and distributing water.

State of California
Urban Water
Management Planning
(UWMP) Act

Requires urban water suppliers to conduct regular comparisons of
supplies and demands. (See additional detail below.) Within the UWMP,
water suppliers must include, to the extent practicable, information on
the water quality of existing sources and the manner in which water

Revised Public Review Draft
January 2018
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TABLE 10-1
FRAMEWORK FOR WATER MANAGEMENT

Statute, Code, or
Authority

Relationship to Water Management

quality affects supply reliability. Based on the UWMP, water suppliers
explore enhancing basic supplies from traditional sources such as the
State Water Project (SWP) as well as other options. These include
groundwater extraction, water exchanges and transfers, water
conservation, recycling, brackish water desalination and water
banking/conjunctive use. Each option will involve evaluations of how it
would: (1) fit into the overall supply/demand framework; (2) impact the
environment; and (3) affect customers. The objective of these more
detailed evaluations would be to find the optimum mix of conservation
and supply programs that ensure customers’ needs are met.

State of California
Agricultural Water
Management Act

Senate Bill X7-7, the Water Conservation Act of 2009 (SB X7-7), requires
agricultural water suppliers who provide water to more than 25,000
irrigated acres (excluding acreage irrigated by recycled water) to adopt
and submit Agricultural Water Management Plans (AWMP) to DWR and
to implement Efficient Water Management Practices, including the
measurement and volumetric pricing of water deliveries. Within Ventura
County, Casitas Municipal Water District, Camrosa Water District, and
Ventura County Waterworks District No. 1 prepared AWMPs in 2015.

State of California
Water Conservation in
Landscaping Act

Requires specific water efficiencies for landscapes in new or
redevelopment projects.

State of California
Energy Commission Title
20

Sets standards for toilets, urinals, faucets, and showerheads. The
appliance standards dictate what can be sold in California and impact new
construction and replacement fixtures in existing homes.

State of California CAL
Green Building Code

Requires residential and non-residential water efficiency and
conservation measures for new structures that will reduce the overall
potable water use by 20 percent. Water savings can be achieved by
installing plumbing fixtures and fittings that meet the 20 percent reduced
flow rate specified in the CAL Green Code, or by other measures that
meet the reduction standard.

State of California
Sustainable
Groundwater
Management Act

Requires entities using water from groundwater basins designated as high
or medium priority by the Department of Water Resources to assess the
condition of groundwater basins and to develop a framework for long-
term sustainability through demand management and groundwater
recharge activities. (See additional discussion on the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act further in this Section below .)

State of California Class

Regulation of wells used to inject fluids associated with oil and natural gas

Il Underground Injection

production. The purpose of the regulation is to ensure fluids associated

Control Program

with oil and gas production are not introduced into drinking water
sources. (See additional details below.)

Section 10.2: Legal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management
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SEHI, (COEIE, Relationship to Water Management

Authority

State of California Regulates the formation of new public water systems by the State Water

Permitting of Water Resources Control Board. (See additional detail below.)

Systems

County of Ventura Complies with Section 65300 of the California Government Code which

General Plan Goals, requires that, "Each planning agency shall prepare and the legislative

Policies and Programs body of each county and city shall adopt a comprehensive, long-term
general plan for the physical development of the county or city, and of
any land outside its boundaries which in the planning agency's judgment
bears relation to its planning."

County of Ventura Regulates and control subdivisions of land and in conjunction implements

Subdivision Ordinance the County's General Plan. (See additional detail below.)

County of Ventura Regulates all proposed development in the Coastal Zone of Ventura

Coastal Zone Ordinance | County. (See additional detail below.)

County of Ventura Non- | Regulates all proposed development in the Non-Coastal Zone of Ventura
Coastal Zone Ordinance | County. (See additional detail below.)

Ventura County Regulates construction, maintenance, operation, use, repair,
Groundwater modification, and destruction of groundwater wells. (See additional detail
Conservation Ordinance | below.)

County of Ventura Requires approval of a landscape plan for new and modified

Landscape Design developments. Limits the plant types and plant pallets so as to conserve
Criteria water; and requires minimum irrigation efficiency.

State of California Grant funding to encourage regional integrated planning of water
Propositions 50, 84, and | resources. (See additional detail below.)

1

State of California Non- | Allows for use of non-potable water (i.e., graywater), which includes
potable Water Reuse wastewater from bathtubs, showers, bathroom washbasins, clothes

Systems-Chapter 15 of washing machines and laundry tubs. Requires a plumbing permit from
the California Plumbing | the County of Ventura Resource Management Agency, Building and
Code (CPC) (as Safety Division.

of 2017)

Urban Water Management Plan Act (State)

State law requires that urban water suppliers with more than 3,000 customers; or who deliver more than
3,000 acre-feet per year (AFY), adopt water management and conservation plans that evaluate water
supplies and water demands for a 20-year period. Urban Water Management Plans (UWMP) are to be
updated every five years or when there are significant changes in available supplies or demands. An
UWMP is a planning tool that generally guides the actions of water management agencies. It provides
managers and the public with a broad perspective on a number of water supply issues. It is not a
substitute for project-specific planning documents—rerwas-it or intended to be when mandated by the
State Legislature. For example, the Legislature mandated that the Plan include a Section that “describes
the opportunities for exchanges or water transfers on a short-term or long-term basis.” (California Urban

Revised Public Review Draft Section 10.2: Legal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management
January 2018 10-7
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Water Management Planning Act, Article 2, Section 10630(d)). The identification and inclusion of such
opportunities--and-the-inclusion-of those-oppertunities in a general water service reliability analysis;
neither commits a water management agency to pursue a particular water exchange/transfer opportunity,
nor precludes a water management agency from exploring exchange/transfer opportunities not identified
in the Plan. When specific projects are chosen to be implemented, detailed project plans are developed,
environmental analysis, if required, is prepared, and financial and operational plans are detailed.

“A plan is intended to function as a planning tool to guide broad-perspective decision making by the
management of water suppliers.” (Sonoma County Water Coalition v. Sonoma County Water Agency
(2010) 189 Cal. App. 4th 33, 39). It should not be viewed as an exact blueprint for supply and demand
management. Water management in California is not a matter of certainty and planning projections may
change in response to a number of factors. “[L]ong-term water planning involves expectations and not
certainties. Our Supreme Court has recognized the uncertainties inherent in long-term land use and water
planning and observed that the generalized information required . . . in the early stages of the planning
process are replaced by firm assurances of water supplies at later stages.” (Id., at 41). From this
perspective, it is appropriate to look at the UWMP as a general planning framework, not a specific action
plan. It is an effort to generally answer a series of planning questions including:

= What are the potential sources of supply and what is the reasonable probable yield from them?

" What is the probable demand, given a reasonable set of assumptions about growth and
implementation of good water management practices?

= How well do supply and demand figures match up, assuming that the various probable supplies
will be pursued by the implementing agency?

Using these “framework™ questions and resulting answers; the implementing agency will pursue feasible
and cost-effective options and opportunities to meet demands.

Based on the UWMP, water suppliers explore enhancing-basie supplies from traditional sources such as
the-State Water Project{SWP_water}-as-weH-as-otheroptions. These include groundwater extraction,
water exchanges and transfers,  water conservatlon recyclrng bracklsh water desallnatron and water
banking/conjunctive use. b i
detatled-evaluations-of-how-each Oeptlons are evaluated reqarqu fea5|b|I|ty weeld#tt |nto the overaII
supply/demand framework including-hew-each-option-would-impact-the environmental impacts and how
each option would affect customers. The objective of these-more-detailed evaluations isweutd-be to find
the optimum mix of conservation and supply programs that balance water demand.ensure-that-the-needs-
)

The Urban Water Management Plan Act requires 60-days notice to any applicable city of county
eeerdmatmmmtlﬂpleealﬂlandruseermttesﬁAwhere the water aqencv supplles Water that the plan is being

vy ed The water supplrer must-alse
prowde notlce when the Draft UWMP is avallable for review and comment. Upon completion of the
UWMP a copy of the plan must be provided to the applicable land use jurisdictions.

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (State)

In September 2014, the California legislature enacted comprehensive legislation to manage California
groundwater. Known as the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)-ef2014, the legislation
provides a framework for sustainable management of groundwater supplies by local authorities--but with

| Formatted: Right: 1.1",

spacing: single

Space Before: 4.6 pt, Line
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the potential for state intervention, if necessary. Fhe-firststep-in-the-processtaid-eut-by-tThe legislation
requiresis the formation of local groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAS). Fhese-GSAs are.
established tomust-be-formed-to address the basingreundwaterbasins-determined-by-the state_

prioritization -te-be statee#hlghﬁpmedmmqenew (unless adjudicated). In Ventura County, oneseves
basms |sa¥e de5|gnated as medlum prlonty -

y e-and eight\ﬁ%HE are designated
as hlgh prlorlty—G*na;d-le—Pleasam—VaHey—ka&Pesas—aﬂd
Pirg. Three basins are listed as in “critical overdraft:” Oxnard Plain, Pleasant Valley, and Cuyama Valley. The Santa - “| Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Right: 1.14", Space Before:
Paula Basin is adjudicated; and is currently only subject to annual reporting requirements to DWR under SGMA. 46 pt

GSAs are empowered to utilize a number of new management tools to achieve the sustainability goal. Fe+
example-GSAs may require registration of groundwater wells, mandate annual extraction reports-frem-
individualwells, impose limits on extractions_(allocations); and assess fees to support creation and
adoption of a groundwater sustainability plan (GSP). GSAs also may request a revision of a groundwater
basin boundary.

GSPs for critically--overdrafted basins must be completed and adopted by January 31, 2020. GSPs for
high- and medium-priority basins not in overdraft must be completed and adopted by the GSA by January
31, 2022. All high- and medium-priority groundwater basins must achieve sustainability within 20 years
of GSP adoption.

The legislation aims aim-efthelegistation-is to achievehave groundwater basins managemente within the
sustainable yield of each basin. The legislation defines “sustainable groundwater management” as the

management and use of groundwater in a manner that can be maintained during the planning and
implementation horizon without causing undesirable results. This is;which-are defined as-any-of the-
following-effects the: chronic lowering of groundwater levels,; significant and unreasonable reductions in
groundwater storage,; significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion,; significant and unreasonable
degradation of water quality ; significant and unreasonable land subsidence,; and surface water depletions
that have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial uses.

Fhe-SGMA amends planning and zoning laws to require increased coordination among land use planning
agencies and the GSAs, regarding groundwater plans and-ary updates or modifications of General Plans.

Existing local government land use and- groundwater authorities are not modified in the Act._Specific changes to <« [ Formatted: Indent: Left: 0"

California Government Code resulting from SGMA are detailed in Appendix 10.A at the end of this chapter.

Class Il Underground Injection Control Program (State)

As discussed in Chapter 8, Section 8.1 (Energy Resources) there are currently 57 oil companies operating
in Ventura County, under the authority of 135 conditional use permits granted by the County forte-
autherize oil and gas activities. This; includesing the underground injection of water. According to the

California

Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources’ (DOGGR)| there are 614
active Underground Injection Control (water injection) wells in Ventura County. The State of California

C ted [MJ3]: Renamed to California Geologic
Energy Management Division (CalGEM)

was delegated primary responsibility for implementing the Class 1l Oil and Gas Underground Injection
Control [UIC] program of the federal Safe Drinking Water Act [SDWA] in 1983.

To determine whether certain UIC wells were posing a threat to water supply wells, the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and its regional water quality control boards (RWQCBs)Water ‘

Beards) completed an
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evaluation of certain UIC wells in December 2016.2 Staff from the Water Boards reviewed 6,157 UIC
wells determined by BPOGGR-CalGEM to be injecting into non-exempt aquifers.® This evaluation
included Class Il UICs located in Ventura County. UIC wells were screened for proximity to water
supply wells or any other indication of risk of impact to drinking water and other beneficial uses.

Based on this screening criteria, BOSGR-CalGEM ordered the immediate shut-in of 23 UIC wells, none
of which were in Ventura County. (A shut-in well is one which is capable of injection or production; but
is not in operation). Additionally, the Water Boards issued 71 Information Orders (10s), requesting
additional information from operators of 256 UIC wells. One operator in VVentura County received an

10 for a UIC well, which has been abandoned.

In addition to the above UIC regulations, Public Resources Code Section 3106 et. seq. grants POGGR-
CalGEM with the authority to supervise the drilling, operation, maintenance; and abandonment of wells
and the operation, maintenance, and removal or abandonment of tanks and facilities attendant to oil and
gas production and designated pipelines, so as to prevent, as far as possible, damage to life, health,
property, and natural resources; damage to underground oil and gas deposits from infiltrating water and
other causes; loss of oil, gas, or reservoir energy, and damage to underground and surface waters

suitable for irrigation or domestic purposes by the infiltration of, or the addition of, detrimental
substances.

TRurthermorerthe California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 2, Chapter 4, Development,
Regulation, and Conservation of Oil and Gas Resources includes several provisions which regulate
injection projects (water injection wells). BOGGR-CalGEM is the responsible agency for approving all
underground injection and disposal projects before any subsurface injection or disposal project can begin.
This includes all EPA Class Il wells and air- and gas-injection wells. There are requirements for filing,
notification, operating, and testing for underground injection projects (Sections 1724.10 1748.2, 1748.3),
and standards for freshwater protection when plugging and abandoning wells (Section 1723.2). This
includes CAIGEMBOGGR’s authority to require testing as necessary to prevent damage to life, health.
property, and natural resources (Section 1954).

Clean Water Act (Federal)

The Clean Water Act-as-amended; requires permits for the discharge of pollutants to waters of the United
States. Implementation of the Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Water Act is the responsibility of
the SWRCBe-State-Wate ources-Control Board-and gional-Water-Quality-Control-Boards.
the Ventura area the applicable Regional Board is the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board (LAes-AngelessRWQCB). The LAss-AngelesRWQCB lays out the-water quality objectives,
regulations; and programs to implement the regulations in the Los Angeles Basin Plan (Los Angeles
RWQCB 2014). The Basin Plan is reviewed and updated every three years and ;-but-can be amended at
any time. The LAes-Angeles RWQCB manages water quality based on “beneficial uses”. In Ventura
County, there are twenty-four identified beneficial uses:

2 The State evaluated “non-exempt” aquifers. The following federal and state criteria must be met for an aquifer to be considered
exempt: (a) cannot be a current drinking water source; (b) unlikely to be a future source of drinking water; (c) injection must not
impact current/potential future beneficial use; and (d) injection fluids must remain in the proposed exempted area.

3U.S. EPA, Region IX (Pacific Southwest Region) has approved six DOGGR aquifer exemption requests, none of which are in
Ventura County.
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Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN).
Uses of water for community, military, or
individual water supply systems including,
but not limited to, drinking water supply.

Agricultural Supply (AGR). Uses of water
for farming, horticulture, or ranching
including, but not limited to, irrigation,
stock watering, or support of vegetation for
range grazing.

Industrial Process Supply (PROC). Uses
of water for industrial activities that depend
primarily on water quality.

Industrial Service Supply (IND). Uses of
water for industrial activities that do not
depend primarily on water quality including,
but not limited to, mining, cooling water
supply, hydraulic conveyance, gravel
washing, fire protection, or oil well re-
pressurization.

Ground Water Recharge (GWR). Uses of
water for natural or artificial recharge of
ground water for purposes of future
extraction, maintenance of water quality, or
halting of saltwater intrusion into freshwater
aquifers.

Freshwater Replenishment (FRSH). Uses
of water for natural or artificial maintenance
of surface water quantity or quality (e.g.,
salinity).

Navigation (NAV). Uses of water for
shipping, travel, or other transportation by
private, military, or commercial vessels.

Hydropower Generation (POW). Uses of
water for hydropower generation.

Water Contact Recreation (REC-1). Uses
of water for recreational activities involving
body contact with water, where ingestion of
water is reasonably possible. These uses
include, but are not limited to, swimming,
wading, water-skiing, skin and scuba diving,

11

12.

13.

14.

15.

surfing, white water activities, fishing, or
use of natural hot springs.

. Non-contact Water Recreation (REC-2).

Uses of water for recreational activities
involving proximity to water, but not
normally involving body contact with water,
where ingestion of water is reasonably
possible. These uses include, but are not
limited to, picnicking, sunbathing, hiking,
beachcombing, camping, boating, tidepool
and marine life study, hunting, sightseeing,
or aesthetic enjoyment in conjunction with
the above activities.

Marine Habitat (MAR). Uses of water that
support marine ecosystems including, but
not limited to, preservation or enhancement
of marine habitats, vegetation such as kelp,
fish, shellfish, or wildlife (e.g., marine
mammals, shorebirds).

Wildlife Habitat (WILD). Uses of water
that support terrestrial ecosystems including,
but not limited to, preservation and
enhancement of terrestrial habitats,
vegetation, wildlife (e.g., mammals, birds,
reptiles, amphibians, invertebrates), or
wildlife water and food sources.

Commercial and Sport Fishing (COMM).
Uses of water for commercial or recreational
collection of fish, shellfish, or other
organisms including, but not limited to, uses
involving organisms intended for human
consumption or bait purposes.

Aquaculture (AQUA). Uses of water for
aquaculture or mariculture operations
including, but not limited to, propagation,
cultivation, maintenance, or harvesting of
aquatic plants and animals for human
consumption or bait purposes.

Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM).
Uses of water that support warm water
ecosystems including, but not limited to,
preservation or enhancement of aquatic
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habitats, vegetation, fish, or wildlife, designated areas or habitats, such as Areas
including invertebrates. of Special Biological Significance (ASBS),
established refuges, parks, sanctuaries,

16. Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD). Uses ecological reserves, or other areas where the
of water that support cold water ecosystems preservation or enhancement of natural
including, but not limited to, preservation or resources requires special protection.
enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation,
fish, or wildlife, including invertebrates. 21. Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species

(RARE). Uses of water that support habitats

17. Inland Saline Water Habitat (SAL). Uses necessary, at least in part, for the survival
of water that support inland saline water and successful maintenance of plant or
ecosystems including, but not limited to, animal species established under state or
preservation or enhancement of aquatic federal law as rare, threatened, or
saline habitats, vegetation, fish, or wildlife, endangered.

including invertebrates.
22. Migration of Aquatic Organisms (MIGR).

18. Estuarine Habitat (EST). Uses of water Uses of water that support habitats necessary
that support estuarine ecosystems including, for migration, acclimatization between fresh
but not limited to, preservation or and salt water, or other temporary activities
enhancement of estuarine habitats, by aquatic organisms, such as anadromous
vegetation, fish, shellfish, or wildlife (e.g., fish.

estuarine mammals, waterfowl, shorebirds).
23. Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early

19. Wetland Habitat (WET). Uses of water Development (SPWN). Uses of water that
that support wetland ecosystems, including, support high quality aquatic habitats suitable
but not limited to, preservation or for reproduction and early development of
enhancement of wetland habitats, fish.
vegetation, fish, shellfish, or wildlife, and
other unique wetland functions which 24. Shellfish Harvesting (SHELL). Uses of
enhance water quality, such as providing water that support habitats suitable for the
flood and erosion control, stream bank collection of filter-feeding shellfish (e.g.,
stabilization, and filtration and purification clams, oysters, and mussels) for human
of naturally. consumption, commercial, or sports

purposes.

20. Preservation of Biological Habitats
(BIOL). Uses of water that support

To protect these beneficial uses, the LAes-AnrgelessRWQCB has many regulatory programs to
reduce pollutants that originate in stormwater, wastewater, agricultural runoff; and recycled water.

LAes-Angeles RWQCB regulates discharges from many classes of municipal stormwater systems
through a permit program. The Ventura County Watershed Protection District, County of Ventura, and
the cities of Camarillo, Fillmore, Moorpark, Ojai, Oxnard, Port Hueneme, Ventura, Santa Paula, Simi
Valley, and Thousand Oaks are named as co-permittees under a countywide municipal National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for stormwater discharges issued by the RWQCBegional-

i . The co-permittees are required to administer, implement, and enforce a
Stormwater Quality Management Program. The goal is to minimize runoff pollution typically caused by
land development and_to protect the beneficial uses of receiving waters by limiting effeetive-impervious
area to no more than five percent of the project area and retaining stormwater on site. The co-permittees
require
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“Site Design Principles and Techniques,” “Source Control Measures,” “Retention Best Management
Practices [BMPs],” “Biofiltration BMPs,” and “Treatment Control Measures” be incorporated into new
development and redevelopment projects.

Wastewater from wastewater treatment or industrial activities is typically regulated through waste
discharge permits, {also referred to as Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs)}. Through this permit
process the RWQCB regulates the place, volume; and specific constituents in discharges to
California’s coastal waters, surface waters; and groundwater.

In 2016, the LAes-Angeles RWQCB readopted a Conditional Waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements
for Discharges from Irrigated Lands within the Los Angeles Region. Typically referred to as the
“Conditional Waiver” program, it requires the owners of irrigated farmland to prepare and submit water
quality management plans, conduct monitoring in agricultural drains and other sites influenced by
agricultural runoff; and implement BMPs that address the quantity and quality of irrigation return flows
and stormwater runoff. The purpose is to limit-these discharges; thatwhich carry nutrients, pesticides,
sediment, salts; and other pollutants-frem-cultivated-fields; from reaching surface waters. The Conditional
Waiver

allows growers to comply as individuals or-by working collectively as a “discharger group.” In response
to the Conditional Waiver, the Farm Bureau of Ventura County formed the Ventura County Agricultural
Irrigated Lands Group (VCAILG); which serves as a unified discharger group for those agricultural
landowners and growers who agree to join. The Farm Bureau of Ventura County administers the program
on behalf of VCAILG members.

Both the State-Water-Resources-Control-Board (SWRCB) and RWQCBs regulate recycled water. Permits

are required to operate recycled water facilities and these permits mandate the type of treatment and
resultant water quality, mandate ongoing water quality monitoring, and regulate the place and manner of
recycled water use. The State Water Resources Control Board’s 2009 Recycled Water Policy, amended in
2013, requires groundwater basins receiving recycled water (e.g., effluent discharge in waterways,
injection, recharge, or irrigation) to be managed by Salt and Nutrient Management Plans. The purpose of
a Salt Nutrient Management Plan is to optimize recycled water use while ensuring the protection of
groundwater supply and beneficial uses, agricultural beneficial uses, and human health. Salt and Nutrient
Management Plans are submitted to the RWQCB; which incorporate the plans into the applicable Basin
Plan. -and-Tthe RWQCB requires recycled water facilities and wastewater dischargers to operate in a
manner consistent with applicable salt nutrient management plan.

The Clean Water Act also includes a regulatory mechanism called the Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL) program. A TMDL is specific to a given impairment (chloride, nutrients) and a specific
waterbody. A TMDL is a kind of “pollution budget” and includes a calculation of the maximum amount
of a pollutant that can occur in a waterbody and still meet water quality standards so as to protect
beneficial uses. The TMDL also allocates the necessary reductions to one or more pollutant sources.
TMDLs can force the implementation of BMPs, infrastructure improvements, and other actions to limit
pollution. Within Ventura County the following TMDLS are in place:

" Ventura River Watershed
=  Algae, Eutrophic Conditions, and Nutrients

= Trash

®  Santa Clara River Watershed
= Bacteria
= Chloride

® Calleguas Creek Watershed
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= Metals

= Salts

= Trash

= Toxicity

= Toxins/Historic Pesticides
= Nitrogen/Nutrients

Under section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, states, territories, and tribes are to develop lists of
waterbodies that are polluted or otherwise degraded and not meeting water quality standards. The 303(d)
List is used to develop TMDLs and/or are used to identify other mechanisms to improve water quality.
Several waterbodies in Ventura County are on the current 303(d) List for California (SWRCB 2016).

Permitting of Public Water Systems

The State-Water-Reseurces-Control-Board{SWRCB}, Division of Drinking Water (DDW) oversees the
permitting of Public Water Systems. On September 29, 2016, Governor Jerry Brown approved Senate Bill
1263 to prevent the formation of small unsustainable water systems. This bill requires a person
submitting a permit application for a proposed new public water system to first submit a preliminary
technical report to the SWRCB. The bill directs the applicant to undertake additional discussion and
negotiation with existing public water systems with the technical, managerial, and financial capacity to
provide an adequate and reliable supply of domestic water to the service area of the proposed new public
water system. If the SWRCB determines that it is feasible for the service area of the proposed public
water system to be served by one or more currently permitted public water systems and if it is reasonably
foreseeable that the proposed new public water system will be unable to provide affordable, safe drinking
water in the reasonably foreseeable future, the permit will be denied.

County of Ventura Role in Water Management

—Through the General Plan Goals,
Policies and Programs Sublelsmn and Zonlng Ordlnances and Building Code, the County of VVentura
conditions development to ensure adequate water supply, availability of wastewater disposal, and
protection of groundwater and surface water quality. Through its Landscape Design Criteria, Ventura
County requires water budget and project use calculations, use of reclaimed water-if-feasible, and water-
efficient model home requirements. Per the authority of the Floodplain Management Ordinance, the
County restricts and prohibits land uses or land alteration which may be dangerous to health, safety, and
property due to modification or obstruction of flood waters or alteration of a water course.

Tinadditionto-the-regulatory-settingthe County of Ventura actively-undertakes-projects-to-manages
water resources; which-rehide-butare-nottimited-to;through well permitting, groundwater recharge,
stormwater treatment and infiltration, ands-weH-as levees and flood control channels. VVentura County-alse
is responsible for the operation and maintenance of several water and sanitationewer utilities-within-the-
eounty. VCWPDarious-county-departments-alse collects and maintains data on countywide water
resources. For-example-the-VCWPD maintains a network of rainfall and streamflow gauges, inventories
and inspects groundwater wells, collects water quality data; and groundwater level information.
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County of Ventura General Plan Goals, Policies and Programs

The General Plan (2005) Goals Policies and Programs (GPP) includeds goals, policies; and programs
related to water resources in Chapter 1, Resources, Section 1.3. In addition to policies in the GPP, the
following Area Plans alse-contain-apphicable water resource geals-and-policies+elated-to-water-
resources:

=  El Rio/Del Norte Area Plan;

® North Ventura Avenue Area Plan;
®  Qak Park Area Plan;

® Qjai Valley Area Plan;

"  Pijru Area Plan;

" Saticoy Area Plan;

® Thousand Oaks Area Plan; and

" Lake Sherwood/Hidden Valley Area Plan.

County of Ventura Ordinances

Subdivision Ordinance

The intept-of the-County of Ventura Subdivision Ordinance is-te-regulates-ane-centrol subdivisions of
land and-r-cenjunetion; implements the County's General Plan. The Subéivisien-Ordinance applies to
“all divisions, reversions to acreage, lot line adjustments, and mergers respecting real property located
wholly or partially within the unincorporated areas of Ventura County” and “governs the filing,
processing, approval, conditional approval, or disapproval of tentative, final and parcel maps, map
waivers, and any modifications thereto.” The-Subdivision Ordinance ineludes-the-followingprovisions-
meantto ensures adequate provision of water, te-protects water supply, and-te protects surface and
groundwater quality.

IProvisions to ensure adequate provision of water:

= Section 8203-3, Section 8206-3.8, and Section 8206-3.9. At the tentative tract stage, requires a
description of the method and plan for providing a permanent domestic water supply. If the water
supply is to be provided by a public water system the tentative tract map must be accompanied by
a “water availability letter.”* In areas where groundwater supplies have been determined to be
questionable or inadequate, a report must also be submitted demonstrating the availability of a
permanent domestic water supply to each lot for a period of at least 60 years. At the final map
phase, developments not being served water by individual wells, must provide a “water supply
certificate” documenting that a binding agreement has been entered into between the owner of the
land and water supplier. Also at the final map stage a registered civil engineer must determine (a)

4 A water availability letter pursuant to the §8203-3 (I) of the Ventura County Subdivision Ordinance, which requires that the proposed water
system of a subdivision provide a letter stating that they will supply permanent domestic water supply to each lot, is not synonymous with the
requirement for a water purveyor to supply a “water availability letter" as defined in §1.3.6 of the Ventura County Waterworks Manual, which
shall demonstrate that the water purveyor has the necessary water capacity for their entire service area.
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that the water suppliers’ system complies with the quality and quantity standards of Title 22 of
the California Code of Regulations and that the new development will not impact the water
supplier in a way such that the water system will not comply with Title 22 and (b) the facilities of
the

water supplier’s system, including the portion to serve the proposed subdivision, meet or exceed
the requirements of the County of Ventura Improvement Standards and Specifications.

Section 8204-7. Requires that whenever a proposed subdivision is located within the boundaries
of a public water agency willing and able to provide water service to the lots, the public water
agency shall be chosen as the water purveyor for the proposed subdivision.

Section 8205-5.1. Requires notification to water, sewage and other service providers prior to
Planning Commission hearing on a subdivision (when a tentative map and final map are
required).

Section 8207-2. Prior to recordation of a final map or parcel map, or at such earlier time as may
be specified in this Article, the subdivider shall complete or shall enter into an improvement
agreement to complete specific improvements including permanent domestic water supply.

Provisions to protect surface and groundwater quality:

Section 8203-2. Requires water courses and existing or abandoned water wells be identified on
tentative maps.

Section 8203-3. Requires a hydrologic and hydraulic study be submitted with the tentative map
indicating the following conditions before and after proposed development of the subdivision:
drainage areas, major watercourses, quantity and pattern of storm water, and diversion and
collection systems.

Section 8203-3. Requires a description of the proposed method and plan for sewage disposal for
each proposed lot.

Section 8204-5. Design of a subdivision shall conform to the County of Ventura Flood Plain
Management Ordinance and shall provide for the proper drainage of all lots and improvements
based on the runoff that can be anticipated from ultimate development of the watershed in
accordance with the General Plan. All public facilities including water and sewer, must be
located and constructed in a manner to minimize potential flood damage. Any concentrations or
increases of surface water resulting from the development of the subdivision must be conveyed
by means of adequate facilities to a suitable natural watercourse in the area.

Section 8207-2. Prior to recordation of a final map or parcel map, or at such earlier time as may
be specified in this Article, the subdivider shall complete or shall enter into an improvement
agreement to complete specific improvements including: (a) all improvements for drainage and
erosion control required for the proposed subdivision, regardless of location, including
improvements necessary to prevent sedimentation or damage to off-site property, (b) sewage and
permanent domestic water supply systems shall be installed in each proposed subdivision and
connections thereto made from each lot within the subdivision, (c) all abandoned water wells
within the proposed subdivision shall either be destroyed or be retained subject to a Certificate of
Exemption in compliance County of VVentura Code.

Section 8209-5. As a condition of approval of any subdivision, the tentative map for which is
filed no sooner than 30 days after the adoption of any applicable drainage or sanitary sewer plan
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for a particular drainage or sanitary sewer area, the subdivider may be required to pay fees or
consideration in lieu thereof for the purpose of defraying the actual or estimated costs of
constructing planned drainage facilities for the removal of surface and storm waters from local or
neighborhood drainage areas and of constructing planned sanitary sewer facilities.|

Coastal Zone and Non-Coastal Zone Ordinances

The County of Ventura Coastal Zoning Ordinance (CZO) regulates all proposed development in the
Coastal Zone of VVentura County; areas outside of this zone are regulated by the Non-Coastal Zoning
Ordinance (NCZO). Many of the prowsmns of the Coastal Zone and Non-Coastal Ordinance are similar
to those in the Subdivision Map Act. |In relation to water quality, Theugh-previsions-differgiventhe-
propesedland-use—generathy-these ordinances require:

= QObtaining a permit or zoning clearance prior to: (a) constructing or expanding a septic system; (b)
constructing, destroying or rehabilitatingexpanding—a water wells, and (c) constructing private
water storage anddistribution systemfaeitities.

" A-100- to 300-foot sethacks from water channels and prohibition ofs obstructions toef drainage courses.

= Development to be undertaken in accordance with conditions and requirements established by the
Ventura Countywide Stormwater Quality Management Program, National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. CAS063339 and the Ventura Stormwater Quality
Management Ordinance No. 4142 and as these permits and regulations may be amended.

= Construction activity including clearing, grading or excavation that requires agrading
permit shall be undertaken in accordance with any conditions and requirements
established by the NPDES Permit or other permits which are reasonably related tothe
reduction or elimination of Pollutants in Stormwater from the construction site.

= Preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Control Plan or Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan for construction activities.

g#eate;—must—lmcorporatlon ofe post-construction stormwater quallty desngn principals_
for new development or projects affecting 5,00-square feet or greater, details are

provided in the Ventura County Technical Guidance Manual for Stormwater Quality
Control Measures.

fa Oy e to-of-de y
pareeLs&e—ﬁer—a—seeend—dwengJdm{—mRegulatloned of developed floor area relatlve to parcel
size to limit the amount of septic discharge to groundwater in the Arroyo Santa Rosa/Tierra

Rejada Area|
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Ventura County Watershed Protection Act

This act established the VVentura County Watershed Protection District-its-general-purpose—ane-
authorities. Pursuant-to-the-Actthe-The Watershed Protection District is-te:

provides for-the flood eentrel-ef-floed and storm water controls, ;
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retaining and recharging,causing-to-percolate-into-the-soil;

Section 10.2: Legal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management Revised Public Review Draft
10-18 January 2018






Background Report

County of Ventura

= conserve-in-any manner-all-or-any of such-waters-and-protecting from-such-fleod-or storm- “ [Formatted: Normal, No bullets or numbering

waters-the-watercourses, watersheds, public right-of-waysic-highwaystife-and and County property -in-the Distriet;

" preventing waste-ef-wateror-diminution of-the water supplyy-ir; or exportation of water
fromgroundwater basins within the County the-Bistrict:

" provide-for-the-protecting en-from-erosion-of-beaches and shorelines and te-providinge
for the restoration-ef-such-beaches-and-shorelines.

Under-the-Act-Tthe Watershed Protection District-has-the-pewerte undertakes projects consistent with
|ts goal pu;pese andm adopts and enforce correspondlng regulatlonsreensmen%wnnnspu;pese—?he

County of Ventura Flood Plain Management Ordinance

This ordinance restricts and prohibits land uses or Jand-atteration-which-may-be-dangerous-to-health
safety;-and-property-due fromte modification or obstruction of flood waters or alteration of a water
course. ItFurther-this-ordinance requires that landuses vulnerable to floods be protected against flood
damage at the time of initial construction. The Watershed Protection District implements the Flood Plain
Management Ordinance through its encroachment and watercourse permit programs.

County of Ventura Building Code

Submittal-of-grading-plans-during-thePermitted grading projects-permitting process requires an applicant
to evaluate site soils and-gestegy-and-site drainage conditionspatterns-prior-to-grading. ProjectSite
design must include measures to detain or retain surface runoff.stormflows-so-that runeff-is-net
appree;ab#}#d##ere%pest-develepment and@estgn must include measures to prevent erosion-ef-slepes;-

. The County of Ventura requires (Building Code Section
J112) that best management practlces be used to prevent erosion and stormwater flows from discharging
offsite.

County of Ventura Groundwater Conservation Ordinance

The purpose of Ordinance No. 4468, division 4, Chapter 8, Article 1 is to protect groundwater quality,
supply and quantity by regulating the construction, maintenance, operation, use, repair, modification, and
destruction of wells and engineering test holes in Ventura County. Such work requires obtalnlng a permit
and approval from Ventura County Watershed Protection District

regulate-new-well-construction. Permits shall require compliance with all applicable standards set forth in
the Ordinance, and in accordance with DWR California Well Standards Bulletins Nos. 74-81 and 74-90,
and County of Ventura Water Well Standards Bulletin No. 74-9.

Section 10.2: Legal and Regulatory Framework for Water Management Revised Public Review Draft
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SECTION 10.3 INTEGRATED REGIONAL WATER
MANAGEMENT

After the passage of Proposition 50 in 2002, Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) became a
new toolparadigm for managing water resources-with-the-passage-of Propesition-50-t1-2002. Theis
approach integrates the-many-facets-ef-water resources management on a regional level, including water
supply, water quality, flood management, ecosystem health; and recreation through enhanced
collaboration with various stakeholder groups.acress-geographic-and-political-boundaries-and-diverse-
stakeholdergroups. The Watersheds Coalition of Ventura County (WCVC) was formed as the IRWM
group to develop and implement a plan to identify water management challenges, resolve conflicts over
the best use of resources, bridge gaps in data,-find-commoen-groune; and seek innovative solutions among
stakeholders. A primary goal is implementation of projects and programs that efficiently address water
management priorities.

The 2014 WCVC Integrated Regional Water Management Plan Goals are outlined as follows:

Reduce dependence on imported water and protect, conserve and augment water supplies
Protect and improve water quality

Protect people, property and the environment from adverse flooding impacts

Protect and restore habitat and ecosystems in watersheds

Provide water-related recreational, public access, stewardship, engagement and educational
opportunities

= |Prepare for and adapt to climate change]

Grant funds made available through Proposition 50 (2002), Proposition 84 (2006), and Proposition 1
(2014); have leveraged local funds for project implementation. These funds helped communities,_
including disadvantaged communities, throughout Ventura County to enhance the availability of clean
water supplies for the-benefit-of people and the environment, to protect eemmunities-from flood damage;
and to provide access to water-related recreation opportunities. WCVC partlapants beneflt from the cost-
sharing, collaboration; and-effective problem-solving opportunities

The WCVC completed a 2019 amendment to the 2014 IRWM Plan, which was deemed compliant by the
DWR with Proposition 1 IRWM Plan standards.

One example of an ongoing project partially funded through the IRWM Program with Proposition 84
grant funds is the Natural Floodplain Protection Program (NFPP), which is focused on preserving a
critical section of the remaining floodplain in the Santa Clara River Watershed. A Floodplain Working
Group was formed to develop the project and is comprised of the County’s Watershed Protection District,
the Ventura County Farm Bureau, The Nature Conservancy, and the Ventura County Resource
Conservation District.

The Working Group developed the concept of incentivizing farmers to continue to farm in the floodplain,
thus leaving their land undeveloped. This is done by offering to purchase flood (inundation) easements
over private land within the floodplain. These easements cover working farmland, a use that is
encouraged to continue under the easement. The farmers are financially compensated for keeping their
property in the floodplain and giving up rights they may have to develop the land. The value of easements
is established through negotiations with individual land owners and verified by an appraisal.

To date, almost 500 acres of flood plain within the Santa Clara River Watershed have been acquired
through the Natural Floodplain Protection Program.

Revised Public Review Draft Section 10.3: Integrated Regional Water Management
January 2018 10-19

|

Commented [MJ6]: We can leave this here, since that was
a section in the IRWM Plan and 2019 update.




Background Report

County of Ventura

SECTION 10.4 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Ventura County covers approximately 1,873 square miles, a large proportion of which (860 square miles,
over half a million acres) lies within the Los Padres National Forest. The coastal areas have a generally
mild climate, with an average high temperature of 73 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) in July and an average
January low temperature of 45 °F (Western Regional Climate Center web site at www.wrcc.dri.edu for
Station 049285 Ventura, January 1900 to August 2013). Average rainfall in the coastal areas is 14.67
inches per year (Western Regional Climate Center web site at www.wrcc.dri.edu for Station 049285
Ventura, January 1900 to August 2013). Interior valleys without coastal influence have hotter summers
(average high temperature of 93.20 °F in July) and cooler winters (average low temperature of 44.35 °F)
but also modest average rainfall of 14.37 inches per year (California Irrigation Management Information
System data provided from Station No. 219, Los Angeles region, September 2011 to November 2015 and
Station No. 204, Los Angeles Region, January 2007 to August 2011).]

The Region contains threefour major watersheds_(and part of the Cuyama River Watershed), smaller
coastal watersheds, and 24 DWR-designated3 basins (see Figure 10-1 and Figure 10-2). This

background report has organized information according to the major watersheds: Ventura River,
Cuyama, Santa Clara River, and Calleguas Creek. A small portion of the Malibu Creek Watershed falls
in Ventura County.; Ffor the purposes of this document, this area is included with information on the
Calleguas Creek Watershed. The Oxnard Plain, while not a watershed is an important-water feature in the
county and is given its own discussion in the text.

Ventura River Watershed

The Ventura River Watershed is located in the northwestern portion of Ventura County and drains an
approximately 228--square mile (145,920 acres) area. The watershed extends 33.5 miles from the steep
Transverse Ranges of the Matilija Wilderness to the Pacific Ocean. The Matilija, North Fork Matilija, San
Antonio, and Cafiada Larga are the major tributaries. The watershed is unique in that developed land
makes up only 13 percent of the watershed area (Ventura River Watershed Council 2015). Approximately
half of the Ventura River Watershed is Forest Service land. This means the upper portion of the Ventura
River Watershed is minimally developed and has large areas with good water quality and excellent
aquatic habitat. A 30-mile portion of the upper fork of Matilija Creek and its tributaries are designated as
Wild and Scenic Rivers. Most of the southern half of the watershed lies within unincorporated Ventura
County.

Precipitation in the VVentura River Watershed varies greatly between seasons and across years. There are
notable cycles of drought and flood. Most of the precipitation is in the form of rain, but a small portion of
the upper watershed experiences snow. Most precipitation occurs during just a few storms between
November and March; summer and fall months are typically dry. Many parts of the Ventura River and its
tributaries are dry during the summer and fall months (Ventura River Watershed Council 2015).

The cities of Ojai and Ventura are located in the Ventura River Watershed as are the unincorporated
communities of Meiners Oaks, Mira Monte, Oak View, and Casitas Springs. Land uses in the watershed
are as follows:

®  Federal land/National Forest ~ 47.7%

®  Undeveloped land 29.8%
= Agriculture 18.5%
= Urban uses 4% (3.1% in cities, 0.9% in unincorporated County)
Section 10.4: Existing Conditions Revised Public Review Draft
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Surface Water

The major surface water features in the watershed are the Matilija Reservoir, Lake Casitas, and Ventura
River.

Matilija Reservoir. Matilija Creek originates in the steep mountains in the northwest corner of the
watershed and is considered the headwaters of the Ventura River. Matilija Dam captures the creek to
create the Matilija Reservoir, which is owned by the Ventura County Watershed Protection District.
Matilija Dam was built in the late 1940s for the purpose of providing irrigation water to the western Ojai
Valley. Matilija Reservoir originally provided for 7,018 acre-feet (AF) of water storage. However, the
storage capacity of the reservoir has been significantly reduced by sedimentation and is now estimated to
be only about 6500 AF (Tetra Tech 2009). The majority of the sediment was deposited during a few big
storm years (USACE 2004). Matilija Reservoir no longer provides any water supply benefit. Tia-faet-the
dam is now considered an environmental liability. The dam prevents the natural flow of sand and
sediment from the mountains to the beaches and it also blocks the endangered steelhead trout from
upstream habitat. Since 1999, the Ventura County Watershed Protection District, in partnership with the
US Bureau of Reclamation and the US Army Corps of Engineers, have evaluated means to remove the
dam. The US Congress approved removal of the dam in 2007. However, dam removal efforts have been
stalled by the complicated process of removing the sediment in the reservoir, while protecting fish and
wildlife and by significant cost. Efforts to remove the dam are ongoing. In March 2016 the Dam
Oversight Group completed an evaluation of three different dam removal concepts, including features to
handle the estimated eight million cubic yards of sediment and mitigations for water supply, water

quality, and fisheries.—Fhe-nextstep-is-to-develop-a-funding-plan-

Lake Casitas. Lake Casitas, also called Casitas Reservoir, is the largest reservoir in the Ventura River
Watershed, with a capacity of 254,000 AF. The approximate safe yield is 20,000 AFY. When full, the
reservoir covers a surface area of 4.3 square miles and has 32 miles of shoreline. Source water for Lake
Casitas is direct rainfall on the lake surface, local watershed runoff from Coyote and Santa Ana Creeks,
and diversions of the Ventura River made through the Robles Diversion Facility. The lake is operated by
the Casitas Municipal Water District (Casitas). The primary purpose of Lake Casitas is to supplement
local groundwater. Local groundwater comes from mostly unconfined aquifers whose available supply
varies greatly based on rainfall and streamflow conditions. In dry periods, local wells can go dry and water
demands are then met using water from Lake Casitas. Casitas-Municipal\Alater District is the primary
and/or backup water supply for nine retail water purveyors and for some individual agricultural customers
with groundwater wells (Casitas Municipal Water District 2016). Casitas Municipal Water District
estimates that there are 70,288 persons within its service area and 8.4 square miles (~5,400 acres) of
irrigated crops (Casitas Municipal Water District 2016).

Ventura River. The Ventura River gives its name to the watershed. The condition of the river varies
widely over its journey from the mountains to the ocean. The river is typically categorized in five
segments:

® The segment above Robles Diversion. Here the river is in steep and narrow terrain.

"  The segment below Robles Diversion and above San Antonio Creek. This segment is less
mountainous and has a gentle gradient. The Robles Diversion diverts from the west bank of the
River. Below the diversion the river widens and becomes a braided channel. Until the
confluence with San Antonio Creek, the river is commonly dry — about 80 percent of the time
there is no significant flow in the section (Cardno-Entrix 2012).

Revised Public Review Draft Section 10.4: Existing Conditions
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Ventura Count

Figure 10-1:
Ventura County Watersheds

Map Date: December 02, 2016

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2016.
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= San Antonio Creek Confluence to Foster Park. Here the river again narrows. San Antonio Creek
enters in this segment. In wet periods this portion of the river can also receive water from
“daylighting” groundwater, where groundwater is forced to the surface as a result of geologic
constriction near the downstream margin of the upper Ventura River basin. This reach typically
flows year-round except in multiyear dry periods (Ventura River Watershed Council 2015).

" Foster Park to Ventura River Estuary. In this reach, the river receives treated effluent from the
Ojai Valley Sanitation District wastewater treatment plant. The effluent is a significant input to
river flow. Caflada Larga Creek, and several minor drainages (Manuel Canyon Creek, Cafiada de
San Joaquin, and Dent Drain) also enter in this segment (Ventura River Watershed Council
2015). In this portion of the river, the City of Ventura can divert surface water via subsurface
collectors and shallow wells. The wells are located at Foster Park, upstream of the Ojai Valley
Sanitation District point of discharge. Between 2010 and 2014, annual production by the City of
Ventura from the Ventura River averaged 3,051 AFY.

® The Ventura River Estuary. The estuary is a shallow body of water where the Ventura River
mixes with salt water. During the dry season a sandbar typically separates the estuary from the
ocean; when storms breach the sandbar, the flow of the river directly enters the Pacific Ocean
(Ventura River Watershed Council 2015).

Groundwater

There are four major groundwater basins in the Ventura River Watershed:-the Upper Ojai (DWR Basin 4-
00-1), Ojai Valley (DWR Basin 4-002), Upper Ventura River (DWR Basin 4-003.01), and Lower Ventura

River (DWR Basin 4-003.02) (see Figure 10-2). These are unconfined groundwater basins and fluctuate [Formatted: Font: Bold

greatly depending on seasonal conditionsprecipitation.

”

In 2014, DWR ranked California’s groundwater basins as “high-,
priority. This ranking was based on the following:

medium-,” “low-,” or “very low-"

= Qverlying population

" Projected growth of overlying population

" Public supply wells

"  Total number of wells

® [rrigated acreage overlying the basin

® Reliance on groundwater as the primary source of water

® Impacts on the groundwater; including overdraft, subsidence, saline intrusion, and other water
quality degradation

= Other information determined to be relevant by Department of Water Resources

In-thisranking-process-the-Ojai Valley-groundwater-basin and Upper Ventura River greundwater basins
were deemed high- and medlum——prlorlty respectlvelv—basms Dependencv on qroundwater in these

basins is a primary ranking factor.

b healda e

The Ojai Valley-Groundwater Basin is currently managed by the Ojai Basin Groundwater Management
Agency (OBjai-Basin-GMA) and this agency will be the GSAgreundwatersustainability-ageney under
SGMA. The OBjai-Basin-GMA has submitted an Alternative to the GSP which demonstrates that the
Ojai Basin is already being sustainably managed, in-lieu of preparing a GSP.

Section 10.4: Existing Conditions Revised Public Review Draft
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Casitas Municipal Water District, Meiners Oaks Water District, Ventura River Water District, the City of
Ventura and the County of Ventura arehave—started-the—precess—of forming thea—new—groundwater
sustainability-ageneyUpper Ventura River Groundwater Sustainability Agency for the Upper Ventura
River Groundwater-Basin.

Important Recharge Areas

In the Ventura River Watershed, groundwater basins are typically surrounded by steep, impermeable
bedrock-meuntaineus-areas-of-impermeable-bedroeck. Recharge-primarihy occurs within the permeable

unconsolidated deposits of gravels and sands underlyingwithin stream channels and tributaries.

In order to increase groundwater storage and recharge in the Ojai Valley-Greundwater Basin, the San
Antonio Spreading Grounds Rehabilitation Project was completed by the Ventura County Watershed
Protection District in 2014 and final approval given in 2017 to divert creek flow.H-is-anticipated-the-
projectwitlinereaserecharge-to-the basin-by-an-average-of 126 ARY.

Other Water Supplies

The Ventura River Watershed relies entirely on local water. No imported water is used r-the-watershed

or is readily accessible. Both Casitas-Municipal-\WaterDistriet and the City of Ventura hold entitlements
to State Water Project water (5,000- and 10,000-AFY -acre-feetperyearfAFY] respectively). —however
tThere areiseurrently no means ofte delivery of imported water to the watershed. However, tFhe City of

Ventura is-eurrently evaluating options for delivery of those entitlements—a-repertis-due-at-the-end-of
2037,

Water Quality

RweFWaterheeLTable 10 2 is taken from the Basm Plan for Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and

Ventura Counties and provides detail on beneficial uses for specific Ventura River reaches. The Les-
Angeles LARWQCB has developed permit programs and the TMDLSs to protect these beneficial uses.
The following TMDLSs are in place for portions of the Ventura River Watershed:

= Algae, Eutrophic Conditions, and Nutrients in the Ventura River including the Estuary andits
Tributaries — TMDL effective June 28, 2013

® Ventura River Estuary Trash — TMDL effective March 6, 2008

In addition to the existing TMDLs, other TMDLSs may be developed as several Ventura River Watershed
areas are included in California’s 303(d) List (list of impaired waters). Identified impairments in the
Ventura River and its tributaries include fish barriers and pumping/water diversion, total dissolved solids,
aluminum, and mercury. Rincon Beach and the Ventura Harbor are listed for impairments due to bacteria.
The Ventura Marina jetties are listed as impaired with DDT and PCBs.

Section 10.4: Existing Conditions Revised Public Review Draft
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TABLE 10-2

DESIGNATED BENEFICIAL USES IN THE VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED

WATERSHED? MUN| IND| PROC|AGR|GWR| FRSH | NAV|POW COMM| AQUA| WARM| COLD | SAL{ EST|MAR| WILD| BIOL| RARE| MIGR| SPWN| SHELL | WET?
VENTURA COUNTY COASTAL STREAMS
Los Sauces Creek P* 1 | [N | 1 E 1 1
PovertyCanyon P*| | | [ | | E | |
MadranioCanyon P* | 1 | Il | | E | |
JavonCanyon P*| I | 1|l | | E | | E
Padre Juan Canyon P*| I | (N | | E | |
McGrathLake P E E Ee E
Big Sycamore Canyon Creek p* | | E E P P E
Little Sycamore Canyon Creek p* | E E P
VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED
Ventura River Estuary = E E E E|E|E Ee | Ef | Ef E E
Ventura River Reach 1 (Ventura River Estuary to Main St.) P* | E E|E E E E E E E E E
Ventura River Reach 2 (Main St. to Weldon Canyon) P* | E E|E E E E E E E E E
Cafiada Larga p* | | | | | | E | |
LakeCasitas E E E E| P P P E E E E
Lake Casitas tributaries E* P|E E E E P E E E
Ventura River Reach 3 (Weldon Canyon to Casitas Vista Rd.) P* | E E|E E E E E E E E E
Ventura River Reach 4 (Casitas Vista Rd. to San Antonio Creek) P* | E E|E E E E E E E E E
Ventura River Reach 4 (San Antonio Creek to Camino Cielo Rd.) E | E E E|E E E E E Eg | E E E
CoyoteCreek p* E E E E E E E
San Antonio Creek (Ventura River Reach 4 to Lion Creek) E £ E E|E £ E E E E E
San Antonio Creek (above Lion Creek) E E E E|E E E E E E E E
Lion Creek 1* | | | | | E
Reeves Creek I* | | | | | | E | |
Mirror Lake P* E E E E
Ojai Wetland p* E E E
Section 10.4: Existing Conditions Revised Public Review Draft

10-26 January 2018



Water Resources
2040 General Plan

TABLE 10-2

DESIGNATED BENEFICIAL USES IN THE VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED

WATERSHED? MAR|wiLD [BIOL SHELL
VENTURA COUNTYCOASTALSTREAMS
Ventura River Reach 5 (above Camino Cielo Rd.) E | E E|E|E E E E E Eg | E E E
Matilija Creek Reach 1 (Ventura River Reach 5 to Matilija Reservoir) p* E E E E E E
MatilijaCreek Reach 2 (above Matilija Reservoir) p* E E E E E E
Murietta Canyon Creek p* E E E E E E
North Fork Matilija Creek E¥ | E E E|E £ E E E E E E
MatilijaReservoir E E|E E E E E E E E
E: Existing beneficial use a: Waterbodies are listed multiple times if they cross hydrologic area or subarea boundaries. Beneficial use designations
P: Potential beneficial use apply to all tributaries to the indicated waterbody, if not listed separately.
I: Intermittent beneficial use b: Waterbodies designated as WET may have wetlands habitat associated with only a portion of the waterbody. Any
E,P, and I: shall be protected as required regulatory action would require a detailed analysis of the area.

* Asterisked MUN designations are designated under SB 88-63 and c: Coastal waterbodies which are also listed in inland Surface Waters Tables (2-1) or in Wetlands Table (2-4).

RB 89-03. Some destinations may be considered for exemptionata  e: One or more rare species utilizes all ocean, bays, estuaries, and coastal wetlands for

later date. foraging and/or nesting.
f: Aquatic organisms utilize all bays, estuaries, lagoons, and coastal wetlands, to a certain extent, for spawning and
early development. This may include migration into areas which are heavily influenced by freshwater inputs.
g: Condor refuge.

Source: Table 2-1. Basin Plan for Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (electronic copy accessed December 27, 2016).

Revised Public Review Draft Section 10.4: Existing Conditions
January 2018 10-27



Background Report

County of Ventura

Available Water Supplies

Ven%u#a—Rwer—and—gm&ndwate#Avallable surface water supplles {from Lake Casﬂas) are reportedhav&
been-guantified by Casitas Municipal Water District (202046) as 99,836-AF20,000-acre-feet{AF}. The
City of Ventura draws approximately 20% of |ts water resourcesa;edaeed—anaverag&ef—sgéi—AlaLﬂem

294:949—29}4 from the Ventura Rlver

~To understand long-term yield of a
groundwater basin, recharge from precipitation must be estimated, recharge from irrigation and other
return flows must be calculated, and underflow and outflows to and from adjacent groundwater basins
must be assessednahyzed. There is not an accepted long-term yield for any of the groundwater basins in
the Ventura River Watershed. However, the DWRepartment-of-\Water Reseurees has made rough
estimates of groundwater “budgets” by evaluating available groundwater studies and-by-evaluating past-
groundwater extractions. The VCWPDentura-County-Watershed-Protection-District-has-alse preparesed
estimates of groundwater use in vanousd##e.tem basms Gmwdwﬁemse—r&enlya—m&ghesﬂmat&ef—

[ Formatted: Font: Bold

{Commented [MJ8]: Present the data we have.

- . . A R D P A
RA R R A R D
; DWR Estimate of Groundwater Past Groundwater
B Budget (AFY) Extractions (AFY) RIS
Upper Ojai 1,320 700 1
Ojai Valley 3,150 to 3,300 8,404 2,3
Upper Ventura None 10,392 4,5
Lower Ventura 1,200 400 6
Low Estimate Groundwater Supply Ventura River Watershed 14,600 7
High Estimate Groundwater Supply Ventura River Watershed 21,300 7

Notes:
1. DWR 2003, Basin 4-1
. DWR 2003, Basin 4-2
. Ventura County Watershed Protection District 2015a
. DWR 2003, Basin 4-3.01
. Ventura County Watershed Protection District 2015a
. DWR 2003, Basin 4-3.02
. Rounded to nearest 100 AF

2
3
4
5
6
7
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A total estimate of supply in the Ventura River Watershed is provided in Table 10-4.

TABLE 10-4
CURRENT (2016) TOTAL WATER SUPPLY ESTIMATES

VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED

Supply Source Annual Volume (AF)
Surface Water, Lake Casitas 20,000
Surface Water, Ventura River 3,051
Groundwater (see Table 10-3) 14,600 to 21,300
Low Estimate (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 37,700
High Estimate (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 44,400

Water Suppliers

There are five major water suppliers (entities serving more than 1,000 persons) in the Ventura River
Watershed as well as 11 mutual water companies.-Persens-or-businesses-in-theWater is\entura-River
Watershed-are also supplied by private wells and surface water diversions.

MFhe-major urban suppliers, documented in Table 10-5 provide water to the cities of Ojai and Ventura;

and alse-to the unincorporated County. These are also mapped in Figure 10-3.

The 11 mutual water companies provide water to their stockholders and members. These mutual water
companies-can serve as few as 10 people and up to 800 persons. MTFhe-rutual water companies,
documented in Table 10-6 provide water almost exclusively to residents and businesses in the

unincorporated County (see atseFigure 10-3).

Section 10.4: Existing Conditions Revised Public Review Draft
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TABLE 10-5
MAJOR WATER SUPPLIERS - VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED
Estimated Annual Water Supplied*
Supplier/Primary Source(s) Type Area Served Population
Served

Casitas Municipal Water District Special District | City of Ojai, portion of the City of | ~70,300 ~16,700 AF, includes ag sales and sales to

Ventura, coastal Rincon, Upper other agencies
Surface water from Lake Casitas Ojai, and Ventura River Valley.
Ventura Water City City of Ventura and 1.5 square ~112,400 ~16,700 AF, a portion of this supply is

miles (~960 acres) within City’s provided by Casitas Municipal Water
Lake Casitas water, Ventura River, sphere of influence. City falls District (5-year average 2011 to 2015 City
groundwater (Oxnard Plain, within both the Ventura and of Ventura 2016a)
Mound, Santa Paula Basins), Santa Clara Watersheds.
recycled water
Golden State Water Company Investor City of Ojai and adjacent ~8,200 ~2,300 AF, a portion of this supply is

Owned Utility | unincorporated County. provided by Casitas Municipal Water

Ojai Valley groundwater and Lake District.
Casitas
Ventura River Water District Special District | Part of Casitas Springs, Burnham ~6,000 ~1,400 AF, a portion of this supply is

Road area west of the Ventura provided by Casitas Municipal Water
Upper Ventura River groundwater River, northern portion of Oak District
and Lake Casitas View
Meiners Oaks Water District Special District | Portion of the Meiners Oaks ~4,000 ~1,100 AF, a portion of this supply is

Community east of the Ventura provided by Casitas Municipal Water
Upper Ventura River groundwater River. District
and Lake Casitas water

*Estimated based on records of water supplied 2010 to 2015, rounded to nearest 100 AF. Does not account for planned future expansion of demands and supplies.

Source: Ventura River Watershed Council 2015 Table 3.4.1.2.1, Casitas Municipal Water District 2016, City of Ventura 2016a, City of Ventura 2016b, Meiners Oaks
Water District 2014, Ventura River Water District http.//venturariverwd.com/about-2/ accessed December 29, 2016.
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TABLE 10-6
MU L WATER COMPANIES VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED
Estimated
Supplier Type Area Served Population
Served
Casitas Mutual Water Company Mutual Residents in Casitas Springs, ~250
west of Highway 33.
Gridley Road Water Group Mutual Agriculture in the Gridley Road | ~44
and Grand Avenue area in
eastern Ojai Valley.
Hermitage Mutual Water Mutual Agriculture and several large ~35
Company residential estates in the area
of Gridley and Senior canyons
north of the Ojai Valley.
North Fork Springs Mutual Water Mutual Residential users located along | ~10
Company Highway 33 north of the City of
Ojai and east of the Matilija
Reservoir, in Los Padres
National Forest.
Old Creek Road Mutual Water Mutual Residential users along East Old | ~12
Company Creek Road.
Rancho Matilija Mutual Water Mutual Agricultural parcels in the 0
Company Rancho Matilija subdivision,
north of Baldwin Road and
west of Meiners Oaks.
Rancho del Cielo Mutual Water Mutual Residential and agricultural ~18
Company users along Creek Road along
San Antonio Creek.
Senior Canyon Mutual Water Mutual Northeast end of the Ojai ~800
Company Valley, north of Reeves Creek,
east of Carne Road.
Siete Robles Mutual Water Mutual Housing tract east of the City of | ~245
Company Ojai
Sisar Mutual Water Company Mutual Summit area of the Upper Ojai | ~325
Valley
Tico Mutual Water Company Mutual Residential are in Mira Monte, | ~77
west of Highway 33

Source: Ventura River Watershed Council 2015 Table 3.4.1.3.1

Private wells and water diversions serve the remaining agricultural and domestic water users-ia-the-
watershed. Twenty-one different entities are registered with the SWRCBtate-Water-Resources-Control-
Beards as having rights to withdraw surface water from the Ventura River Watershed (SWRCB 2014

cited in Ventura River Watershed Council 2015). There are )442 active wells \in the Ventura River [Commented [MJ9]: At the time.

watershed (Ventura River Watershed Council 2015). It is estimated that these private users extract as
much as 2,100 AF (Hydrometrics 2015).
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Estimates of Water Demand

In 2014, the Ventura County Watershed Protection District undertook an estimate of countywide water
demand. This effort used data from water agencies and groundwater reporting (where available).

However large geographic areas of Ventura County are served bynetserved-by-a-waterageney;-but-rather
private wells or surface water diversions. Also, not all groundwater production is reported. Further, the
agricultural groundwater extractionspreduction that areis reported areis not metered in many areas andbut-
rather estimated from electrical use or crop type. Fo-fillin-data-gaps-aA demand calculator was used to
fill in data gaps. In this case the Integrated Water Flow Model (IWFM) Demand Calculator developed by
the DWRGCatifernia-Department-of Water- Resourees was used. This is a non-proprietary model that
computes water demands for cropped areas using-specified climatic and irrigation information. The
IWFM calculator also estimates urban water requirements and return flows based on population and per-
capita water usage. The resulting report, County of Ventura 2013 Water Supply and Demand, estimates
current demands for each of the major watersheds, including the Ventura River Watershed. Results of the
study are provided in Table 10-7.

TABLE 10-7
ESTIMATED VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED DEMAND
Total Agricultural | Total Municipal Total Demand
Watershed/Sub-watershed Dem;]nd (AF) e ma— (AE) (AF)
Rincon 5,727 1,848 7,575
Ventura River 11,745 13,351 25,096
Subtotal (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 17,500 15,200 32,700

Source: Hydrometrics 2015. Table 6.

Netable-in;Table 10-7 is the distribution of demands. Agricultural demand is estimated to be slightly

higher than municipal demand.

Demand Management

Table 10-8 summarizes the various water conservation actions-undertaken in the VVentura River

Watershed. Table 10-8 summarizes demand management measures -undertaken-under normal conditions

as well as these-extra-ordinary efforts taken during drought periods. Conservation actions intensify during
drought. Mest-aAgencies eontinteushy-provide public information on how to conserve water, however

these efforts mcreasee*pand—e*penen&al—ly durmg dry perlods D%mgﬂe#mal—eeﬂdrmenmmer—prewder
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TABLE 10-8
DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES IN VENTURA RIVER WATERSHED

. . . Conservation Measures that May Be
Conservation Measures in Effect at All Times . y
Implemented in Drought
3
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S 3| 8 Q o S| o 3 S = £ 5 S =| £ S5 5
Agency aol = S | > |2o0|lxa| F a 30 | =< | C » o
Casitas Municipal Water District X X X X X X X X X X X
Ventura Water X X X X X X X X X X X
Golden State Water Company X X X X X X X X
Ventura River Water District X X X X* X* X* X X X
Meiners Oaks Water District X X X X* X* X* X X X X
Ojai Basin Groundwater X X X
Management Agency
*Offered by Casitas Municipal Water District

Sources: Casitas Municipal Water District 2016; City of Ventura 2016b,; Golden State Water Company 2011; Ventura River Water District 2016; Meiners Oaks Water

District 2016.
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Comparison of Supply and Demand

While-itis-diffieutt-to-guantify it is estimated that there is between 157,43637700-AFt0-44:400--AF
of annual water supply in the Ventura River Watershed. This supply will vary given drought and
operational conditions. Estimated demand is approximately 14,50832,700--AF-and-is-only-about-13-

pempmg—Some water agencres in the Ventura Rlver Watershed are evaluatlng prOJects to increase

supply.

mtethewateeshed The Clty of Ventura is pursumg addltlonal use of recycled Water lncludlng lndlrect
and direct potable reuse and is studying ocean desalination (City of Ventura 2016b).

Water-Related Challenges

Below are the water related challenges for the Ventura River Watershed as of early 2020}ate2016:
Drought and Supply Variability

The 70,000 people in western Ventura County have been impacted by-the drought conditions that began |
in 2012. Due to lack of distribution infrastructure and required agreements, imported water cannot be
delivered to western Ventura County and groundwater supply is very limited. Recharge to groundwater |
is primarily from Ventura River flow and smaller amounts from direct precipitation, percolation from
lesser creeks and channels, and mountainfrent recharge. The groundwater in the area is relatively
shallow and responds quickly to rainfall-e—tack-thereof. Wells operated by Meiners Oaks Water District
have gone dry due to low water levels in the Ventura River and-they are now entlrely dependent on
purchases of Lake Casitas water. VVentura River Water District

eperatreproperates six weIIs and customer needs areJeemg served through purchases of Lake CaSItas
water supplles : : a

As of early 2020, tThe watertevelwater volume in Lake Casitas is slightly abovehas-dropped-below 40
percent of its “full” volume-sinece-the-onset-of-the-droughtin2012. Low water levels in 1968 resulted in

significant thermal stratification and anoxic (without dissolved oxygen) conditions, rendering the lake
ﬁgneraLFy unsuitable for aquatlc life. The low oxygen levels also created an environment where

AHGA gh f rﬁ‘?ﬁfldrB@‘eﬁ sulfide, normally trapped in sediments, became solulile! €aliSifgtha T4k °”d'g°;”;
waf’er tohave color and odor issuesa-brown-color-and-bittermetathic taste. There were also large blue-
green algae blooms (Casitas Municipal Water District 2013). Casitas Municipal Water District has-had-

to installed a second lake aeration system to avoid anoxic conditions.

Mandatory drought reductions are in place for customers in the Ventura Watershed. Depending on the
water supplier, customers need to reduce water use by up to 30 percent.
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Water for Environmental Purposes

As water agencies plan to rehabilitate infrastructure or develop more supply there are potentialean-be

conflicts with protecting environmental resources-and-demonstrates-the-influence-laws-and-regulations:
sueh-as-the-Endangered-Species-Act-have-on-waterFasaHieas:

The Robles Diversion is the facility that diverts Ventura River water to Lake Casitas. A “Biological
Opinion,” (BO) written by the National Marine Fisheries Service includes requirements to provide flow
for the migration and passage of the steelhead up and down the main stem of the VVentura River and past
the diversion during the steelhead migration season (January 1 to June 30). Implementation of the flow
release requirements of the BO started in 2005. The Robles Fish Passage Facility became operational in
2006. There is concern by Casitas Municipal Water District that future changes to the BO could require
costly infrastructure and impact diversions to, and the water supply within, Lake Casitas.

In 2008, the City of Ventura began conducting studies of Ventura River flow conditions in order to

operate its Foster Park facilities in a more sustainable manner. The City is working towards developing a
pumping regime that will balance production demands with environmental concerns. Presently, the City
has voluntarlly adopted a productlon schedule that I|m|ts its pumplng based on annual ralnfaII condltlons

Quality

Win-the-Ventura-River Watershed-water quality is generally not an impairment for domestic water
supplyte-using-waterfor-domestic-water-supply. However—o0ther beneficial uses such as fisheries-
habitat, wildlife habitat; and recreation are negatively affected by water quality in the Ventura River.
WFhe-majority-of water quality problems involve eutrophication (excessive nutrients, nitrogen, and the
resulting algae blooms) and affect the portion of the river from Foster Park to the Estuary. MFhe-major
nitrogen contributors to the Ventura River arewere identified by the Les-Angeless ARWQCB as: wet-
weather-runoff from urban areas, wet-weather-runoff from horse/livestock land uses, wet-weather-runoff
from open space; and discharges from the Ojai Valley Sanltary District Wastewater Treatment Plant. The
Algae TMDL-was adopted by the LARWQCB

FMBL sets limits on the amount of nutrients that can be discharged from various sources ;ane reqmres
upgrades to the sewage treatment plant,-ane and requireswidespread implementation of BMPs to limit
fertilizer and animal waste and other sources of nitrogen-from-theriver.

Cuyama Watershed

Onby-tLimited data is available on the portion of the Cuyama Watershed within Ventura County. The
Cuyama Watershed originates in a remote mountainous area of Ventura County within the Los Padres
National Forest; but also falls within Kern, Santa Barbara, and San Luis Obispo counties. DWRFhe-
California-Department-of- \Water Resourees has categorized the Cuyama-Greundwater Basin as being in
“critical overdraft” and a GSAgreundwater-sustainabHity-ageney is being formed. Based on information
from the United States Geological Survey (USGS), the critical overdraft conditions of the Cuyama
Groundwater Basin reflect extractions and uses outside of Ventura County. The portion inside Ventura
County is referred to as the Ventucopa Uplands (USGS 2014). The area is lightly populated; but is used
for irrigated agriculture. The USGS estimates the groundwater supply in the Ventucopa Uplands to be
approximately 22,000 AFY with domestic demands of only 8 AFY and agricultural demands of
approximately 10,000 AFY. Nevertheless-as-a-whole-the-basinis-in-acondition-of overdraft:
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Oxnard Plain

The Oxnard Plain is an important geographic area for water resources (see Figure 10-2) and—Fhe-

Oxnard-Plain supplies large amounts of groundwater for municipal users-inelading-the-county’s-
largest-eityOxnard. It’s estimated that the Oxnard Plain also supplies the water for more than half of
the Ceounty’s_

$2.2 billion agricultural industry (Ventura County Agricultural Commissioner 2016). The Oxnard
PlaiaCraundunierDosiniso-Ssubbasin etheSann Sl e Ll Cronpehantor asin (DWR
Groundwater Basin Number 4-004.02) —Fhe-Oxnard-Plain-GroundwaterBasin-is-an alluvial basin
containing a collection of interconnected aquifers separated by layers of clay strata. The Oxnard-Plain-

Greundwater—Basrreean—begeherauysubbasrn is categorized into three parts: the Oxnard Forebay, the
Upper Aquifer System (UAS) and the Lower Aquifer System (LAS).

The Oxnard Forebay is the unconfined portion of the subbasinOxnrard-Plain-Basin generally located
along the Santa Claraita Rrver northeast of where the Pacrfrc Coast Hrghway joins U S Hrghway 101 in
the City of Oxnard. Fhe wh A3
Basin-is recharged. The subbasmFerebayLBasm is recharged by |nf||trat|0n fromtherrverbedef the
Santa Clara River and spreading basins-censtructed-for-that purpose. From-the-Oxnard-Forebay-located-

in-the-upper-mostportion-of the- Oxnard-Plain-Basin-gGroundwater moves into the Upper and Lower
Aquifer Systems because the clay layers which separate the aquifers are not continuous-at-this-teeation.

The UpperAgquiferSystem(UAS) comprises of the upper 500 feet of the confined portions of the Oxnard
SubbasinPlain-Basin andwhieh includes a semi-perched zone and the Oxnard and Mugu aquifers. The
UAS is hydraulically connected to the Pacific Ocean through the Oxnard and Mugu aquifers and is the
route by which seawater-intrusion enters the subbasinOxnard-Plain-Basin. The-LewerAquiferSystem
{LAS) includesthe-deeperconfined-aguifers includesing the Hueneme, Fox Canyon, and Grimes Canyon
aquifers. The LAS is separated by an approximately 80-foot thick layer of silty clay which is continuous
except near the Oxnard-Forebay.

Because of its importance as a water source, there is-great concern about the health of the Oxnard
SubbasinPlain-basin. The FCGMAR-faetth g

Canyon-GMA) was formed in 1982 to control groundwater overdraft and to m|n|m|zeJthe—threat—etE
seawater intrusion-in-the-Oxnard-Plain. -A-major-goal-of the FCox-Canyon-GMA-is-to regulates
groundwater from the Oxnard Ssubbasin and-eperate-the-basin-at a safe yield. Howevertoday-DWR has
characterized the basin as being in “critical

overdraft”. Evidence suggests that groundwater underlyingin the Oxnard Plain dropped below sea level |
as early as the 1940s. The annual overdraft is estimated to be 20,000 to 25,000 AFY (UWCD 2017b).

This continued overdraft allows seawater intrusion and puts the area at risk of land subsidence.

Santa Clara River Watershed

The Santa Clara River headwater is at Pacifico Mountain in the San Gabriel Mountains and #-flows -2
generaly-western-direction for approximately 84 miles through Tie Canyon, Aliso Canyon, Soledad
Canyon, the Santa Clarita Valley, the Santa Clara River Valley; and the Oxnard Plain before discharging
to the Pacific Ocean near the Ventura Harbor. The Santa Clara River and tributariesy-system haves a
watershed area of about 1,634 square miles (~1,000,000 acres). -Approximately 40 percent of the
watershed is in Los Angeles County, with the remaining 60 percent in Ventura County. The Santa Clara
River is unique in that it is the largest river system in Southern California-+emairing-in a relatively natural |
state.
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The climate of the Santa Clara River watershed is characterized by long, dry periods and a-relatively short
wet winters. Near the coast, cool moist ocean winds produce moderate temperature; summer highs
average 74°F, winter lows average 44 °F, and frost is rare (Western Regional Climate Center Station
0492852 Ventura). Inland temperatures can exceed 110 °F in the summer and drop below freezing in the
winter (Western Regional Climate Center Station 047957 Santa Paula). Precipitation is generally in the
form of winter storms, thunderstorms; and tropical cyclones. Approximately 75 percent of the annual
precipitation occurs from December through March. The mean seasonal precipitation varies from about
40 inches in the mountainous areaspertiens of the watershed; to about 18 inches in the Piru and Fillmore
areas (Western Regional Climate Center Stations 046940 Piru ESE and Station 043050 Fillmore WNW)
and under 15 inches at the coast (Western Regional Climate Center Station 049285 Ventura).

The cities of Fillmore, Santa Paula, Oxnard-{pertien); and Ventura-{pertien) are located in the watershed
as are the County areaseemmunities of Piru, Bardsdale, Saticoy; and El Rio. Land uses in the-\entura
County areaspertion of the watershed are as follows:

= Agriculture 42%
®  Open Space 27%
= Urban Uses 26%
= QOther (urban reserve, open space reserve, harbor) 5%

Surface Water
The major surface water features in the watershed are the Lake Piru Reservoir and the Santa Clara River.

Lake Piru Reservoir. The construction of Santa Felicia Dam on Piru Creek in 1955 created the Lake Piru
Reservoir for the-speeific purpose of recharging groundwater. The reservoir can store approximately
82,000 AF (UWCD 2016). The reservoir receives winter runoff from leeal-drainages and can receive
imported SWP water from Pyramid Lake. Water from Lake Piru is released into Piru Creek and flows to
the Santa Clara River where it is joined by runoff from Sespe and Santa Paula Creeks. The releases are
used to replenish underground aquifers, and water is made available to municipalities, industry; and
agriculture (UWCD 2016). Lake Piru is operated by United Water Conservation District (UWCD).
Generally, UWCD schedules a fall conservation release from Lake Piru-{watersterediconserved-in-the-
Lake-isreleased) to recharge both the Piru and Fillmore Subbasinsgreundwaterbasins. The remaining
portion of the flows are diverted at the Freeman Diversion for recharge in the Oxnard Forebay areaay and
distribution to agricultural users.

DHeoweverdrought and low inflow into Lake Piru wit-prevents UWCD from performing conservation
releases in some years. Operation of the Santa Felicia Dam is regulated by the Federal Energy

Regulatory Commlssmn (FERC) IheLERGheeﬂse%eeper«a{e%an{aﬁehemDam#}a&maw

ef—bm#e@eal—reseu;eesépee#ﬂhee FERC Ilcense reqmrements mclude releasmg water to aIIow
migration of steelhead in Piru Creek and portions of the Santa Clara River<{dependent-onriver
conditions), ashased-en-the applicable_to the National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinion.

Santa Clara River. Bue-to-climatic-and-geelogic-factorssStreamflow in the Santa Clara River can be
described as interrupted perennial; with alternating-perennial-reaches and intermittent (summer dry)
reaches influenced by surface andwater-groundwater interactions (SFEI 2011). Flow is supplemented by
releases from-ake Piru Reservoir and tributary inflows-from-tributaries. About 10 miles from the River
mouth; UWCD can divert water at the Freeman Diversion for recharge of the Oxnard Subgreundwater

in. Several m | water compani I mall diversions | n Piru Creek reek.;
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and the Santa Clara River for agricultural irrigation.;-the-ameunt-of water-diverted-at-these locations-
are-unrknown-(Ventura County Watershed Protection District 2015b). In the past, several wastewater
treatment plants discharged to the Santa Clara River. With the exception of the City of Ventura, most
wastewater treatment facilities have been upgraded and now percolate treated effluent to groundwater
rather than releasing water to the Santa Clara River (Ventura County Watershed Protection District
2015b). The wastewater treatment facilities are permitted to discharge effluent via WDR from the
LARWQCB. The City of Ventura currently discharges to the Santa Clara River Estuary but is actively
studying ways to increase recycled water use in a manner protective of the Santa Clara River Estuary
(City of Ventura 2016b).

Groundwater

The Santa Clara River Valley Basin is the primary basin underlying the Ventura County portion of the - { Formatted: Right: 0.14", Space Before: 11.9 pt

Santa Clara River Watershed. This basin is subdivided into sub-basins: Piru (DWR Basin No. 4-004.06),
Fillmore (DWR Basin_ No. 4-004.05), Santa Paula (DWR Basin No. 4-004.04), Mound (DWR Basin_No.
4-004.03), and Oxnard (DWR Basin No. 4-004.02). All groundwater basins/subbasins in the Ventura
County portion of the Santa Clara River, with the exception of the Santa Paula SubbBasin (which is

adjudlcated) are subject to SGMA A&desenbedearlwr—rr%the@ah#ema@eparmenmﬁwm

The Oxnard and Prru greendwarer subbasrns were deemed “hrghﬂ—-prrorrty and
the Fillmore, Santa Paula; and Mound subbasins deemed “medium?>--priority basins. The heavygreat
dependency on groundwater in theseis areas iswas a primary factor in the ranking.-Fhe-Oxnard-basin-was

The FCox-Canyon-GMA iselected-to-be the GSAgroundwatersustainability-ageney under SGMA for
the basins within its Fex-Canyen-GMA boundariesy which; includesding the Oxnard Ssubbasin.

ImportantRecharge-Areas T { Formatted: Indent: Left: 0"

hoeCrmnmePemho naradloserbodrnoun,
Imported Supplies

In 1964, the Ventura County Flood Control District (eurrenthy-the-\Ventura-County-Watershed-Protection
DistrietVCWPD) contracted with the DWRState-of California-Department-of Water Resourees for a

SWP allocation of 20,000--AF. TCurrenthy-the City of Ventura has an allocation of 10,000--AF, Casitas
Municipal Water District has an allocation of 5,000--AF, and UWCD has an allocation of 5,000--AF.
Port Hueneme Water Agency uses 1,850--AF of UWCD’s entltlement andbut recerves the water through
Calleguas Municipal Water District.

extend-the-eontract-Up to 3,150--AF of SWP water is permitted to be released from Pyramid Lake and
sent to Lake Piru.

From 1991 to 2013 the total SWP delivery has been 34,212 AF and SWP has not been purchased or
delivered in every year (Ventura County Watershed Protection District 2015b). The amount of SWP
water allocated in each year depends on availability; and delivery is only allowed from November 1
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through the end of February (Ventura County Watershed Protection District 2015b). In addition, UWCD
has periodically entered into annual agreements with Casitas Municipal Water District and the City of
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Ventura to purchase a portion of their unused SWP allocation. According to UWCD “The purchase of
SWP water will be considered by United annually on an as-need basis” (UWCD 2016).

In addition to the SWP supplies delivered to Lake Piru Reservoir, the City of Oxnard purchases imported
water from Calleguas Municipal Water District. During the period from 1991-2013 direct deliveries of
SWP water to the Oxnard area were 316,000--AF — nearly 10 times the amount of water delivered to
Lake Piru. These supplies are-in-tura provided to the Channel Islands Beach Community Services
District, the City of Port Hueneme; and Naval Base Ventura County; via the Port Hueneme Water
Agency.._

TAtthis-time-the City of Ventura does not have the infrastructurefactities needed to deliver SWP water
into its distribution system. However, Ventura is-eurrenthy working with Calleguas Municipal Water
District and others on a-potential plansrejeet to bring SWP allocation to the City’s system.

Other Supplies

Several water agencies in the Santa Clara River Watershed produce and deliver recycled water, including

chomlenings

- tFhe City of Fillmore,
=__City of Oxnard, and
= City of Ventura

Water Quality

The e-Los-Angeles LARWQCB has identified beneficial uses for the Santa Clara River Watershed as
detailed in Table 10-9. Permit programs and TMDLs have been developed to protect these beneficial

uses. The following TMDLSs are in place for portions of the Santa Clara Watershed:

" Bacteria in the Santa Clara River Estuary and Reaches 3 (area between Fillmore and Saticoy), 5
(Los Angeles County and eastern 4,500 feet of Santa Clara River within Ventura County), 6 (Los
Angeles County), and 7 (Los Angeles County) — TMDL effective March 21, 2012

" Chloride in the Santa Clara River Reach 3 (area between Fillmore and Saticoy) — TMDL effective
June 18, 2003

®  Chloride in the Upper Santa Clara River (only a small portion lies within the county) — TMDL
effective April 28, 2015

In addition to the existing TMDLs, other TMDLs may be developed as several Santa Clara Watershed
areas are included in California’s 303(d) List. Identified impairments in the Santa Clara River and its
tributaries include chloride, pH, boron, sulfates, total dissolved solids, toxicity; as well as multiple
chemicals generally referred to as “Chem A”. The McGrath Beach area is-censideredto-be impaired by
coliform bacteria and toxic sediments.
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TABLE 10-9

DESIGNATED BENEFICIAL USES IN THE SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED

MUN| IND[ PROC| AGR| GWR| FRSH |NAV |POW COMM| AQUA| WARM| COLD | SAL| EST| MAR| WILD| BIOL| RARE| MIGR| SPWN| SHELL| WET®)

WATERSHED? 1
SANTACLARARIVER WATERSHED
Santa Clara River Estuary (Ends at Harbor Blvd.) © E E E| E|E Ee| Ef Ef E
Santa Clara River Reach 1
Santa Clara River (Estuary to Highway 101 bridge) P¥* E| E E| E| E E E E E E E
Santa Clara River Reach 2
Santa Clara River (Highway 101 bridge to Ellsworth Barranca) P* E| E E|l E| E E E E E E E
Santa Clara River (Ellsworth Barranca to Freeman Diversion) P* E| E E| E| E E E E E E E
Santa Clara River Reach 3
Santa Clara River (Freeman Diversion Dam to Santa Paula Creek) P* HE E| E[ E E E E E E
Santa Clara River {Santa Paula Creek to Sespe Creek) P* E| E E| E| E E E E E E
Santa Clara River (Sespe Creek to A Street, Fillmore) P* E[ E El E] E E E E E E
Santa Clara River Reach 4A
Santa Clara River (A Street Fillmore to Piru Creek) P¥ [ E| E E[ E[ E E E E E E
Santa Clara River Reach 4B
Santa Clara River (Piru Creek to Blue Cut gaging station) P E[ E E[ E| E E E E E E
Santa Clara River Reach 5
Santa Clara River (Blue Cut gaging station to West Pier Highway 99)| P* HRE E| E| E E E E E
Santa Clara River Reach 9
Santa Paula Creek {above Santa Paula Water Works Diversion Dam)| P¥ E[ E E| E| E E E E E E E

Santa Clara River Reach 10

g?;gE)Creek (gaging stn below Little Sespe Creek to Potrero John P el p el e £ E E| e|ee| E £ £

Santa Clara River Reach 11
Piru Creek (gaging stn below Santa Felicia Dam to Agua Blanca

Creek) P E[ E E| E| E H E E Eg
Santa Paula Creek (Santa Clara River R4A to Santa Paula Water Works
Diversion) P E| E E| E| E E E E E E E

Sisar Creek P E[ P E| E E E E Eg E E
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TABLE 10-9

DESIGNATED BENEFICIAL USES IN THE SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED

MUN [ IND| PROC| AGR| GWR| FRSH| NAV| POW COMM| AQUA| WARM| COLD | SAL| EST| MAR| WILD| BIOL| RARE| MIGR] SPWN| SHELL WE'P
SANTACLARARIVER WATERSHED
Sespe Creek (Santa Clara River R3 to gaging station below Little Sespe) | P E[ E E[ E E E E E E E E E
Timber Creek pP* E E E E E E E E
Bear Canyon p* E E P E| E E E E E
[ Trout Creek PT E E E E E E E E
Piedra Blanca Creek p* E E E E E E E
[ TionCanyon p* E E|E E E| € E
Rose Valley Creek p* E E E E E E
Howard Creek P* E E E E E E E E
Tule Creek p* E P E| E E E E E
[ Potrero John Creek P E P E E E E E
Hopper Creek P*| E E[ E E E E E Eg E
Piru Creek (Santa Clara River R4A to Santa Paula Water Works Diversion| P E[ E E[ E] E E E E Eg| E E E
Lake Piru P E[ E E[ E| P E E E E E

E: Existing beneficial use

P: Potential beneficial use

I: Intermittent beneficial use

E,P, and I: shall be protected as required

* Asterisked MUN designations are designated under SB 88-63 and RB
89-03. Some destinations may be considered for exemption at a later
date.

a: Waterbodies are listed multiple times if they cross hydrologic area or subarea boundaries. Beneficial use
designations apply to all tributaries to the indicated waterbody, if not listed separately.

b: Waterbodies designated as WET may have wetlands habitat associated with only a portion of the waterbody. Any
regulatory action would require a detailed analysis of the area.

g: Condor refuge.

j: Out of service.

Source: Table 2-1. Basin Plan for Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (electronic copy accessed December 27, 2016).
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Available Supplies

Water sourcesFhe-seurces-of-watersupphy in the Santa Clara River Watershed include surface water,
imported water, groundwater; and recycled water. A total estimate of supply in the Santa Clara Watershed
is provided in Table 10-11.

Surface Water

UWCD collects and releases surface water at Santa Felicia Dam/Lake Piru. The purpose of this water and
subsequentthe releases-from-the-dam are to replenish the Piru, Fillmore; and Santa Paula Subbasins; and
to provide flows to benefit-facilities receiving water from the Freeman Diversion. Releases since 1999
averaged 28,369--AFY with an annual minimum of zero and a maximum of 47,400--AF, dependent on
rainfall-thatyearseasonal conditions and environmental bypass flow requirements (UWCD 2014). UWCD
estimates that approximately ten percent of the water released from Santa Felicia Dam is delivered to
agricultural users in the Calleguas Creek Watershed via the Pumping Trough Pipeline (PTP) and Pleasant |
Valley Pipeline. UWCD also has a right to divert Santa Clara River flows at the Freeman Diversion. In
recent years UCWD has diverted between 2,500--AF (in 2015) and 94,000--AF (in 2011) at this location |
(UWCD 2017b). Water diverted in this location is used for both artificial recharge — the primary source of
recharge to the Oxnard coastal plaln and dlrect dellvery to agrlcultural users. —'Feaverd—ever—eeummg

prrvat&user&(SWRCB eWRIMS database).
Imported Water

Since 1991, UWCD has received from-0-up to 4,047--AF of imported SWP water in any given year_
with; an average of 1,487--AFY.

DWR prepares a biennial report to assist SWP users and local planners in assessing the near- and long-
term availability of supplies-from-the-SWPR. DWR issued its most recent update, the 20175-D\W/R State
Water Project Delivery Capability Report (DCR), in Marchduly 20185. In the 20175 update, DWR
provides SWP supply estimates for SWP contractors to use in their planning efforts. Fhe-2015-BCRIt
includes DWR’s estimates of SWP water supply avallablllty under both current and future condltlons

Fhe-tlmported water acquired by UWCD is intermingled with surface water at Lake Piru and released |
for groundwater recharge. It is not possible to track UWCD’s imported water separate from surface
water. -any-diseussion-on-Ddirect surface water deliveries and groundwater recharge by UWCD may
include a smat-component of SWP water.

TBesides YUCWD-the City of Oxnard receives imported water within the Santa Clara River Watershed. |
The City of Oxnard receives imported water from Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas), who is
a member agency of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD), a wholesale supplier
of SWPtate-WaterProject water. In 20185 the City of Oxnard purchased 45%212;487of total supplyAF
from Callegua andsinthe
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future-{2020-2040)-the City-anticipates receiving $4,826-AF47% of imported water from Calleguas_in.
2020 (Oxnard 2016).

Groundwater

apphied-waterand-recharge-operations—There is not an accepted long-term-yield for groundwater in the

Santa Clara Watershed. As part of the SGMA process stakeholders will evaluate long-term sustainable

yield. Table 10-10 presents a high-level estimate of available supplygreundwater based on available
data.—Fhe-di in i /- estim

Smlpsherin o s
AB 0-10
RO D A R PP A
A\ A\ ARA R R A\ R .
. Estim f Groundwater B P roundwater
sasn | EeUmaie o Siouraualer Budge | Bat Stoundualer | o

Piru 9,050 12,403 1,2
Fillmore 22,625 44,598 3,4
Santa Paula 26,000 25,699 5,6
Oxnard Subbasin 71,000 78,000 7,8
Mound 8,000 10,000 9,10
Low Estimate Groundwater Supply Santa Clara River Watershed 136,400 11
High Estimate Groundwater Supply Santa Clara River Watershed 171,000 11

Notes:

1. DWR 2003, Basin 4-4.06. Assumes low estimate of 5,900 AFY outflow to Fillmore Basin.

2. UWCD 2016. 2014 and 2015 Piru and Fillmore Basins AB 3030 Biennial Groundwater ConditionsReport.
Average annual extractions 1980-2015.

3. DWR 2003, Basin 4-4.05. Assumes low estimate of 2,400 AFY outflow to Santa Paula Basin.

4. UWCD 2016. 2014 and 2015 Piru and Fillmore Basins AB 3030 Biennial Groundwater Conditions Report.
Average annual extractions 1980-2015.

5. Information from the Santa Paula Basins Expert Group estimates annual yield at no less than 26,000 AFY
(UWCD 2015). DWR 2003, Basin 4-4.04 budget is 5,593 AFY. Data from the Santa Paula Basins Expert Groupis
shown in the table.

6. UWCD 2015. 2012 Santa Paula Basin Annual Report. Average annual extractions 1980-2012.

7.USGS 2003.

8.UWCD 2017b.

9. Fugro West, Inc. 1997. Mound Groundwater Basin Annual Report. June.

10. City of Ventura 2011. City of San Buenaventura Water Master Plan and personnel communicationD.
Detmer of United Water Conservation District.

11. Rounded to the nearest 100 AF

Recycled Water

Ventura County Waterworks District No. 16 (VCWWD 16) plans to construct a tertiary treatment
upgrade for the existing Piru Wastewater Treatment Plant_to mitigate high chloride and comply with
LARWQCB WDRs. After tertiary treatment, effluent from the Piru Wastewater Treatment Plant will
meet California Code of Regulations, Title 22 requirements for unrestricted recycled

Section 10.4: Existing Conditions Revised Public Review Draft
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wWater.; Aard-approximately 500--AFY will be available for use as a new, lower cost irrigation supply
for up to 1 square mile (640 acres) of nearby agricultural property. This supply is anticipated inbefore
year 2020. In the meantime, treated effluent is discharged to percolation basins.

The City of Fillmore completed a recycled water plant in 2009 and distributes approximately 2,000--
AFY of reclaimed water to parks and school fields and for groundwater percolation-basins
(Hydrometrics 2015, Fillmore 2016).

The City of Santa Paula utilizes its recycled water for groundwater recharge. To avoid over counting;
Santa Paula’s recycled water supply is categorized as a groundwater supply.

The City of Oxnard has been pursuing a recycled water program for more than 10 years. The City has
constructed an Advanced Water Purification Facility (AWPF) as well as extensive transmission pipelines
for the recycled water system. As of 2015 the AWPF has the capacity to produce 7,000--AFY and:-but-in-
2015 delivered only 605--AF_in 2015. The City is actively pursuing users for its recycled water including
landscape irrigation of parks, schools, golf courses and residential common areas. The City has entered
|nto an agreement with agrlcultural users in the Oxnard Plain to prowde recycled water-when-avaitable.
—Oxnard anticipates putting
between 7, OOO up to 14, 000 AFY of recycled Water to benef|C|aI use starting in 2020ir-the-next-10-years.

The City of Ventura has access to recycled water supply through the Ventura Water Reclamation Facility.
The Currenthythe-\Ventura-Water-Reclamation Facility discharges most of its tertiary treated effluent to
the Santa Clara River Estuary with approximately 700--AFY diverted as recycled water for landscape
irrigation by several users along the City’s recycled water pipeline alignment. In the next ten years the
City of Ventura intends to increase the amount of recycled water delivered to irrigation customers and is
examining direct potable use of recycled water. The City of Ventura service area includes areaspertions
in both the Ventura and Santa Clara watersheds; but the recycled water supply is being accounted for in
the Santa Clara watershed.

TABLE 10-11
CURRENT (2016) ESTIMATE OF SUPPLY
SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED

Supply Source Annual Volume (AF)
Surface Water, Santa Clara River® 0
Imported Water, City of Oxnard from Calleguas * 12,000
Recycled Water 10,200 to 19,700
Groundwater (see Table 10-10) 136,400 to 171,000
Low Estimate (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 158,400
High Estimate (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 202,700

1. UWCD directly delivers approximately 12,000 AFY to agricultural users in the Calleguas Creek Watershed. This
water is diverted in the Santa Clara Watershed but is a supply in the Calleguas Creek Watershed.

Water Suppliers

There are six major water suppliers (entities serving more than 1000 persons) in the VVentura County
portion of the Santa Clara River Watershed as well as 74 smaller water systems and irrigation companies.
Persons or businesses in the Watershed are also supplied by private wells and surface water diversions.
The major urban suppliers; documented in Table 10-12 provide water to the cities but also to

the unincorporated County. These are also mapped in Figure 10-4.
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TABLE 10-12
MAJOR WATER SUPPLIERS

SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED

Background Report

County of Ventura

Ventura Water

Lake Casitas water, Ventura
River, groundwater (Oxnard
Plain, Mound, Santa Paula
Basins), recycled water

City

City of Ventura and 1.5 square miles (960 acres) within
City’s sphere of influence. City falls within both the
Ventura and Santa Clara Watersheds.

3 . Estimated Annual Water
Supé)cl)ls:(/::r(lsr?ary Type Area Served Population Supplied*
Served
Castaic Lake Water Agency Special District | The Castaic Lake Water Agency service area extends into | NA NA
Imported water and local Ventura County but at the current time Castaic Lake
groundwater Water Agency does not supply any water to Ventura
County.
City of Fillmore City City of Fillmore north of Santa Clara River, east of Sespe 18,600 ~ 3,400 AF
Groundwater Creek.
City of Oxnard City City of Oxnard and County unincorporated area along 193,654 ~28,600 AF
Imported water, Hueneme Road to Naval Base Ventura County. Excludes
groundwater, recycled water Channel Islands Beach.
City of Santa Paula City Approximately 4.5 square miles (~2,880 acres) within the | 29,000 ~4,400 AF
Groundwater City of Santa Paula.
United Water Conservation Special District | 333 square miles (~ 213,120 acres) in Santa Clara River ** **
District Valley (portion within Ventura County) and the Oxnard
Surface water, imported Plain.
water, groundwater
* %k K KKK

*Estimated based on records of water supplied 2010 to 2015, rounded to nearest 100 AF. Does not account for planned future expansion of demands and supplies.
**United Water Conservation District provides groundwater recharge and water to retail water agencies, to avoid double counting, information is only listed for retail

water agencies.

*** City of Ventura information is described under Ventura River Watershed, to avoid double counting no population or water supply is provided in this table.
Source: UWCD 2016, City of Ventura 2016a and 2016b, City of Fillmore 2005 and 2016, City of Oxnard 2016, City of Santa Paula 2011.




| WATERPURVEYORS |

SUPPLIER WATER COMPANY

United (u-074)  |Aliso MWC

United (u-075) |Alta MWC

United (u-076) |Beedy Street Well
United (u-079) |Brownstone MWC
United (u-082)  |City of Fillmore
United (u-082)  |City of Fillmore
United (u-084) |Cloverdale MWC
United (u-086)  |Community MWC

15

United (u-091)  |El Rio Processing

United (u-092)  |Elkins Ranch Company

United (u-094) |Farmers Irrigation Company
United (u-095) |Fillmore Irrigation Company
United (u-096) |Fillmore West Mobile Home Park
United (u-101)  |Goodenough MWC

United (u-103) | Coastal Berry

United (u-104)  |Alger Family Trust

United (u-106) |Lake Piru Recreation Area
United (u-107) |Limoneira Associates
United (u-108) |Linda Vista Junior Academy
United (u-109)  |Middle Road MWC

United (u-110)  |Montalvo MWC

United (u-119)  |Rancho Sespe

: %
United (u-122) |Rio Plaza Water Company - >
United (u-123)  |Rio Real/Rio del Valle Schools b G
United (u-126)  |San Cayetano MWC Mﬂ@ﬁ% i

United (u-127)  |City of Santa Paula
United (u-129) |Sherwin Acres MWC
United (u-131)  [South Mountain MWC W-174 U137 1150,
United (u-132) Southside Improvement Company Al P (=181
United (u-133)  |Storke MWC

United (u-134) |Strictland MWC

United (u-135) |Teague-McKevett Company-Limoneira

United (u-136) | Thermal Belt MWC 1’”}’122@
o7
United (u-137)  |Thomas Aquinas College {mwi{” B
u-044
United (u-138)  [Timber Canyon MWC : Wors

United (u-139) | Tobock Ranch MWC Ui
United (u-145)  |G.P. Resources

United (u-147)  |Vineyard Ave Acres MWC

United (u-148)  |Vineyard Ave Estates

United (u-149)  |Vineyard MWC

United (u-150) | Warring Water Service

United (u-181)  |Piru MWC

United (u-183) Ventura County Property Administrator
United (u-185)  |Hardscrabble MWC

United (u-186)  |Sespe Agricultural Water

United (u-192)  |Citrus MWC

United (u-202)  |Rancho Sespe Workers Improvement Association

United (u-203) _|Toland Road Water System

SUPPLIER WATER COMPANY
Casitas (cas-067) Sigar MWC

pction 10.4: Existing Conditions
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SUPPLIER WATER COMPANY

None (w-151) |Greeleaf Springs Water System

Ventura Co -
None (w-152) |Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency ura Lmy : . _' Ventura County Boundary
None (w-152) East Kern Water Agency y
None (w-155) |Camp Three Falls GEUERAL PUaN ~— Rivers Streams
None (w-156)  |Castaic Lake Water Agency Fiegure 10-4: .
None (w-168)  |New Camp Barlett 8 . l:l Water Bodies
None (w-171) Pine Mountain Inn Water PUrVeyorS n | — Subwatershed
. L _ _ ! Subwatersheds
Santa Clara River Watershed
SUPPLIER WATER COMPANY - Santa Clara River Watershed
|None (w-174) ‘Sweetwater Spring Ranch |
Map Date: December 02, 2016 N Water Purveyor

Source: Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2016. A
- Casitas Wholesale District

0 9 18 Miles - United Wholesale District
| | |

- Suppliers Without Wholesale District




Estimate of Demand

TAs-desertbed-previoushy 2014 -the VCWPD

undertook an estimate of Countywide water demand, documented in the County of Ventura 2013
Water Supply and Demand (January 2015). Results of the study for the Santa Clara Watershed are

provided,Table 10

TABLE 10-13
ESTIMATED SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED DEMAND

Total .
Watershed/Sub-watershed Agricultural Tg;e:lngllnudnl((;‘\lgfll Total(gg;nand
Demand (AF)
Hall Canyon/Arundel 815 9,924 10,739
Ormond Beach 2,797 22,913 25,710
Santa Clara River 114,919 31,284 146,203
Subtotal (Rounded to nearest 100 AF) 118,500 64,100 182,600

Source: Hydrometrics 2015. Table 6.

Notable-inTable- 10-——is-thedistribution-of demands—Agricultural demand is estimated to be

significantly higher than municipal demand.

Demand Management

Table 10-—summarizes the various water conservation effortsactions-undertaken in the Santa Clara

River Watershed. It Fable-26-—summarizes demand management measures-trdertaken under normal

conditions and-these-extra-erdinary additional efforts taken during drought periods.

Comparison of Supply and Demand

While-itis-difficult-te-guantiy—il
AF in the Santa Clara Watershed.

conditions—Estimated demand is apprOX|mater 182,600--AF and is outpacmg the Iow-end estlmate of
annual supply. The high- end estimate of supplles assumes increased recycled water use—the%mqmgef—
sRlE e HRs A, ;

Water-Related Challenges

Itis estlmated that there is an annual supply of 158, 400—-AF to 202,700--

Below are the water related challenges for the Santa Clara River Watershed as of late 2016:
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TABLE 10-14
DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES IN SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED

Conservation Measures that May Be
Conservation Measures in Effect at All Times Implemented in Drought
3
(2] 0 c —
= > ) %] ~ ()
o o (] c B =
= E= = 2w o = i) 2 g
G el = | e = = = o
= [5) =] i} = ) @ =
P = = (= 0 Q o 2 o © z
S S a >S5 | §¢9 g 5 ES | 3 2
= a e} S = 3 = = = 8 G
£ ] o a3 | T X S S o8 | 2
5 o) @ 5O | 5L 2 5 o c o
S - © m E o = 5 0 c ; = = o 5
c (o)) ] o n IS s O = [ele) (=1
= < = c [} w5 = o) = =2 c
I £ Q= = = 9 ] 5]
(S} = = IS = 0 = o [=) © O S 0 O
=9 () T = © e =) 0 S
=] = o = 2o S € = =1 £ B 2 o 2 c
S 5 < @ G S | @3 5 2 ES | 82 £ 85
Agency ao = b= > =0 xa = a J0 | =< i N o
City of Fillmore X X X X X
City of Oxnard X X X X X X X X X X
City of Santa Paula X X X X X
Ventura Water X X X X X X X X X X X X
United Water
. _— X X X X* X
Conservation District
*UWCD’s groundwater allocation is subject to the Fox Canyon GMA. In the event of reductions from FCGMA, UWCD informs their retail agencies of the reductions.
Sources: City of Oxnard 2016; City of Ventura 2016b; United Water Conservation District 2016.
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Coastal Groundwater Overdraft

GAs-deseribed-earhier—groundwater underlyingis the Oxnard Plain dropped below sea level as early
as the 1940s. Overdraft conditions now persist in the southern and eastern portions of the-Oxnrard

Plain_and; the annual overdraft is estimated to be 20,000 to 25,000 AFY (UWCD 2017b). The is
centinued-eoverdraft allows for seawater intrusion and puts the area at risk of land subsidence.

Sea Water Intrusion

Fhe-lLow water levels underlyingin the Oxnard Plain allow for seawater-(chloride) intrusionte-enter into |
freshwater aquifers. The USGS and UWCD have documented the inland movement of seawater adjacent
to the Hueneme and Mugu submarine canyons.

Water for Environmental Purposes

UWCD diverts Santa Clara River water at the Freeman Diversion to recharge groundwater basins and for
direct delivery to agricultural users. UWCD provides bypass flows at the Freeman Diversion for the
upstream and downstream migration of Ssouthern California Steelhead. In July 2008, the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued a final Biological Opinion_(BO) that concluded-that operations at the
Freeman Diversion were likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Ssouthern California Steelhead in
the Santa Clara River. UWCD is-eurrently developing a multi-species habitat conservation plan and is in
consultation with NMFS. The resulting bypass flows are unknown, but it is estimated that the current
bypass flow regime has decreased diversions (and hence water supply) by up to 22,500--AFY, though this ‘
is highly variable from year to year (personnel communication, Robert Richardson, United Water
Conservation District).

Quality

water quality impairments related to bacteria. Fhe-Los-Angeles RWOQCB-has-identified+Runoff from

residential, industrial; and commercial areas is identified as the source of-the bacteria. This includes
fertilizer used for lawns and landscaping, organic debris from gardens, landscaping, and parks; trash such
as food wastes; domestic animal waste; and human waste from areas inhabited by the homeless. The
indicator bacteria point to the potential contamination of the Santa Clara River by pathogens or disease
producing bacteria or viruses. Some waterborne pathogenic diseases include ear infections, dysentery,
typhoid fever, viral and bacterial gastroenteritis, and hepatitis A. Elevated bacteria levels are an indicator
that a potential health risk exists for individuals exposed to this water and therefore limit the recreational
uses of the Santa Clara River.

The Les-AngelesA-RWQCB has identified the Santa Clara River, downstream of Piru Creek, as having ‘

Calleguas Creek Watershed

The Calleguas Creek Watershed is located in the southeastern portion of Ventura County and drains an
area of approximately 343--square mile (219,520 acres)-area. The Santa Susana and Oak Ridge
Mountains form the northern boundary and; the southern boundary is delineated by the Simi Hills and
Santa Monica Mountains. Major creeks and rivers include the Conejo Creek, Arroyo Simi, Arroyo Las
Posas, Arroyo Santa Rosa, Calleguas Creek, Revolon Slough; and Mugu Lagoon.

Long-term monitoring by the VCWPDentura-County-Watershed-Protection-District shows that the
Calleguas_
Creek Watershed cycles through wet and dry periods and does not have a-cemmen “normal” seasonperied
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Precipitation-is-in-the-form-of rainand-aAbout 85 percent of the rainfall occurs from November to
March (Calleguas Creek Steering Committee 2004). Near the coast, cool moist ocean winds moderate
temperature with a; summer highs average of 64°F and winter lows average of 53 °F (Calleguas Creek
Steering Committee 2004). Inland temperatures can exceed 106 °F in the summer and drop below
freezing in the winter (Western Regional Climate Center Station 048904 Thousand Oaks 1 SW).

The watershed includes the cities of Oxnard (portion), Port Hueneme, Camarillo, Moorpark, Simi Valley,
Thousand Oaks; and unincorporated areas of Ventura County. According to the WCV Catersheds-Coalition-
of-Ventura-Ceunty (2014), land uses in the watershed are as follows:

" Undeveloped land 50%
= Agriculture 25%
® Urban uses 25%

Surface Water

The major surface water features in-the-watershed-are Lake Bard, the Arroyo Simi/Arroyo Las
Posas/Calleguas Creek system, Conejo Creek system; and Honda Barranca/Beardsley Wash/Revolon
Slough system.

Lake Bard. Lake Bard is an approximately 10,500--AF surface water reservoir constructed to store
treated water from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. This water is used to meet
emergency demands. Lake Bard is operated by Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas Municipal
Water District 2016).

Arroyo Simi/Arroyo Las Posas/Calleguas Creek. Theisseries-of-¢ creeks drain precipitation and
urban runoff from the Simi Valley, the eastern Las Posas Valley, much of Pleasant Valley, and the
eastern portion of the Oxnard Plain. In addition to precipitation and urban runoff, the Arroyo Simi also
carries discharges from a series of dewatering wells operated by the City of Simi Valley andas-weH-as
treated effluent from the Simi Valley Water Quality Control Plant. Under certain conditions the Ventura
County Waterworks District #1 Moorpark Wastewater Treatment and the Camrosa Water District Water
Reclamation Facility may discharge effluent into Calleguas Creek (Calleguas Creek Steering Committee
2004).

Conejo Creek System. The Arroyo Santa Rosa, Arroyo Conejo; and Conejo Creek make up this
drainage system. The Santa Rosa Valley, a portion of Pleasant Valley, Tierra Rejada Valley and the City
of Thousand Oaks are drained by this system. This system caries precipitation, agricultural runoff, and
effluent from the Hill Canyon Wastewater Treatment Plant and Camarillo Sanitary District Wastewater
Reclamation Plant.

The Honda Barranca/Beardsley Wash/Revolon Slough. The western portion of the Las Posas valley, a
portion of Pleasant Valley and a portion of the Oxnard Plain are drained by the Honda Barranca/
Beardsley Wash/Revolon Slough. Fhe-majerity-effFlow comes_primarily from agricultural and storm
water drainage (Calleguas Creek Steering Committee 2004).

Groundwater
There are multiple groundwater basins within the Calleguas Creek Watershed. These include the,

Pleasant Valley-Basin (DWR Basin 004-06), Arroyo Santa Rosa (DWR Basin 004-07), Las Posas
Valley
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(DWR Basin 4-008), Simi Valley (DWR Basin 4-009),-Fape/Gillibrand-{a-pertion-of DWR-Basin-4-09); |« { Formatted: Right: 0.09", Space Before: 4.55 pt

and T|erra Rejada (DWR Basm 4 015) Mﬁ%bm%@*%%ﬁya{emhed—b{mwee

basm%As part Of SGMA the Pleasant Valley and Las Posas groundwater basms were deemed “hlgh”
priority-aned-the , - m asin. The great dependency on
groundwater in this area was a prlmary factor in the rankmg The Pleasant Valley basin was also listed as
beingin_“critical overdraft.”

As-deseribed-earlier—tThe Fex-CanyonC-GMA was created by state legislation in 1982 to manage local
groundwater basins and resources in an effort-manner to reduce overdraft of the Oxnard Ssubbasin and
to stop seawater intrusion. Besides-the-Oxnard-subbasin-the-Fox-Canyon-The FCGMA has-alse-elected
to be the GSAg%euﬂdwatepsesM}abm%y—agehey under SGMA for the Pleasant VaIIey and Las Posas
Valley Bbasins;-as-w a A

boundaries.

The Arroyo Santa Rosa Basin GSA, organized in 2016 under a Joint Powers Agreement between the
Camrosa Water District and the County of Ventura, with participation from the City of Camarillo, has

elected to become the GSAgreundwatersustatrabitity-ageney for the portion of the Arroyo Santa
Rosa Groundwater Basin east of the Bailey Fault, outside of the FCex-Canyer-GMA jurisdiction.

Important Recharge Areas

Important recharge areas for the groundwater basins in the Calleguas Watershed include the Oxnard
Forebay area of the Oxnard Plainn-{deseribed-earhier), Calleguas Creek, small tributary stream channels |
and drainages from the surrounding mountain fronts, and areas of bedrock outcrops (USGS 2003). In
addition, Calleguas Municipal Water District conducts artificial recharge through injection of imported
water in the East Las Posas Basin, as part of the Las Posas Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) Project. |

Imported Supplies

Calleguas Municipal Water District is a wholesale water provider for the Calleguas Creek Watershed and
portions of the Santa Clara River Watershed on the Oxnard Plain. Calleguas distributes the water

supplies to its 19 retail purveyors through 140 miles of pipeline operated and maintained by Calleguas.
Calleguas is a member agency of the MWD. Calleguas anticipates receiving approximately 122,000--AF
imported water from MWD each year, starting in 2020;-but-this-withvary-depending-on-climatic-conditions
regulatory-conditions-and-regional-demands. 86,971-AF of imported water was supplied in 2015.

Other Supplies

—~Camrosa Water District produces and delivers recycled water in
conjunction with the City of Thousand Oaks the City of Camarillo, Ventura County Waterworks District
8 (City of Simi Valley), Ventura County Waterworks District 1 (Moorpark);-preduce-and-deliverrecyeled
water. In addition, recycled water produced by the Tapia Water Reclamation Facility in the Malibu Creek
Watershed is delivered to users within the Conejo Valley.
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Water Quality

The LAss-Angeles RWQCB has identified beneficial uses for the Calleguas Creek Watershed as well as
its tributaries; and industrial channels in the area as documented in Table 10-15. The following TMDLSs
are in place for portions of the Calleguas Creek Watershed:

" Calleguas Creek, Its Tributaries and Mugu Lagoon Metals and Selenium — approval of TMDL by
SWRCB and US EPA pending.

" Calleguas Creek Salts — TMDL effective December 2, 2008

® Revolon Slough and Beardsley Wash Trash — TMDL effective March 6, 2008

" Calleguas Creek Toxicity — TMDL effective March 24, 2006

®  Calleguas Creek Organochlorine Pesticides and PCBs - TMDL effective March 24, 2006

= Oxnard Drain 3 Pesticides, PCBs, and Sediment Toxicity — approved by EPA approval October 6,
2011

" Calleguas Creek Nitrogen Compounds and Related Effects — TMDL effective October 15, 2009

In addition to the existing TMDLSs, other TMDLs may be developed. Identified impairments in the
Calleguas Creek and its tributaries include ammonia, boron, copper, bacteria, nitrogen, nitrate, selenium,
and sulfate, as well as insecticides and pesticides such as DDT, Dieldrin, and Toxaphene. The Channel
Islands Harbor area is limited by lead and zinc in sediments and: several Oxnard area beaches are
limited by bacteria.

Available Supplies

The water supplies for the Calleguas Creek Watershed consist of imported water from Calleguas,
groundwater, a minor amount of potable surface water, non-potable surface water provided by UWCD
from the Freeman Diversion delivered to agricultural users in the Pleasant Valley Basin; and recycled
water. A total estimate of supply in the Calleguas Creek Watershed is provided in Table 10-17.

Imported Water

Calleguas anticipates receiving approximately 122,000 AF imported water from MWD in each year
starting in 2020, but this will vary depending on climatic conditions, regulatory conditions and regional
demands (CMWD 2016). The City of Oxnard receives approximately 12,000 AFY of water from
Callegua buts; this volume is included in the imported supplies in the Santa Clara Watershed and is not
reflected in supplies for the Calleguas Creek Watershed.
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TABLE 10-15

DESIGNATED BENEFICIAL USES CALLEGUAS CREEK WATERSHED

WATERSHED? MUN | IND| PROC [AGR|GWR| FRSH | NAV|POW|COMM | AQUA| WARM| COLD | SAL|EST |MAR|WILD|BIOL|RARE| MIGR | SPWN| SHELL WE'Ib

CALLEGUAS-CONEJOCREEK WATERSHED

Calleguas Creek Estuary © P E E E Eep| Ef | Ef E
alleguas Creek Reach 1

Mugu Lagoon © E Ed E|E [Eo| E |Eep| Ef | Ef | Ed | E
Calleguas Creek Reach 2

Calleguas Creek (Estuary to Potrero Rd.) P* E|E E E E E Ep E
[Calleguas Creek Reach 3

Calleguas Creek (Potrero Rd. to Conejo Creek) P*E E [E|E E E

Calleguas Creek Reach 4

Revolon Slough (Calleguas Creek Rch 2 to Pleasant Valley Rd.) [ P* [ P E|E E E E
Revolon Slough (Pleasant Valley Rd. to Central Ave.] P* 1P E|E E E E
Calleguas Creek Reach 5
Beardsley Channel {above Central Ave.) P¥ E E E
Calleguas Creek Reach 6
Arroyo Las Posas (Calleguas Creek Rch 3 to Long Canyon) P*ITP| P |[P[E E P E
Arroyo Las Posas (Long Canyon to Hitch Rd.) P* [ P P[P|E E E P E
Calleguas Creek Reach 7
Arroyo Simi (Hitch Rd. to Happy Camp Canyon) P*T 1 | [l 1 E E
Arroyo Simi (Happy Camp Canyon to Alamos Canyon) P* 11 I I [ E E
Arroyo Simi (Alamos Canyon to Tapo Canyon Creek) [ [ | [l [l E
Arroyo Simi (above Tapo Canyon Creek) 1% | | | | E
Calleguas Creek Reach 8
Tapo Canyon Creek {above Arroyo Simi) * P P 1 [ E
Calleguas Creek Reach 9A
Conejo Creek (Camrosa Diversion to Camarillo Rd.) P¥TE E ETE E E
Conejo Creek (Camarillo Rd. to Arroyo Santa Rosa) P* 1 I 1 E E
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TABLE 10-15

DESIGNATED BENEFICIAL USES CALLEGUAS CREEK WATERSHED

WATERSHED? MUN| IND| PROC (AGR|GWR| FRSH | NAV|POW|COMM | AQUA|WARM| COLD| SAL|EST| MAR|WILD| BIOL| RARE | MIGR| SPWN | SHELL WE'I"J

CALLEGUAS-CONEJOCREEK WATERSHED
Calleguas Creek Reach 9B

Conejo Creek (Calleguas Creek Rch 3 to Camrosa Diversion) P¥ [ E E [E|E E E
Calleguas Creek Reach 10
Arroyo Conejo (Conejo Creek to North Fork Arroyo Conejo) P* I I I E E
Calleguas Creek Reach 11 (Arroyo Santa Rosa)
Arroyo Santa Rosa (above confl. with Conejo Creek) P* 1 1 1 E
Calleguas Creek Reach 12
North Fork Arroyo Conejo (above confl. with Arroyo Conejo) Bl <del>[ E | E E E E

Calleguas Creek Reach 13

Arroyo Conejo (above confl. with North Fork Arroyo Conejo) P* I [l I E
|Gillibrand Canyon Creek {Tapo Canyon Creek to Windmill Canyon) P* [ [ [ E
[Gillibrand Canyon Creek (above Windmill Canyon) P* T T E
Lake Bard (Wood Ranch Reservoir) E E E E[P E E
E: Existing beneficial use a: Waterbodies are listed multiple times if they cross hydrologic area or subarea boundaries. Beneficial use designations
P: Potential beneficial use apply to all tributaries to the indicated waterbody, if not listed separately.
I: Intermittent beneficial use b: Waterbodies designated as WET may have wetlands habitat associated with only a portion of the waterbody. Any
E,P, and I: shall be protected as required regulatory action would require a detailed analysis of the area.

* Asterisked MUN designations are designated under SB 88-63 and RB c: Coastal waterbodies which are also listed in inland Surface Waters Tables (2-1) or in Wetlands Table (2-4).

89-03. Some destinations may be considered for exemption at a later d: Limited public access precludes full utilization.

date. e: One or more rare species utilizes all ocean, bays, estuaries, and coastal wetlands for foraging and/or nesting.
f: Aquatic organisms utilize all bays, estuaries, lagoons, and coastal wetlands, to a certain extent, for spawning and early
development. This may include migration into areas which are heavily influenced by freshwater inputs.
0: Marine habitats of the Channel Islands and Mugu Lagoon serve as pinniped haul-out areas for one or more species
(i.e. sea lions).
p: Habitat of the Clapper Rail.

Source: Table 2-1. Basin Plan for Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (electronic copy accessed December 27, 2016).
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Groundwater

There is not an accepted groundwater supply estimate for the Calleguas Creek Watershed. As part of the
SGMA process stakeholders will evaluate long-term sustainable yield. Table 10-16 presents a high-level
estimate of available groundwater based on available data. The difference in the high and low supply
estimate documents the lack of data and consensus on groundwater supply. Table 10-  does not include
the approximately 3,500 AFY of groundwater that the City of Thousand Oaks is planning on developing
from the Conejo Groundwater Basin.

Surface Water

The Conejo Creek system, owned and operated by Camrosa Water District, does supply some surface
water. The average supply from this creek system is estimated to be 7,920--AF (FCGMA 2016). It is
estimated that small private water users may divert and use as much as 3,400--AFY from local
surface water (SWRCB eWRIMS database).

TABLE 10-16
GROUNDWATER SUPPLY ESTIMATES

CALLEGUAS CREEK WATERSHED

Estimate of
Groundwater Past Groundwater
Basin Budget (AFY) Extractions (AFY) Notes
Pleasant Valley Basin 11,418 18,500 1
Arroyo Santa Rosa 3,325 t0 8,410 5,000 2
Las Posas Valley 29,280 30,560 3
Simi Valley 5,400 5,500 4
Tapo/Gillibrand 1,350 550 5,6
Tierra Rejada 1,300 1,500 7
Low Estimate Groundwater Supplies 51,300 8
High Estimate Groundwater Supplies 82,300 8
1. DWR 2003, Basin 4-006.
2. DWR 2003, Basin 4-007.
3. DWR 2003, Basin 4-008.
4. DWR 2003, Basin 4-009.
5. City of Simi Valley, Geohydrologic Evaluation of Maximum Perennial Yield, Tapo Canyon Tributary SubArea
(September 2006)
6. Waterworks District 8. 2016. 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. June.
7. DWR 2003, Basin 4-015.
8. Rounded to nearest 100 AF.
Public Review Draft Section 10.4: Existing Conditions

January 2018 10-57



Water Resources Background Rey ori
2040 General Plan County of Verflur¢

Recycled Water

Based on recently completed urban water management plans by water purveyors in the Calleguas Creek
Watershed, an estimate of recycled water in the Calleguas Creek area has been prepared. This estimate

uses-supphies-plannedincorporates usage forin the next 10 years (by 2025).
TABLE 10-17

CURRENT (2016) ESTIMATE OF SUPPLY
CALLEGUAS CREEK WATERSHED
Annual Volume

Supply Source (AF)

Surface Water, Conejo Creek Diversion * 11,324
Imported Water Calleguas and UWCD 119,417
Deliveries from Santa Clara Watershed 2 !
Recycled Water 3 13,931
Groundwater (see Table 10-16) 51,300 to 82,300
Low Estimate (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 196,000
High Estimate (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 227,000

1. FCGMA 2016. Preliminary Draft Pleasant Valley Groundwater Sustainability
Plan Tasks 6 — 10 Report. May.

2. Supplies from Calleguas are anticipated imported water supplies less12,000
AF expected to go to Oxnard in the Santa Clara Watershed (CMWD 2016,
Oxnard 2016). Supplies from UWCD are on average 9,417 AF to the Calleguas
Creek Area from the Santa Clara Watershed (FCGMA 2016).

3. Camrosa 2016; Camarillo 2016, VCWWD8 2016, and VCWWD1 2016.

Suppliers

There are nine major water suppliers (entities serving more than 1,000 persons) in the Calleguas Creek
Watershed andas-well-as 52 smaller water systems and irrigation companies. Persons or businesses in

the Watershed are also supplied by private wells and surface water diversions. The major urban
suppliers; documented in Table 10-18 provide water to cities and the unincorporated County. These [Formatted; Font: Bold

are also mapped in Figure 10-5. [Formatte d: Font: Bold
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TABLE 10-18
MAJOR WATER SUPPLIERS - CALLEGUAS CREEK WATERSHED

Estimated Annual
Supplier/Primary Source(s) Type Area Served Population Water
Served Supplied*
Calleguas Municipal Water District Special | Calleguas Creek Watershed *x **
Imported water District
City of Simi Valley/Ventura Co. Waterworks | City Approximately 68 percent of the developed ~97,300| ~ 23,800 AF
District 1 portion of the City of Simi Valley and
Imported water, groundwater, recycled unincorporated areas located southeast and
water north of the City boundary.
City of Oxnard City City of Oxnard, but excluding Channel Islands *xx *rk
Imported water, groundwater, recycled Beach and County unincorporated area along
water Hueneme Road to Naval Base Ventura County.
City of Thousand Oaks City Approximately 36 percent of the City of ~53,300| ~12,600 AF
Imported water Thousand Oaks
City of Camarillo City 14 square miles (8,960 acres) within the ~42,900 ~8,600 AF
Imported water, groundwater, recycled western portion of the City, about 75 percent
water of the City of Camarillo
Port Hueneme Water Agency City Generally, the City of Port Hueneme ~22,000 ~5,000 AF
Groundwater, imported water
Camrosa Water District Special |31 square miles (19,840 acres) within the ~30,000| ~14,400 AF
Imported water, groundwater, surface District | eastern portion of the City of Camarillo and
water, recycled water Santa Rosa Valley.
Ventura County Waterworks District No. 1 | Special | Generally, the City of Moorpark and ag lands ~36,000| ~11,800 AF
Imported water, groundwater, recycled District | between Camarillo and Thousand Oaks (33.7
water square miles / 21,568 acres).
Ventura County Waterworks District No. 19 |Special |23 square miles (14,720 acres) of the Somis ~3,300 ~3,000 AF
Imported water, groundwater District | community and surrounding rural areas.
Oak Park Water Service Special | Oak Park community, encompassing 4.1 square ~12,200 ~2,200 AF
Imported water District | miles (2,624 acres).
California American Water Company — Private | Approximately half of Thousand Oaks (25 sq. ~63,400| ~15,200 AF
Ventura District Company | mi.) and a small portion of unincorporated
Imported water county in the Las Posas Country Club area.
California Water Service Company — Private |13 square miles (8,320) in south east City of ~19,500 ~8,100 AF
Westlake District Company | Thousand Oaks
Imported water, recycled water
Golden State Water Company — Simi Valley |Private |A portion of the City of Simi Valley and a ~45,200 ~6,500 AF
Imported water, groundwater Company | portion of unincorporated Ventura County
including Runkle Canyon
Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company Private | Northwestern portion of the City of Camarillo ~7,500 ~900 AF
Imported water, groundwater Company
Crestview Mutual Water Company Private | Western portion of the City of Camarillo Unknown ~900 AF
Imported water, groundwater Company
Zone Mutual Water Company Private | A private agricultural water supplier serving Ag water | ~5,000-6,000
Groundwater, imported water Company | the unincorporated area around Somis. supplier AF

*Estimated based on records of water supplied 2010 to 2015, rounded to nearest 100 AF. Does not account for planned future expansion of

demands and supplies.

**Calleguas Municipal Water District is a wholesale supplier, to avoid double counting information is only provided for retail water agencies.
***Oxnard falls across two watersheds. Oxnard population and supply provided as part of the Santa Clara River Watershed discussion.
Source: Calleguas Municipal Water District 2016, City of Simi Valley 2016, City of Thousand Oaks 2016, Ventura County Waterworks District
No. 12011 and 2016, City of Camarillo 2011 and 2016, Port Hueneme Water Agency 2011 and 2016, California American Water Company
2012 and 2016, California Water Service Company 2011 and 2016, Golden State Water Company 2011 and 2016.
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WATER PURVEYORS

SUPPLIER

WATER COMPANY

United (u-016) Del Norte MWC
United (u-080)*
United (u-081)*
United (u-083)*
United (u-087)
United (u-088)
United (u-089)
United (u-093)
United (u-097)
United (u-099)
United (u-102)
United (u-111)
United (u-112)
United (u-114)
United (u-115)
United (u-121)
United (u-128)
United (u-130)
United (u-140)*
United (u-141)*
United (u-146)
United (u-184)
United (u-187)
United (u-191)
United (u-200)
United (u-202)
United (u-204)
United (u-205)
United (u-206)
United (u-207)
United (u-208)
United (u-209)
United (u-210)

Camarillo Airport Utility Enterprise

City of Port Hueneme
Cypress MWC

Sunshine Trailer Park
Dempsey Road MWC
Evergreen Trailer Park
Garden Acres MWC
Glennview Mobile Home Park
Hailwood, Inc.

Navalair Mobilehome Court
Nyeland Acres NWC

Ocean View School District
Oxnard Lemon MWC

Rio Manor MWC

Saviers Road MWC

Silver Wheel Ranch Mobile Home Park
U.S.N.AS. - Point Mugu
U.S.N.C.B.C. - Port Hueneme
Ventura School

Ventura County Dept of Airports
Guadalasca MWC

Santa Clara High School
Lloyd-Butler MWC

| Thornhill MWC

Santa Clara Resources
Houweling's Nursery
Pyramid Flowers
saticoy Country Club
Vujovich Ranch

Bouquet Multimedia

Channel Islands Beach Community Services District

Rancho Sespe Workers Improvement Association

* Denotes agencies within the wholesale area of
both United and Calleguas

SUPPLIER WATER COMPANY

Calleguas (cal-001)
Calleguas (cal-002)
Calleguas (cal-003)
Calleguas (cal-004)
Calleguas (cal-005)
Calleguas (cal-006)
Calleguas (cal-007)
Calleguas (cal-012)

Academy MWC

Arroyo Las Posas MWC

Balcom Bixby MWA

Berylwood Heights MWC
Brandeis-Bardin MWC

Conejo Trailer Park

California Water Service Company
City Camarillo Water District

Calleguas (cal-013)* |City of Oxnard
Calleguas (cal-014) City of Thousand Oaks
Calleguas (cal-015) Crestview MWC
Calleguas (cal-017) Epworth MWC

Fuller Falls MWC
Sunshine Ranch

La Loma Ranch MWC

Las Lomas Water Systems

Calleguas (cal-020)
Calleguas (cal-022)
Calleguas (cal-023)
Calleguas (cal-025)
Calleguas (cal-028)
Calleguas (cal-029)
Calleguas (cal-030)
Calleguas (cal-031)
Calleguas (cal-032)
Calleguas (cal-034)
Calleguas (cal-035)
Calleguas (cal-036)
Calleguas (cal-042)
Calleguas (cal-179)
Calleguas (cal-190)

Oxnard Union High School District
Pleasant Valley MWC

Rancho Canada Water Company
Tom Grether Farms, Inc.

Russell Valley MWD

Solano Verde MWC

Golden State Water Co. - Simi Valley
Thermic MWC

Waters Road Users Group

Butler Ranch MWC

Water Canyon Water Well

Zone Mutual Water Company

* Denotes agencies within the wholesale area
of both United and Calleguas
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Figure 10-5:
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Calleguas Creek Watershed
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Estimate of Demand

As-deseribed-previeushy-iIn 2014, the VCWPD
undertook an estimate of Countywide water demand, documented in the County of Ventura 2013
Water Supply and Demand (January 2015). Results of the study for the Calleguas Creek Watershed

are provided in Table 10-19.

TABLE 10-19
ESTIMATED CALLEGUAS CREEK WATERSHED DEMAND

Background Report

County of Ventura

Total Agricultural | Total Municipal Total Demand
Watershed/Sub-watershed Deme?nd (AF) o — (AE) (AF)
Calleguas Creek 112,701 89,335 202,036
Malibu Creek 1,083 19,291 20,374
South Coast 86 2,035 2,121
Subtotal (rounded to nearest 100 AF) 113,900 110,700 224,600

Source: Hydrometrics 2015. Table 6.

Comparison of Supply and Demand

Estimated supply in the Calleguas Creek Watershed ranges from 196,000--AF to 227,000--AF in any
given year. This supply of course will vary given drought and operational conditions. Estimated demand
is approximately 224,600--AF. If the low-end estimate of supply is correct, demand is outpacing supply.
If the high-end supply estimate is correct, supply is only slightly greater (1%) than demand.

Water-Related Challenges

Below are the water related challenges for the Calleguas Creek Watershed as of late 2016.

Long-Term Groundwater Overdraft and Increased Salinity

The Pleasant Valley Basin is in long-term overdraft (UWCD 2017a). Declining groundwater levels and
over--pumping in the southern portion of the basin has led to upwelling of brines from high chloride

zones (UWCD 2017b). In the northern Pleasant Valley Basin, streambed recharge with treated
wastewater has caused increased salinity in the vicinity of the Arroyo Las Posas.

Localize Pumping Depressions

Within the w\/est Las Posas Bsubbasin, groundwater levels have dropped by 325 feet between 1950 and
the early 1990s (LPUG 2012). There isis-is+aising concerns regardingabeut subsidence, increased
pumping lifts, decreased production and; eventually; dry wells (LPUG 2012). Din-addition-depressed
groundwater levels may induce inflows of poor--quality groundwater from surrounding areas.

Heavy Dependence on Imported Water by Urban Users

va a YW yApproximately 75 percent
of the County population receives water imported by Calleguas. Drought, earthquakes, and
environmental demands on the SWP system could limit or even interrupt this water supply. Calleguas
Municipal Water District, the primary imported water wholesaler in the region, has taken proactive steps
to mitigate supply disruptions, including the construction of a local surface water storage reservoir (Lake
Bard), construction of facilities to store surface water in local groundwater basins as well as facilities to
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extract this water if needed, obtaining and storing spare pipe for emergencies, and building multiple

interconnections with other water suppliers.

SECTION 10.5 TRENDS AND FUTURE CONDITIONS

As-documented-above-tTraditional water supplies are limited in the Ventura County area and it
is necessary to develop different supplies for Ventura County. Trends going forward include:

Increased use of brackish groundwater. Ventura County has abundant sources of groundwater in
parts of the county, but particularly in the Calleguas Creek Watershed, much of it is too high in
salts for municipal and agricultural use. Two brackish groundwater treatment plans are currently
in operation in the county (Port Hueneme Water Authority’s Brackish Water Reclamation
Demonstration Facility, Camrosa Round Mountain Desalter). Other additional desalters are
proposed. Use of this brackish groundwater would require connection to salinity management
pipeline such as that operated by the Calleguas Municipal Water District.

Delivery of SWP water to western Ventura County. The City of Ventura, UWCD, Casitas
Municipal Water District, and Calleguas are coordinating a study to build a connection to the
SWP.

= Increased use of recycled water. The City of Oxnard has constructed the Advanced Water

Purification Facility (AWPF) semetimes-called-the AWPE. which intensively treats wastewater
to produce water suitable for irrigation, industrial processes, groundwater recharge and potablee-
and-could-be-used-for usepotable-water-inthe-future. Many-eOther water agencies in Ventura
County are proposing increased use of recycled water and-many-are building infrastructure to
deliver recycled water to agriculture and other irrigation users. In June 2016, the City of Ventura
launched the Recycled Water Mobile Reuse Program whereby business, residents and other
property owners in the City can use the City’s recycled water fill station, fill their own containers,
then haul the water for use within the City. Agencies are also actively pursuing groundwater
recharge with recycled water and direct potable reuse of recycled water.

Expanded conjunctive use. Conjunctive use is the coordinated and planned use and management
of both surface water and groundwater resources to maximize the availability and reliability of
water supplies. Conjunctive use involves planned and managed operation of a groundwater basin
and a surface water storage system using coordinated conveyance infrastructure. When surface
water is available it is recharged and stored in a groundwater basin for later use.

Increased use of stormwater and dry weather runoff. Currently these are underutilized sources of
supplies that could augment groundwater supplies. This will include stormwater detention in
medians and along curbs, permeable pavement, and other means to retain and recharge runoff._
Various agencies within Ventura County are planning and coordinating increased use of
stormwater as documented in the Ventura Countywide Municipal Storm Water Resource Plan

(September 2016).

Ocean desalination. The City of Ventura, Channel Islands Beach Community Services District
and Calleguas are exploring the feasibility of ocean desalination (City of Ventura 2016b; Citizens
Journal 2015; Calleguas 2016).

Increased call for urban water use efficiency. In May-9; 2016, Governor Brown issued Executive
Order B-37-16, which called for the establishment of long-term water conservation measures.
DWR and the SWRCB are-to-publichyreleaserealeased a draft long-term conservation
framework in April 2017 by-Jdanuary-2017. This framework-wH included new water use targets
based on strengthened
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standards for indoor residential water use, outdoor irrigation, commercial/institutional/industrial
water use, and distribution system water loss.

= Increased call for agricultural water use efficiency. Grant-funded efforts are being developed and
implemented to provide financial incentives for equipment upgrades and similar efforts will likely
continue, dependent upon funding availability.

= Changes in the operation of surface water supplies to protect endangered species. Water users are
likely to pay more to build and maintain habitat protection measures. There will likely be less
water available for agriculture and urban users because more flow will need to be left in
waterways to protect habitat.

SECTION 10.6 KEY TERMS

The following key terms used in this report are defined as follows:

303(d) List. References section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act whereby states, territories, and tribes are
to develop lists of waterbodies that are polluted or otherwise degraded and not meeting water quality
standards. The 303(d) List is used to develop Total Maximum Daily Loads and or identify other
mechanisms to improve water quality.

Acre-feet (AF). The amount of water necessary to cover an acre (43,560 square feet) to a depth of one
foot, or 43,560 cubic feet, which is equivalent to 325,828 gallons.

Adjudication: With regard to water rights, a legal decision that allocates water to parties in proceedings
and is overseen by a court-appointed watermaster.

Aquifer. A subsurface geological formation sufficiently permeable to conduct groundwater and capable
of yielding usable quantities of water to a well or surface water spring.

Beneficial Uses. The various purposes for which water or aquatic ecosystems may be used. Examples
include municipal and domestic water supply, agricultural water supplies, preservation and protection of
areas of special biological significance resources, freshwater habitat, commercial and sport fishing,
estuarine habitat, freshwater replenishment, groundwater recharge, industrial supply, marine habitat, fish
migration, navigation, preservation of rare and endangered species, recreation, shellfish harvesting, and
wildlife habitat.

Best Management Practice (BMP). Any program, technology, process, siting criteria, operational
methods or measures, or engineered systems, which when implemented prevent, control, remove, or
reduce pollution.

Conjunctive Use. The practice of storing surface water in a groundwater basin (typically in wet years)
and withdrawing it from the basin in later (typically dry) years.

Critical Overdraft. As defined in the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act a basin is subject to
critical overdraft when continuation of present water management practices would probably result in
significant adverse overdraft-related environmental, social, or economic impacts.

Coastal Zone. That portion of the land and water area of Ventura County as shown on the "Coastal Zone"
maps adopted by the California Coastal Commission.
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Groundwater Basin. An aquifer or system of aquifers that has reasonably well--defined boundaries and
more or less definite areas of recharge and discharge. Refers to subsurface deposits and geologic
formations that are capable of yielding usable quantities of water to a well or spring. The Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act defines “basin” as a groundwater basin or subbasin identified and defined
in Department of Water Resources Bulletin 118 or as modified pursuant to Section 10722 of the Act.

Integrated Regional Water Management. A comprehensive and collaborative approach for managing
water to concurrently achieve social, environmental and economic objectives. This integrated approach
delivers higher value for investments by considering all interests, providing multiple benefits, and
working across jurisdictional boundaries at the appropriate geographic scale. Examples of multiple
benefits include improved water quality, better flood management, restored and enhanced ecosystems,
and more reliable water supplies” (Department of Water Resources 2014, California Water Plan Update
2013).

Mutual Water Company. A private corporation or association organized for the purposes of delivering
water to its stockholders and/or members.

Permanent domestic water supply. A supply or supplies of potable water to be provided by a system or
systems approved by a public health agency of the State of California or the Environmental Health
Division of the Ventura County Resource Management Agency and the Ventura County Public Works
Agency in a quantity sufficient to supply adequately and continuously the total domestic requirements of
all consumers under maximum demand conditions.

Retail Water Supplier. A water agency that provides water to individual customers and end users such
as homes and businesses.

Safe Yield. Commonly defined as the maximum quantity of water that can be continuously withdrawn
from a reservoir or groundwater basin without causing adverse effects.

State Water Project. The SWP is the largest state-built, multi-purpose water project in the country. It
was authorized by the California State Legislature in 1959, with the construction of most initial facilities
completed by 1973. Today, the SWP includes 28 dams and reservoirs, 26 pumping and generating plants
and approximately 660 miles of aqueducts. The primary water source for the SWP is the Feather River, a
tributary of the Sacramento River. Storage released from Oroville Dam on the Feather River flows down
natural river channels to the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta (Delta). While some SWP supplies are
pumped from the northern Delta into the North Bay Aqueduct, the vast majority of SWP supplies are
pumped from the southern Delta into the 444-mile-long California Aqueduct. The California Aqueduct
conveys water along the west side of the San Joaquin Valley to Edmonston Pumping Plant, where water
is pumped over the Tehachapi Mountains into Southern California.

Stormwater Pollution Control Plan. A plan identifying potential pollutant sources from a construction
site and describing proposed design, placement and implementation of Best Management Practices to
effectively prevent non-stormwater discharges and reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the
storm drain system, to the maximum extent practicable during construction activities.

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. A plan, as required by a State General Permit for Stormwater
Discharges, identifying potential pollutant sources and describing the design, placement and
implementation of Best Management Practices, to effectively prevent non-stormwater discharges and
reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges during activities covered by the General Permit.
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Stormwater Quality Master Plan. A plan that defines the strategy and describes the design, placement
and implementation of Best Management Practices to effectively prevent non-stormwater discharges and
reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the maximum extent practicable, for post-construction
discharges to the stormdrain system.

Total Maximum Daily Load. A regulatory “pollution budget” based on a calculation of the maximum
amount of a pollutant that can occur in a waterbody and still meet water quality standards so as to protect
beneficial uses. The TMDL also allocates the necessary reductions to one or more pollutant sources.
TMDLs can force the implementation of BMPs, infrastructure improvements, and other actions to limit
pollution.

Watershed. A geographic region within which all water drains into a particular river, stream, or other
waterbody. Also referred to as a catchment area.

Wholesale Water Supplier. A water agency that provides water to retail water agencies rather than
directly providing water to the end user (homes, businesses, etc.).
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APPENDIX 10.A: SGMA/CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE

65350.5. REVIEW AND CONSIDERATION OF GROUNDWATER REQUIREMENTS

Before the adoption or any substantial amendment of a city’s or county’s general plan, the planning
agency shall review and consider all of the following:

(a) An adoption of, or update to, a groundwater sustainability plan or groundwater management plan
pursuant to Part 2.74 (commencing with Section 10720) or Part 2.75 (commencing with Section 10750)
of Division 6 of the Water Code or groundwater management court order, judgment, or decree.

(b) An adjudication of water rights.

(c) An order or interim plan by the State Water Resources Control Board pursuant to Chapter 11
(commencing with Section 10735) of Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the Water Code.

65352. REFERRAL OF PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN UPDATES TO OTHER AGENCIES

(a) Before a legislative body takes action to adopt or substantially amend a general plan, the planning
agency shall refer the proposed action to all of the following entities:

(1) A city or county, within or abutting the area covered by the proposal, and any special district
that may be significantly affected by the proposed action, as determined by the planning agency.

(2) An elementary, high school, or unified school district within the area covered by the proposed
action.

(3) The local agency formation commission.

(4) An areawide planning agency whose operations may be significantly affected by the proposed
action, as determined by the planning agency.

(5) A federal agency, if its operations or lands within its jurisdiction may be significantly affected
by the proposed action, as determined by the planning agency.

(6) (A) The branches of the United States Armed Forces that have provided the Office of
Planning and Research with a California mailing address pursuant to subdivision (d) of Section
65944, if the proposed action is within 1,000 feet of a military installation, or lies within special
use airspace, or beneath a low-level flight path, as defined in Section 21098 of the Public
Resources Code, and if the United States Department of Defense provides electronic maps of
low-level flight paths, special use airspace, and military installations at a scale and in an
electronic format that is acceptable to the Office of Planning and Research.

(B) Within 30 days of a determination by the Office of Planning and Research that the
information provided by the Department of Defense is sufficient and in an acceptable scale
and format, the office shall notify cities, counties, and cities and counties of the availability of
the information on the Internet. Cities, counties, and cities and counties shall comply with
subparagraph (A) within 30 days of receiving this notice from the office.

(7) A public water system, as defined in Section 116275 of the Health and Safety Code, with
3,000 or more service connections, that serves water to customers within the area covered by the
proposal. The public water system shall have at least 45 days to comment on the proposed plan,
in accordance with subdivision (b), and to provide the planning agency with the information set
forth in Section 65352.5.
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(8) Any groundwater sustainability agency that has adopted a groundwater sustainability plan
pursuant to Part 2.74 (commencing with Section 10720) of Division 6 of the Water Code or local
agency that otherwise manages groundwater pursuant to other provisions of law or a court order,
judgment, or decree within the planning area of the proposed general plan.

(9) The State Water Resources Control Board, if it has adopted an interim plan pursuant to
Chapter 11 (commencing with Section 10735) of Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the Water Code that
includes territory within the planning area of the proposed general plan.

(10) The Bay Area Air Quality Management District for a proposed action within the boundaries
of the district.

(11) A California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the Native
American Heritage Commission and that has traditional lands located within the city’s or
county’s jurisdiction.

(12) The Central Valley Flood Protection Board for a proposed action within the boundaries of
the Sacramento and San Joaquin Drainage District, as set forth in Section 8501 of the Water
Code.

(b) An entity receiving a proposed general plan or amendment of a general plan pursuant to thissection
shall have 45 days from the date the referring agency mails it or delivers it to comment unless a longer
period is specified by the planning agency.

(c) (1) This section is directory, not mandatory, and the failure to refer a proposed action to the entities
specified in this section does not affect the validity of the action, if adopted.

(2) To the extent that the requirements of this section conflict with the requirements of Chapter 4.4
(commencing with Section 65919), the requirements of Chapter 4.4 shall prevail.

65352.5. REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE WATER-RELATED DOCUMENTS TO GENERAL
PLAN AGENCY

(a) The Legislature finds and declares that it is vital that there be close coordination and consultation
between California’s water supply or management agencies and California’s land use approval agencies
to ensure that proper water supply and management planning occurs to accommodate projects that will
result in increased demands on water supplies or impact water resource management.

(b) It is, therefore, the intent of the Legislature to provide a standardized process for determining the
adequacy of existing and planned future water supplies to meet existing and planned future demands on
these water supplies and the impact of land use decisions on the management of California’s water supply
resources.

(c) Upon receiving, pursuant to Section 65352, notification of a city’s or a county’s proposed action to
adopt or substantially amend a general plan, a public water system, as defined in Section 116275 of the
Health and Safety Code, with 3,000 or more service connections, shall provide the planning agency with
the following information, as is appropriate and relevant:

(1) The current version of its urban water management plan, adopted pursuant to Part 2.6
(commencing with Section 10610) of Division 6 of the Water Code.

(2) The current version of its capital improvement program or plan, as reported pursuant to
Section 31144.73 of the Water Code.
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(3) A description of the source or sources of the total water supply currently available to thewater
supplier by water right or contract, taking into account historical data concerning wet, normal,
and dry runoff years.

(4) A description of the quantity of surface water that was purveyed by the water supplier ineach
of the previous five years.

(5) A description of the quantity of groundwater that was purveyed by the water supplier in each
of the previous five years.

(6) A description of all proposed additional sources of water supplies for the water supplier,
including the estimated dates by which these additional sources should be available and the
quantities of additional water supplies that are being proposed.

(7) A description of the total number of customers currently served by the water supplier, as
identified by the following categories and by the amount of water served to each category:

(A) Agricultural users.
(B) Commercial users.
(C) Industrial users.

(D) Residential users.

(8) Quantification of the expected reduction in total water demand, identified by each customer
category set forth in paragraph (7), associated with future implementation of water use reduction
measures identified in the water supplier’s urban water management plan.

(9) Any additional information that is relevant to determining the adequacy of existing and
planned future water supplies to meet existing and planned future demands on these water
supplies.

(d) Upon receiving, pursuant to Section 65352, notification of a city’s or a county’s proposed action to
adopt or substantially amend a general plan, a groundwater sustainability agency, as defined in Section
10721 of the Water Code, or an entity that submits an alternative under Section 10733.6 shall provide the
planning agency with the following information, as is appropriate and relevant:

(1) The current version of its groundwater sustainability plan or alternative adopted pursuant to
Part 2.74 (commencing with Section 10720) of Division 6 of the Water Code.

(2) If the groundwater sustainability agency manages groundwater pursuant to a court order,
judgment, decree, or agreement among affected water rights holders, or if the State Water
Resources Control Board has adopted an interim plan pursuant to Chapter 11 (commencing with
Section 10735) of Part 2.74 of Division 6 of the Water Code, the groundwater sustainability
agency shall provide the planning agency with maps of recharge basins and percolation ponds,
extraction limitations, and other relevant information, or the court order, judgment, or decree.
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, and related provisions (as chaptered) Page 6 As
Effective January 1, 2016 [rev. 1/15/2016]

(3) A report on the anticipated effect of proposed action to adopt or substantially amend a general
plan on implementation of a groundwater sustainability plan pursuant to Part 2.74 (commencing
with Section 10720) of Division 6 of the Water Code.
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From: David Magney <dmagney@cnps.org>
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To: Curtis, Susan; General Plan Update
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Subject: CNPS comments on DEIR for the VC GP 2040 update

Attachments: CNPS-Ventura County General Plan 2040 DEIR Comments-20200227-Magney.pdf
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Ms. Curtis,

Please find attached California Native Plant Society comments on the DEIR and GP 2040 update.
We would like to have additional time to provide additional focused comments.

Respectfully,

David L. Magney, CCB-0001
Rare Plant Program Manager
Chair, Board of Certification
California Native Plant Society
2707 K Street, Suite 1
Sacramento, CA 95816
916/447-CNPS ext. 205
WWW.CNps.org
dmagney@cnps.org
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27 February 2020

Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Attn: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740

Ventura, California 93009-1740

susan.curtis@ventura.org, GeneralPlanUpdate@ventura.org

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the County of Ventura
Draft 2040 General Plan

Dear Ms. Curtis:

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS), a membership-based 501(c)(3) nonprofit corporation herein
provide these comments on the proposed Ventura County 2040 General Plan (GP) and associated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). CNPS’s comments are focused on the biological resources with the
intent to ensure that they are appropriately conserved through land use planning and government
actions and management at the discretion of the county.

General Comments:

There is no mention of information on the botanical resources of Ventura County that have been
developed and made available to the public, such as by the Channel Islands Chapter of the California
Native Plant Society (CNPSCI), available online at http://cnpsci.org/, and by David Magney for the
Ventura County flora (www.venturaflora.com). The GP mentions information provided by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), which is a good
starting point; however, so much more detail is available that would be helpful to decisionmakers and
the public that the true picture of the incredible biodiversity and species richness found in Ventura
County.

For example, there is no mention of bryophyte resources, nor any mention of lichens, which are
generally referred to as nonvascular plants. Both of these groups are both diverse and important
components of the biological resources of Ventura County.

Qualified Biologist — since there are no codified criteria that the VCPD uses consistently to determine
who is qualified, CNPS highly recommends that the following be inserted under the definition of a
qualified biologist:

Require use of a Certified Consulting Botanist for botanical resource assessments and surveys.

Require use of a Certified Restoration Ecologist or Certified Consulting Botanist for habitat
restoration planning, mitigation, or implementation work.

Thresholds of Significance (page 4.4-13) uses the term “substantially”. “Substantially” is an ambiguous
term that can be next to impossible to quantify, particularly if the impact appears to be small in some
way. Without an actual metric, significant impacts could be considered less-than-significant by some
biologists. Using actual numbers would be better, with some means to deviate if sufficient evidence is
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provided to make a reasonable and sound, science-based argument for a different significance threshold
number or metric.

For example, impacts to wetland habitat functions is identified as significant, if they are substantial.
Measuring the total area of a wetland directly impacted is fairly straightforward; however, measuring
the wetland functions that are impacted is more complex, and doing so for indirect impacts is even
more challenging. It would be easier and fairer, and more accurate to use a tested assessment method,
and set a significance threshold, say a 5% change, to determine if the impact would be significant. The
only objective tool currently available to measure wetland functions is the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’
Hydrogeomorphic Assessment Method (HGM), which is described in more detail in comments below.

Policies

Following are the proposed General Plan (GP) Conservation and Open Space Element policies, with
CNPS’s assessment of their benefit in protecting biological resources and how they could be improved to
better meet the stated objectives.

The Public Review Draft Policy Document, Section 6.1 — Biological Resources, provides a very general
overview that hardly captures the richness, diversity, and uniqueness of the biological resources within
Ventura County. At least a bit more information would be beneficial in expressing this fact since so
much information about the biological resources of the county is readily available, much of it compiled
in each biological assessment performed for every project that has gone through a CEQA assessment.

For example, expand the sentence “Ventura County contains a diverse range of elevations,
biogeographic features and ecosystems” with “, which provides a large variety of habitats that
supports 321 species of lichens, 97 species of bryophytes, 1,939 native vascular plants (Magney 2020 -
http://venturaflora.com/files/vcfloristics.htm), 338 bird species, 11 amphibian species, 30 reptile
species, several freshwater fish species, 50 mammal species, and an unknown (very high) number
invertebrate species, but at least 117 species of butterflies.”

Policy COS-1.1: Protection of Sensitive Biological Resources. The County shall ensure that
discretionary development that could potentially impact sensitive biological resources be
evaluated by a qualified biologist to assess impacts and, if necessary, develop mitigation
measures that fully account for the impacted resource. When feasible, mitigation measures
should adhere to the following priority: avoid impacts, minimize impacts, and compensate for
impacts. If the impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level, findings of overriding
considerations must be made by the decision-making body.

This policy is good except there is no need or justification to insert “when feasible” regarding how to
adhere to approaching mitigation measures for significant impacts. CEQA guidelines already provide the
order of preference. The biggest challenge this policy faces is in how a “qualified biologist” is
determined (see detailed comments and recommendations below).

Policy COS-1.2: Consideration of Sensitive Biological Resources. The County shall identify
sensitive biological resources as part of any land use designation change to the General Plan
Land Use Diagram or zone designation change to the Zoning Ordinance that would intensify the
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uses in a given area. The County shall prioritize conservation of areas with sensitive biological
resources.

This policy is good; however, the means and criteria that should be used to determine which biological
resources are considered sensitive needs to be defined. This should not be left to the environmental
consulting firms hired by project proponents that will almost certainly have an inherent bias against
identifying sensitive resources that would harm their client’s project interests.

Policy COS-1.7: Balancing Resource Preservation and Flood Protection. The County shall
require that discretionary development and County-initiated projects balance the preservation of
streams, wetlands, and riparian habitats with the need to adequately protect public safety and
property from flooding hazards by incorporating natural or nature-based flood control
infrastructure, (e.g., wetland restoration, soil conservation, vegetated levees), when feasible.

CNPS supports this policy.

Policy COS-1.8: Bridge Crossing Design. The County shall require discretionary development
that includes new or modified road crossings over streams, wetlands and riparian habitats to
include bridging design features with bridge columns located outside the riparian habitat areas,
when feasible.

CNPS supports this policy.

Policy COS-1.9: Agency Consultation Regarding Biological Resources. The County shall
consult with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Audubon Society, California Native Plant
Society, National Park Service for development in the Santa Monica Mountains or Oak Park
Area, and other resource management agencies, as applicable during the review of
discretionary development applications to ensure that impacts to biological resources, including
rare, threatened, or endangered species, are avoided or minimized.

This policy is good except consultation should cover the entire county, not just for the Santa Monica
Mountains and Oak Park areas. The VCPD staff biologists have in the past convened the biologists from
the above listed entities to review various discretionary projects under review to obtain guidance on
impacts and mitigation measures. At a minimum, these entities should receive formal notice of all
discretionary projects that may impact biological resources so that they have an opportunity to provide
comments, on any project anywhere in the county. The VCPD should maintain a list of contacts of
biologists with each of these entities as part of this policy.

Policy COS-1.10: Evaluation of Potential Impacts of Discretionary Development on Wetlands.
The County shall require discretionary development that is proposed to be located within 300
feet of a wetland to be evaluated by a County-approved biologist for potential impacts on the
wetland and its associated habitats pursuant to the applicable provisions of the County’s Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines.

This policy is good but it should be strengthened by including impacts to wetland functions, not just
habitats. Indirect impacts that adversely affect one or more wetland functions needs to be included in

Page 3



5574
\ y NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY Protecting
- : California's native
4 2707 K Street, Suite 1, Sacramento, CA ?5816-5130 (916) 447.2677 www.cnps.org flora since 1965

this policy. Also, the criteria for determining how the approved biologist is determined needs to be
developed (see comments below about qualified biologists and wetland assessment methods).

Policy COS-1.11: Discretionary Development Sited Near Wetlands. The County shall require
discretionary development to be sited 100 feet from wetland habitats, except as provided below.
The 100-foot setback may be increased or decreased based upon an evaluation and
recommendation by a qualified biologist and approval by the decisionmaking body based on
factors that include, but may not be limited to, soil type, slope stability, drainage patterns, the
potential for discharges that may impair water quality, presence or absence of endangered,
threatened or rare plants or animals, direct and indirect effects to wildlife movement, and
compatibility of the proposed development with use of the wetland habitat area by wildlife.
Discretionary development that would have a significant impact on a wetland habitat shall be
prohibited unless mitigation measures are approved that would reduce the impact to a less than
significant level. Notwithstanding the foregoing, discretionary development that would have a
significant impact on a wetland habitat on land within a designated Existing community may be
approved in conjunction with the adoption of a statement of overriding considerations by the
decision-making body.

This policy is good except the evaluation must be conducted by a Certified Wetland Scientist or a
Certified Consulting Botanist. Since there are no standard or consistent methods used by the County to
determine which biologists are actually qualified, such determinations are best made by professional
peers, such as certification entities.”

Furthermore, the evaluation/assessment should use an objective assessment tool or model, such as the
Hydrogeomorphic Assessment Method (HGM) regional models
(https://wetlands.el.erdc.dren.mil/pdfs/wrpde9.pdf), which have been used successfully in Ventura
County in the past using either the Santa Margarita River Riverine HGM model for low gradient streams
and rivers or the South Coast Santa Barbara Riverine HGM model for high gradient streams. California
Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM) models have only limited applicability in that CRAM does not
measure wetland functions, only HGM models do. To determine significance, a percent change in
wetland functions is an appropriate and unbiased approach. A 10% change threshold has been used
successfully in such assessments in Ventura County using regional HGM models, but a 5% change may
be more appropriate since a fully functioning wetland is extremely important for ecosystem health.

Policy COS-1.12: Discretionary Development and Landscaping. The County shall
require landscaping associated with discretionary development, or subject to the
California Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (WELO), to be water-efficient and
include native, pollinator-friendly plants consistent with WELO guidelines, as applicable.
The planting of invasive and watch list plants as inventoried by the California Invasive
Plant Council shall be prohibited, unless planted as a commercial agricultural crop or
grown as commercial nursery stock.

The WELO ordinance was developed in San Mateo County and calls for 6 inches of compost and
3 inches of mulch in landscaping with the goal of conserving soil moisture from evaporation.
This simplistic approach is not necessarily appropriate for landscaping using local native plants,
and in many instances will kill them. The policy should be modified to include the development
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of landscaping guidelines that are appropriate for Ventura County communities and native plants
that meet the basic goals of WELO.

Policy COS-1.13: Partnerships for Protection of Natural and Biological Resources. The
County shall continue to work in partnership with agencies, organizations, and entities
responsible for the protection, management, and enhancement of the county's biological
resources.

This policy is good, but listing of the entities would help eliminate potential for failure to notify
select groups. Certainly, count CNPS in as both willing and able to work in partnership with the
County to implement this policy.

Policy COS-1.14: Ecological Information Programs. The County shall support programs that
encourage awareness and respect for the natural environment.

This policy sounds great; however, what level and types of support will the County provide? The policy
language needs to go into greater depth on how the County will implement it.

Policy COS-1.15: Countywide Tree Planting. The County shall establish and support a
countywide target for the County, cities in Ventura County, agencies, organizations, businesses,
and citizens to plant two million trees throughout the county by 2040.

CNPS fully supports this policy, with the proviso that no invasive exotic tree species be planted under
this policy, and that native (to Ventura County) tree species should be emphasized and prioritized.

Policy COS-2.1: Beach Erosion. The County shall strive to minimize the risk from the damaging
effects of coastal wave hazards and beach erosion and reduce the rate of beach erosion.

CNPS supports this policy. However, how it is implemented is important in that some hardscaping
actions could harm coastal biological resources. The County needs to take the bigger, longer-term
perspective when deciding what beach erosion control projects are planned and approved. Sea level is
rising and there is little the County can do to prevent it. Emphasis should be placed on natural
processes, which should take priority over manmade structures (which require expensive maintenance).
Furthermore, coastal species need to have places to migrate (inland) to as sea level rises; therefore,
migration paths must be either created or maintained to accommodate that migration.

Policy COS-2.2: Beach Nourishment. The County shall support activities that trap or add sand
through beach nourishment, dune restoration, and other adaptation strategies to enhance or
create beaches in areas susceptible to sea-level rise and coastal flooding.

See comments for Policy COS-2.1 above.

Policy COS-2.4: Mining Activities. The County shall require discretionary development for all
mining activities in County streams and rivers to incorporate all feasible measures to mitigate
beach sand replenishment impacts.

CNPS supports this policy.
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Policy COS-2.5: Shoreline Protective Structure Design. The County shall require all shoreline
protective structures which alter natural shoreline processes to be designed to eliminate or
mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supplies.

CNPS supports this policy. See comments for Policy COS-2.1 above.

Policy COS-2.9: Estuarine Protections. The County shall support efforts by other agencies and
organizations to maintain and enhance estuarine systems in order to protect and enhance
coastal fisheries and other marine resources.

CNPS supports this policy.

Policy COS-2.10: Saltwater Intrusion. The County shall work with Federal, State, and local
jurisdictions, agencies, and organizations to monitor saltwater intrusion and take proactive steps
to reduce intrusion, including:

[0 working to maintain and restore coastal wetlands buffers;

00 enhancing groundwater management to prevent excessive pumping in order to restore
groundwater levels needed to reduce saltwater intrusion; and

0 implementing mitigation measures to prevent saltwater intrusion into estuaries and
groundwater basins including, but not limited to, implementation of reactive barriers and
use of pumps to divert saltwater.

CNPS generally supports this policy.

Policy COS-2.11: Dune Vegetation. Discretionary development which would result in the
removal of dune vegetation shall be conditioned to replace the vegetation.

CNPS supports this policy. However, it would be preferable to avoid the impact if at all possible. The
policy should reflect that avoidance of impacts to dune vegetation is preferred.

Policy COS 9.3: Open Space Preservation. The County shall place a high priority on preserving
open space lands for recreation, habitat protection, wildlife movement, flood hazard
management, public safety, water resource protection, and overall community benefit.

CNPS supports this policy.

The following California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) policy language regarding
compensatory mitigation: “When there is no other feasible alternative to avoiding an impact to a
wetland habitat, the County shall require the discretionary development to provide restoration
and/or replacement habitat as compensatory mitigation such that no overall net loss of wetland
habitat results from the development. The restoration and/or replacement habitat shall be ‘in
kind’ (i.e. same type and acreage) and provide wetland habitat of comparable biological value.
On-site restoration and/or replacement shall be preferred wherever possible. A habitat
restoration and/or replacement plan to describe and implement such compensatory mitigation
shall be developed in consultation with all agencies that have jurisdiction over the resource.

Implementation Programs
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Program A: Standards for Compact Development. The County shall update the Non-

Coastal Zoning Ordinance to include development standards for project design that
features compact development adjacent to scenic or sensitive biological resources.

CNPS supports this policy.

Program B: Update Initial Study Assessment Guidelines. The County shall update the

Initial Study Assessment Guidelines to identify a range of mitigation measures for
protected biological resources. This will include updating Section 4, Biological
Resources, to include the following California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) policy
language regarding compensatory mitigation: “When there is no other feasible alternative
to avoiding an impact to a wetland habitat, the County shall require the discretionary
development to provide restoration and/or replacement habitat as compensatory
mitigation such that no overall net loss of wetland habitat results from the development.
The restoration and/or replacement habitat shall be ‘in kind’ (i.e. same type and acreage)
and provide wetland habitat of comparable biological value. On-site restoration and/or
replacement shall be preferred wherever possible. A habitat restoration and/or
replacement plan to describe and implement such compensatory mitigation shall be
developed in consultation with all agencies that have jurisdiction over the resource.

CNPS supports this policy program.

Program C: Update Tree Protection Ordinance. The County shall update existing Tree

Protection Regulations in the Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance to further enhance
conservation of our urban forests and the preservation of the County’s oak woodland
resources. Updates shall include incorporation of Board-adopted recommendations from
the Ventura County Oak Woodlands Management Plan (2007), which include tree
replacement offsets for ministerial development projects that remove protected trees,
revisiting mitigation ratios for tree removal and oak woodland impacts for discretionary
development projects. The update shall also evaluate existing protections for invasive,
non-native trees and consider the degree to which they provide habitat for a species
during critical life stages (e.g., colonial roost sites, breeding sites, etc.). In addition, the
evaluation shall also include anticipated effects of climate change on the urban forest
environment.

CNPS supports this policy; however, the evaluation for any updates should include Certified
Consulting Arborists (particularly those with experience in assessing the functions (not the
values) of trees from a habitat/ecological function perspective and Certified Consulting Botanists.

Program D: Research Feasibility of Updating Vegetation Maps. In partnership with other
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natural resource agencies and organizations, the County shall explore the feasibility of
updating vegetation maps for unincorporated areas to facilitate the accurate analysis of
potential impacts of development on vegetation communities and other sensitive
biological resources. If necessary, the County shall develop or modify regulations and
development standards to ensure adequate protections for vegetation communities.

There really is no need to “research the feasibility of updating vegetation maps” as there is an
ongoing statewide program that CDFW and CNPS have been implementing for over a decade



CALIFORNIA
NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY Protecting

California's native

2707 K Street, Suite 1, Sacramento, CA ?5816-5130 (916) 447.2677 www.cnps.org flora since 1965

now. The goal is to map all the natural vegetation of the state according to The Manual of
California Vegetation classification system. Part of the county has already been so mapped,
including the entire Ventura River floodplain (by David Magney Environmental Consulting [DMEC]
through Aspen Environmental Group as part of the Matilija Dam Removal project), the Santa
Monica Mountains (by CNPS and the National Park Service), the Santa Clara River 500-year
floodplain (by TNC through the California State Coastal Conservancy), and a portion of the
eastern end of the Santa Susana Mountains (by CNPS). In 2006, DMEC cobbled together all the
existing (at that time) vegetation maps for VCPD as a starting point. That map, as a GIS database
(which was used as the basis for Figure 8-4 Vegetation Communities on Page 8-27 of Appendix B
of the DEIR but not fully credited), was intended to be updated with each vegetation mapping
effort for each discretionary project submitted to VCPD, but a lack of funding impeded this effort.
This policy should instead focus on identifying means to obtain the funding needed to update the
vegetation map of the county in one consistent effort.

The County should collaborate with CDFW and federal land management agencies to obtain
funding to update and complete the vegetation mapping of Ventura County.

Program E: Update Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance Standards for Vegetation
Communities. Based on the results of Implementation Program COS-D, (updated
vegetation mapping), the County shall develop or modify regulations and development
standards to ensure adequate protections for vegetation mapping, if necessary.

CNPS supports this policy program.

Program F: Evaluate Increase to Standard Setback from Wetland. The County shall
evaluate whether a standard 200-foot setback from wetlands should apply to
development in order to improve water quality, reduce the impacts of flooding and provide
adequate protection for sensitive biological resources.

CNPS supports this policy program; however, the use of the appropriate regional HGM model can
answer this basic question on a project-by-project basis. Studies have shown that a 300-foot
setback buffer is better to protect may wetland and habitat functions, considerably more for
some resources/functions (Robins 2002"). DMEC’s assessment of wetland function impacts for a
single-family residence in the Ojai Valley that was to be placed within the County’s wetland 100-
foot setback zone provided an objective assessment of expected project impacts while also
identifying specific mitigation measures that could be adopted that would significantly improve
wetland functions onsite (DMEC 2006).

Program G: Identification of Critical Habitats. The County shall continue to partner with
state and federal agencies to identify those areas of the County that are considered to be

! Robins, James D. 2002. Stream Setback Technical Memo. 18 October 2002. Jones & Stokes
Associates, Oakland, California. Prepared for Napa County Conservation Development and
Planning Department, Napa, California.
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critical habitats of endangered, threatened or rare species as well as for other significant
biological resources.

Unfortunately, since politics too often prevents federal and state agency biologists from formally
designating what habitat(s) are critical for listed species (it too often gets bumped up to
Washington DC where development lobbyists are most powerful and the local experts
recommendations are overruled), the County should include NGOs that have expertise with these
listed species in the analyses of what habitats are indeed critical for the species continued
existence in Ventura County. Those NGOs include CNPS, Audubon Society, The Wildlife Society,
and others. For County planning purposes, the VCPD, through collaboration with agency and
NGO expert biologists, should determine what area and habitats meet the definition of Critical
Habitat rather than Washington or Sacramento political appointees. The County can use existing
definitions for sensitive habitats that are already developed, such as Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat (ESHA) for the Coastal Zone or Sensitive Ecological Areas (SEAs) in Los Angeles County.

Program H: County Tree Planting Program. The County shall plant at least one thousand
trees annually on County property.

This is a great policy; however, planting of invasive exotic tree species should be expressly
prohibited. The policy should also be more inclusive as “County property” will likely become
saturated with trees in a few years. Requiring trees to be included in landscape plans for all new
homes and existing homes that request significant changes would increase the number of trees
planted each year.

PFS-12 — To protect life and property through the efficient provision of fire prevention,
suppression, and rescue services and facilities.

PFS-12.1 Collaboration Amount Partners. The County shall encourage the Fire Protection
District to continue to develop relationships with local, state, and federal agencies and non-profit
organizations to collaboratively inform and prepare citizens for wildland fires.

CNPS supports this policy and is willing to collaborate with the Fire Protection District.

PFS-12.4 Consistent Fire Protection Standards for New Development. The County, in
coordination with local water agencies and the Fire Protection District, shall require new
discretionary development to comply with applicable standards for fire flows and fire protection.

Considerable research has been conducted on what measures are most effective in protecting houses
from wildfires, and removing natural vegetation more than 100 feet is away is not the solution. Require
all new homes and homes being remodeled to incorporate effective measures such as vent screens with
1/16th inch mesh, not allow combustible materials within 3 feet of the home/building, installing rooftop
sprinklers that are supported by municipal water supplies or pumped from a well or tank with a battery
power backup in case of a power outage.

Planting with local low growing natives, appropriately spaced and maintained is preferable to clearings
exotic annual grasses which are prone to fire when dry. Native plants should not be avoided on the
assumption of flammability without adequate data and should be encouraged near natural areas. Zone
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appropriate planting around structures, as described in the CNPS Fire Recovery Guide should be
practiced around structures. https://www.cnps.org/give/priority-initiatives/fire-recovery

Zone 1: Within 0 - 30 feet of your home.

Make this area and your evacuation route “lean, clean, and green.”

* Create a 5-foot no-fuel zone around your house to deter fire under the eaves of your home. (Relocate
wood piles, garbage cans, mulch, wooden fences, and flammable plant material.)

¢ Prevent trees and large shrubs from touching each other or hanging over structures. (Cal Fire
currently instructs spacing of at least 10 feet.)

¢ Remove “laddering” plants that can spread a ground fire up to a tree’s crowns.

¢ Remove loose plant debris from gutters, roofs, and other structures.

e Remove dead or dying trees. (Note: Make sure a tree is actually dead. See page 29.)

¢ Break up continuous, flammable ground cover (e.g., grasses, mulch) with hardscaping and other fire-
resistant features.

* Provide good access to water within 30 feet of your home.

Zone 2: Within 30 - 100 feet of your home, reduce fuels.

¢ Keep your yard clear of trash, natural debris, and dried grasses.

* Mow grasses before 10 a.m. and avoid mowing on hot, windy days.

¢ Use low-maintenance plants that require low water and pruning.

¢ Clear dead and diseased plants. (See page 29 for post-fire care of trees.)

¢ Create both horizontal and vertical spacing between plants. Avoid laddering understory plants; space
trees and shrubs at one or two times their mature height.

¢ Periodically re-open gaps between plants as plants grow closer together.

¢ Consider expanding this zone up to 300 feet for steep slopes with flammable shrubs.

These guidelines/prescriptions are more appropriate than thick mulch (which can be flammable) and
compost.

Coastal Area Plan Policies
Section 30240 Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas, Adjacent Developments:

ESHA shall be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses
dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas.

Development in areas adjacent to ESHA and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and
designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be
compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas.

CNPS generally supports these policies; however, additional comments will be provided later.
Oak Park Area Plan

Policy 1.3.2.2: Discretionary development shall be located to avoid the loss or damage to
healthy mature trees and sensitive plant species, including: Catalina Mariposa Lily, Wind
Poppy and Santa Susana FarPlantTarplant and other rare or endangered species.
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This policy is good; however, a mechanism needs to be included to determine what a “healthy
mature tree” is. The only commonly used tool available to arborists is focused on assessing trees
in the landscape setting and emphasizing hazard risk to humans and property, not the biological
and habitat functions mature trees have. Furthermore, this policy should be included in all Area
Plans, not just the Oak Park Area Plan.

Policy 1.3.2.3: Where applicable, developers shall be required to submit an updated Oak
Tree Report, covering all oaks located within 50 feet of any proposed grading or
construction. Trees, along with identifying number, health and aesthetic grades, shall be
shown on the grading plan.

All assessments of trees should be conducted by a Certified Consulting Arborist, such as by the
International Society of Arboriculture. All assessments of impacts to special-status plants should
be performed by a California Certified Consulting (or Field) Botanist. A “County-approved
qualified biologist” is not sufficient for the reasons previously described. This policy should apply
to the entire county, and in each Area Plan.

Policy 1.3.2.4: All discretionary development shall comply with the oak tree preservation
and mitigation requirements of the adopted Oak Park Development Plans.

Agreed.
Ojai Valley Area Plan

Policy 1.4.2.7: Discretionary development which-that would result in a significant adverse
impact to a Locally Important Plant Community shall be required to replace such Locally
Important Plant Community proposed for removal on at least a 1:1 basis and will be
required to monitor the success of such planting for a minimum of seven years. In lieu of
replacement, developers may dedicate without compensation, acreage containing such
Locally Important Plant Community to a government agency or non-profit organization
(e.g., a homeowners' association, a land conservancy) provided such entity will provide
assurances that the dedicated Locally Important Plant Community acreage will be
retained in a permanent undeveloped state. Such dedicated lands shall be at least two
times the acreage of the Locally Important Plant Community which is proposed for
removal. The form of such dedication may be fee title, conservation easement or other
instrument approved by the County.

This policy has some good elements; however, it also has some flaws that need to be corrected.
Including a “homeowners’ association” with NGOs that can receive lands for the purposes of
mitigating impacts to Locally Important Plant Communities is flawed in that there are very few, if
any, homeowners’ associations that have either adequate funds, interest, or expertise to
properly manage such property. Some NGOs do, such as land conservancies and some
government agencies; however, government agencies, such as the U.S. Forest Service, National
Park Service, California Department of Parks and Recreation, to not accept lands with dead
restrictions or conservation easements, which are common tools used to protect properties with
sensitive resources.
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Lake Sherwood/Hidden Valley Area Plan

Policy 2.1.2.8: No blasting shall be permitted from February 15 through June 30 unless a
field survey determines that there are no nesting raptors (other than kestrels) within 1/2
mile of the blasting site or unless studies are conducted to the satisfaction of Ventura
County which indicate that blasting in an area will have no significant impact on nesting
raptors.

CNPS supports this policy.

Policy 2.1.2.9: A field survey by a qualified biologist shall be done prior to destruction or
modification of any rocky outcrops. Mitigation measures recommended by the survey
shall be implemented.

CNPS supports this policy; however, since this habitat type is very special, the field survey and
impact assessment should be performed by a California Certified Consulting Botanist, not just a
“qualified biologist” for which there is not clear, defined, and consistent set of criteria to
determine their qualifications.

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.

This is a good start; however, there is no mention of searches of databases and checklists for
locally rare/Locally Important Species as part of this initial assessment. The Initial data review
MUST include the potential for presence onsite or adjacent to the project site for locally rare
species as well. Two resources are available to identify locally rare and uncommon native plants
of Ventura County, the Ventura County Flora website (www.venturaflora.com) and the CNPSCI
website (www.cnpsci.org). A search of Calflora online tool (www.calflora.com) will provide all

reported occurrences of all native and naturalized plants using its “What Grows Here” tool. A
search of the California Consortium of California Herbaria (CCH on the UC Jepson Herbarium
website) will provide links to all accessioned and uploaded voucher specimens that have been
deposited into a participating herbarium. Magney’s Venturaflora.com website provides a
checklist of all known native and naturalized vascular known to occur in Ventura County as well
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as numerous local plant checklists. These resources should be part of every botanist’s pre-site
visit review to maximize detection of special-status plants that may occur on the project site.

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.

CNPS is extremely concerned that this part of the implementation program is flawed as the
timing of the reconnaissance survey and the expertise of the “qualified biologist” are absolutely
critical to determining the potential for determining whether there is potential for sensitive
biological resources present. Many species are simply not detectable for long periods of each
year and almost certainly would not be detected during a reconnaissance-level survey. All site
botanical surveys should be floristic in nature, and timed to maximize the opportunities to detect
the presence of sensitive species.

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

CNPS strongly objects to the element of the implementation program. There are too many
instances when even more thorough site surveys have failed to detect sensitive biological
resources to simply claim, through a reconnaissance-level survey, that there is no potential for
sensitive resources to be present onsite. There are very few circumstances when such a
conclusion can be made, and then they should only be made by a Certified Consulting Botanist
for botanical resources and a Certified Wildlife Biologist for wildlife resources.

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:

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.

CNPS basically supports this step. However, the consulting biologists should be Certified, not just
a “qualified biologist”.

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
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affected resource. When feasible, mitigation measures should adhere to the following
priority: avoid impacts, minimize impacts, and compensate for impacts.

CNPS basically supports this step. However, the consulting biologists should be Certified, not just
a “qualified biologist”.

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.

CNPS basically supports this step. However, the consulting biologists should be Certified, not just
a “qualified biologist”. Avoidance of the impact shall take precedence over other forms of
mitigation as translocation of special-status species as mitigation is mostly experimental and
what has been done has has very low levels of success. For botanical resources, the impact
assessment and mitigation plan and measures should be performed by a California Certified
Consulting Botanist and by a Certified Wildlife Biologist for wildlife impacts.

These are some of CNPS’s comments on the proposed GP update and DEIR; however, additional time is
required (and previously requested) to be able to adequately review all the relevant documents and
provide substantive and thoughtful comments and suggestions.

Please contact me via email at dmagney@cnps.org or by phone at 916/447-2677 ext. 205 if you have
any questions.

Respectfully,

David L. Magney

California Certified Consulting Botanist #0001
ISA Certified Consulting Arborist #WE-7674
Ventura County Qualified Biologist

Rare Plant Program Manager

California Native Plant Society

2701 K Street, Suite 1

Sacramento, CA 95816
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Sincerely,

Tim Malloy

Timothy Malloy

Professor of Law

UCLA School of Law

Malloy@Ilaw.ucla.edu
310-794-5278




UCLA school of Law

TIMOTHY F. MALLOY SCHOOL OF LAW
PROFESSOR OF LAW BOX 951476
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90095-1476

Phone: (310) 794-5278

Email: Malloy@Iaw.ucla.edu

February 27, 2020

Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section

Ventura County Resource Management Agency,
Planning Division

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740

Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Re: Comments Regarding Draft General Plan EIR

Dear Ms. Curtis:

| am writing to provide comments on the Draft General Plan EIR. The Background Report and
the Draft EIR do not adequately address the impact of pesticide use in the agricultural sector. In
its discussion of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures, the Draft EIR identifies
impacts associated with the use of pesticides as a concern. It describes the role of the County
Agricultural Commissioner’s office in evaluating the use of restricted materials but does discuss
the efficacy of the program beyond reference to the 2018 report of the Ventura County Grand
Jury.l That Grand Jury report focused primarily on implementation of monitoring requirements,
concluding that “the monitoring of fumigants like 1,3-D, methyl bromide and chloropicrin
utilized in County agriculture demonstrates that levels of drift are below cumulative harmful
levels.”? The Draft EIR then concludes that pesticide exposure would not be addressed further.®
The draft Background Report likewise describes the restricted permitting process but does not
evaluate its effectiveness.*

The Grand Jury report did not address the efficacy of the restricted materials permitting program.
Two recent reports by researchers at UCLA evaluated the restricted materials permitting system.
Those reports concluded the restricted permitting system throughout California, including in
Ventura County, does not comply with two regulatory requirements established to implement the
substantive requirements of CEQA. First, in approving the application of restricted materials,
county officials fail to ensure the performance of meaningful alternatives analysis (AA),
meaning systematic evaluation of safer alternatives such as more benign pesticides or cultural
practices.®  Second, in assessing the impacts of restricted materials, county officials do not
perform cumulative impacts assessment (CI1A), defined as consideration of the additive or

! Draft Environmental Impact Report: Ventura County 2040 General Plan (January 2020) at 4.2-5 to 4.2-6.

2 Ventura County Grand Jury, Final Report: Pesticide Monitoring Near Schools and Day-Care Centers (April 25,
2019) at 5.

% Draft Environmental Impact Report: Ventura County 2040 General Plan (January 2020) at 4.2-5 to 4.2-6.

4 Ventura County 2040 General Plan Update Background Report (January 2020) at 9-39.

5 Timothy Malloy, et al., Governance on the Ground: Evaluating Pesticide Regulation in California (2019).
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synergistic effects of exposing workers, bystanders and environmental receptors to multiple
pesticides.®

The research focused on mixtures of three restricted materials — chloropicrin, Telone and
metam salts — that are frequently used on high-value crops such as strawberries, tomatoes, tree
nuts and stone fruits. The UCLA report demonstrated that their combined adverse effects can be
greater because the materials may interact to increase damage to cells and can reduce the body’s
ability to remove or neutralize toxic substances. Using data from the Pesticide Research
Institute, which collaborated with UCLA, the research examined the area near Rio Mesa High
School in Ventura County from July 26 to August 3, 2013. The air modeling showed
contemporaneous exposure to multiple pesticides at locations such as schools, day care centers
and parks.” The Ventura County Grand Jury report did not address the impact of cumulative
exposure to mixtures of pesticides. Copies of the UCLA reports can be found at
https://law.ucla.edu/centers/environmental-law/emmett-institute-on-climate-change-and-the-
environment/publications/governance-on-the-ground/ and
https://law.ucla.edu/centers/environmental-law/emmett-institute-on-climate-change-and-the-
environment/publications/exposure-and-interaction/

Given these identified deficiencies in the restricted materials permitting system, pesticide
exposure should not have been excluded from further analysis in the Draft EIR. The EIR should
examine how the existing deficiencies impact pesticide exposures and consider implementation
of measures to mitigate these problems in the goals of the General Plan.

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact
me via e-mail at malloy@Iaw.ucla.edu. (Please note that the comments represent my views only.
Use of the UCLA letterhead is for identification purposes only.)

Sincerely,

=

Timothy F. Malloy

& Timothy Malloy, et al., Governance on the Ground: Evaluating Pesticide Regulation in California (2019);
Virginia Zaunbrecher,et al., Exposure and Interaction: The Potential Health Impacts of Using Multiple Pesticides
(2016).

" Virginia Zaunbrecher et al., Exposure and Interaction: The Potential Health Impacts of Using Multiple Pesticides
(2016).
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Downing, Clay

From: VC2040.org Comments <alan.brown@ventura.org>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:55 PM

To: Downing, Clay; General Plan Update; Curtis, Susan; Sussman, Shelley
Cc: Brown, Alan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

You have a NEW Comment

Name:

Derek McLaughlin

Contact Information:

760-579-1437 271 S Ventura Rd #299 Port Hueneme
Comment On:

Draft Environmental Impact Report

Your Comment:

Don't allow expansion of the port in Port Hueneme. I live about 1/3 of a mile east of it & often | & thousands of others
are downwind of it. It already has far to much air pollution. At least make them have all large vessels plug into the grid
upon arrival before any expansion is seriously considered or have to install excellent air pollution equipment on their
exhaust, such as scrubbers like those on one of the Wallenius Wilhelmsen auto carriers.

Even without any thought of port expansion, cleaning up the port's air pollution & the ships while in port needs to be
much further the list of county air pollution priorities. Many schools are downwind of the port & almost always people
are downwind of it.

Quite putting so many new residential units in highly air polluted areas near freeways. Bad for the residents till we have
much cleaner fleets of vehicles.

Try hard to avoid more of the coast being lined with rip-rap & seawalls. Keep the shoreline way more natural then that.
Discus-sting when you go north of the city of Ventura. So much of the coast is rip-rap instead of natural beaches, dunes,
wetlands, bluffs etc.

Regarding two things from Aug. 6, 2019 Board of Supervisor hearing, session | attended: one, Supervisor Parks idea on
tree planting has a lot of good points though we must consider if more greenhouse gases will be produced then the
trees make up for, by the transporting of water to water them & if water trucks will be used to water many of them. I've
heard &/or read the Calif. Water Project is the largest user of electricity in the state & that's just one of the 3 large
aqueduct systems that bring water to So. Calif. Water trucks should be electric, hydrogen or better, otherwise will also
have air pollution from them. One fellows 90 seconds comment that day addressed problem if the trees degrade the
natural ecosystems of the county. | agree that's a serious concern though Parks said we should use drought tolerant
trees which will help narrow the choose to natives & a few others. That's good. We could concentrate on replacing
native trees where they have been removed with natives. | think eucalyptus tend to drop stuff on the ground that

1



prevent native plants from growing plus they blow over easy & aren't native & probably bad in fires.

2nd: | agree with all of supervisor Bennett's comments on climate change he mentioned on Aug. 6th. Not to downplay
all the very important other considerations of the general plan, but | strongly feel that is the most important issue the
county should address in the general plan.

Try to help insure we always have the Oxnard performing arts center



Mary Kathleen McGrath i
¢/o Hoffman, Vance & Worthington
1000 S. Seaward Avenue

Ventura, CA 93001

February 24, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Attn: RMA Planning Division

General Plan Update

800 Victoria Avenue L#1740
Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Board of Supervisors and Staff:

We are writing this letter to urge the Board of Supervisors to reconsider moving forward with the Draft
General Plan EIR. The draft EIR has been accelerated to the point that too many issues and impacts have
not been properly addressed or studied. These impacts and the corresponding mitigation measures will
have severe impacts to land owners and especially those, like us in the agricultural industry and other
productive economic segments.

Our family has been involved in the agricultural industry for more than 100 years in Ventura County. We
have owned numerous land holdings that remain in the family to this date. We have farmed throughout
Ventura County and hope to continue to do so in the future.

The Draft EIR is deficient on many levels. CEQA requires that all mitigation measures must be technically
and economically feasible. Numerous proposed mitigation measures are neither. We have in the past
attempted to identify land and any owners that would be open to sell their development rights for land
that was converting from agricultural to commercial use. Not only did we not find anyone that would do
so, no one would even quote a price. The only positive response from numerous land owners were that
you can buy my property for full market value and then you can do what you want. There is not a
project that can be built by adding double land cost to the equation. This was very recently experienced
based on proposed policies at LAFCo. These policies were eventually not enacted due to the inability to
purchase development rights in an economical feasible manner. This was when LAFCo was
contemplating an acre for acre ag preserve. The new policy that is proposed in the 2040 General Plan is
requiring 2 acres for every 1 acre of land converted from ag to any other use. This will eliminate the
ability to add any new required ag buildings or even farm worker housing. The Draft EIR must study
these impacts, since they are not feasible.

The Draft EIR also deals with water in a manner that is not properly studied. There is no analysis on
increased water costs and diminishing availability of water. Without reasonable water costs and supply,
there is no agricultural industry.



Y

The General Plan indicates that agriculture is a high priority in the County. However, new policies and
requirements in the General Plan add additional mitigation measures that will make ag virtually
impossible. These include new setbacks, limiting types of fumigants pesticides and fertilizers. The
General Plan also requires the conversion of all farm equipment to be all electric. Again, not feasible.
The costs to purchase new pumps, farm equipment and other existing fuel using equipment will increase
operational costs to a point that the County crops will not be competitive in the open market. These
new mitigation measures are not sufficiently studied and again are not economically feasible.

The Draft EIR is extremely difficult to read and understand. The background reports are lacking in depth
of what has been studied other than numerous general statements and very poor mapping. Detailed
studies must be added to sufficiently identify impacts and the related mitigation measures for both
direct and indirect impacts on the agricultural industry. It is our understanding that reports and studies
need to be timely prepared. However numerous studies are older than 5 years. Not timely.

After numerous devastating wildfires over the last few years, which significantly impacted ag,

the General Plan continues to lay out limiting mitigation measures for fire prevention. The Wildlife
corridor eliminates any ag operation or fire prevention in the proposed corridor areas. This is also a
major concern not studied in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General plan does not provide adequate analysis for the expansion of
permanent bike paths and pedestrian walking trails throughout the County. These impacts are very
severe due to constant conflicts from trail users and ag operations. Spraying, dust, odors from ag
operations, along with impacts created by the trail users. These are usually theft, vandalism, litter and
pet waste. The proposed mitigation measures require additional setbacks from these trails which
renders additional land unusable for ag operations.

In addition to the above comments on the agricultural aspects and related land use concerns of the
DEIR, the undersigned is also a mineral owner directly interested in the impacts on oil and gas
production of the DEIR and related General Plan 2040 proposed provisions. In these documents there is
a total failure to address the economic impacts of the various policies proposed in violation of the
requirements for this process, including but not limited to the loss of royalty income to a large group of
County residents. | join in the detailed comments on the various deficiencies and concerns identified in
the DEIR as described in the concurrent submissions on behalf of Aera Energy and other operators
delivered this week to the County.

Please look at the long-term consequences of these General Plan policies and mitigation measures. We
formally request additional studies and a revised Draft EIR that will properly look at these and many

more issues. The DEIR must be corrected with details of the revisions. Then it can be recirculated.

Sincerely,

aary Kathleen McGrath



Simmons, Carrie

From: Curtis, Susan

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:32 PM

To: Simmons, Carrie

Subject: FW: Comments on Ventura County General Plan DEIR
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
susan.curtis@ventura.org

Ventura County Resource Management Agency | Planning Division

P. (805) 654-2497 | F. (805) 654-2509

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740 | Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Visit the Planning Division website at verma.org/planning

Ventura County General Plan Update. Join the conversation at VC2040.org
For online permits and property information, visit VC Citizen Access

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, email messages retained by the County may constitute public records subject to
disclosure.

From: Patrick de Nicola <patrickdenicola@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:31 PM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>

Subject: Comments on Ventura County General Plan DEIR
Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Attn: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section

800 South Victoria Avenue, L#1740

Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Re: Comments on Ventura County General Plan DEIR

Dear Ms. Curtis:



| represent and serve on the McLoughlin Family Committee, a group of family members that
own_approximately 300 acres of agricultural property off of Olivas Park Road in the County of Ventura,
in proximity to the City of Ventura.

The McLoughlin family has farmed this land for generations. It remains our desire to continue this
legacy. However, in the face of never-ending changes to the regulatory environment, we again find
ourselves attempting to ascertain how new policies and programs as proposed in the draft 2040 General
Plan will impact and challenge our ability to serve as stewards of this heritage.

It had been our hope that the DEIR would provide some clarity and insight into how the new policies and
programs within the revised General Plan would impact our farming operation. However, that is not the
case. Simply said, we believe the General Plan Update and subsequent Environmental Impact Report fail
to adequately analyze or study impacts on the farming industry.

With that said, we would like to specifically present the following:

e The Background report Table 6-26: Transportation Department Planned Capital

Projects lists sections of roadways the County plans for expanded capacity or widening, along
with the scope of those enhancements. It also covers in length the plan to add bike paths and
bike lanes in accordance with existing County wayfarer plans. However, the DEIR never analyzes
the loss of farmland resulting from these changes in infrastructure — it’s not even mentioned as
a possibility in the DEIR.

Olivas Park Road between Victoria and Harbor is listed as one of the areas planned for
road widening, a stretch of roadway that borders the entire eastern portion of our farmland
and property. While the impact on our farming operation and financial losses due to property
loss are clearly quantifiable, the report fails to list or quantify these impacts.

e In Section 3-8, The DEIR states that because there will be no “substantive” change to the
agricultural, open space, or rural designations, the General Plan Update (GPU) will be consistent
with SOAR. However, no further details beyond this conclusory statement is provided. There is
no way for the reader to come to his or her own conclusion on whether the GPU will result in
inconsistencies with SOAR that might lead to physical environmental impacts. There is no
description of the changes to the Agriculture, Open Space, and Rural policies to determine
whether they are in fact non-substantive.

Given the length and breath of the Draft General Plan update and CEQA analysis, we made an attempt
to focus our initial review and subsequent comments to issues specific to agriculture and
2



farming. However, it’s clear that the 2040 General Plan will impact the Ventura County local economy
across sectors — all of which influence the ability to live and work in this region. The DEIR’s lack of
analysis of those economic impacts, calls into question the legitimacy of both the draft General Plan
update, and the CEQA analysis. As such, we respectfully request that the DEIR be recirculated in the
hopes that further study will resolve these shortcomings.

| appreciate your consideration.

Laura McAvoy

| support this letter-
Patrick de Nicola
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From: Patrick de Nicola <patrickdenicola@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:33 PM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>
Subject: Ventura County General Plan

Susan Curtis,

County failed to evaluate mitigation measure for feasibility- 500' set back for "sensitive receptors" from
freeways and high traffic roads.

Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (Policy HAZ10-X) creates a minimum 500' set back for "sensitive receptors"
from freeways and high traffic roads. Yet the County states in the Land Use section of the EIR that "the
majority of the anticipated build out will be within the freeway corridors."

Has the County completed a "buildout study" to ensure that the establishment of this set back still
leaves enough room for development to occur? Will this mitigation measure be economically feasible?



Patrick Chambers de Nicola
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From: Patrick de Nicola <patrickdenicola@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:35 PM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>
Subject: Ventura County General Plan comments

Sanger Hedrick, Chair

Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee (APAC) County of Ventura
800 S. Victoria Blvd.

Ventura, CA 93003

Re: 2040 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Dear Mr. Hedrick and Honorable Members of APAC:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments following today’s presentation by Ventura County Planning staff on
There are several issues with the 2040 General Plan EIR that CoLAB believes will negatively impact the viability of local ag

Proposed mitigation measure AG-2: The County proposes that any project that either directly or indirectly results in the |
into perpetual agricultural preservation twice the total of the farmland loss. This mitigation measure is infeasible. Contra

1



Planning staff today at the APAC meeting, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that all mitigation pr
Section 21061.1 defines feasible as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of

" (emphasis added). All mitigation measures proposed in an EIR must be shown to reduce impacts

and an infeasible mitigation measure, by definition, cannot and will not reduce impacts.

The EIR does not provide evidence of any of the following:

1.

N

1) Whether there is sufficient land available for purchase/conservation
easement for each farmland category;

2) The cost per acre to purchase each category of farmland;
3) The anticipated cost of establishing a conservation easement for each

category of farmland;

4) The anticipated cost associated with managing each category of farmland
under a conservation easement;

5) The anticipated cost associated with monitoring these mitigation parcels
scattered throughout the County and who will bear that cost;

6) Any information that could constitute a “plan” for management of farmland

in conservation easements;

February 19, 2020
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7.

8.
9

7) An analysis of direct and indirect impacts caused by this mitigation measure (including impacts associated v
increased urban-ag-interface);

8) Whether the smallest possible mitigation acreage required will achieve the minimum to ensure viability of :
9) Whether the proposed mitigation is in conflict with other ordinances and regulations, such as the County’s
minimum lot sizes.

The County is already aware that this proposed mitigation measure is infeasible. On March 24, 2016, at a Local Agency Fc
Supervisor Linda Parks attempted to establish an “Agricultural Mitigation Measure” through the LAFCo project approval y
have required the 1-to-1 purchase of local farmland (half of what is proposed in the 2040 General Plan EIR) to replace far
proposed development. Ventura County Counsel, Michael Walker, informed both LAFCo and Supervisor Parks that the pr
meet the standard for economic feasibility, and, for that and other reasons, LAFCo could not adopt Supervisor Park’s pro



referenced a 2015 legal decision, City of Irvine v. County of Orange, in which the Court stated, “the sheer astronomical e»
the EIR that the purchase of an agricultural conservation easement is a non-starter.”

In addition to being infeasible, COLAB does not believe that this mitigation measure will reduce impacts on agricultural la
issues that will impact farmland under the 2040 General Plan: lack of economic sustainability, the increasing regulatory d
competition for water resources, and increased compatibility conflicts from development.

Indirect Impacts
The EIR dismisses “indirect impacts” that will occur as a result of implementing the 2040 General Plan as “less than signifi

Page 4.2-13 of the EIR states “AG-2.3 maintains the Right-to-Farm Ordinance to protect agricultural land uses from confli
as to help land purchasers and residents understand the potential for nuisance, (e.g., dust, noise, odors) that may occur ¢
agricultural areas...These sections of the code protect farmers engaged in agricultural activity from public nuisance claim:
community, including Important Farmlands and farms less than 10 acres, from developments that would inhibit their abil
production.”

Page 4.2-17 of the EIR states: “Residential growth in areas nearby agricultural lands has the potential to result in land use
generally more sensitive and prone to conflict with adjacent agricultural land uses than commercial or industrial land use
such as residences and schools, nearby classified farmland can negatively impact both uses due to conflict including odor
machinery. The countywide Right-to-Farm Ordinance protects existing agricultural and farming operations from conflicts
development...Therefore, the potential for conflicts would be minimal. This impact would be less than significant” (emph

This is simply not true. Historic and recent County actions have shown that the County has and will continue to create ne
a significant impact on existing agricultural

info@colabvc.org
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and farming operations because of conflicts attributed to residential development. The recent interim

urgency ordinance restricting hemp cultivation is one such example.

Contrary to statements made today by Ventura County Planning staff, an EIR, whether it is labeled as “programmatic” or
foreseeable consequences of the action that is proposed. For the 2040 General Plan EIR, the action proposed is the imple
within. Therefore, if the implementation of a policy in the 2040 General Plan will result in an impact, that impact must be
General Plan contains land use designation changes that will increase allowable housing density near agricultural land. It
houses will create more compatibility conflicts with normal farming operations. The impact of these compatibility conflic

In 2014, the California Court of Appeal stated in a ruling that “[T]he fact that this EIR is labeled a ‘project’ rather than a ‘p
an EIR as a program EIR ... does not by itself decrease the level of analysis otherwise required in the EIR. All EIRs must cov
of specificity of an EIR is determined by the nature of the project and the “rule of reason,” rather than any semantic label

It is COLAB’s opinion that indirect impacts from increasing urban-ag interface are SIGNIFICANT and cannot be dismissed i

Direct and indirect impacts of increased costs

The 2040 General Plan has policies that will increase the costs of normal farming operations. CoLAB believes that the mo
of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses is to take active measures to allow farming to remain profitable. And even th
of farming reduces conversion of agricultural land in their discussion of the Williamson Act in Chapter 4.2 of the EIR.



But the County fails to analyze direct and indirect impacts of 2040 General Plan policies that will increase the cost of norr

Policy AG-5.2: Electric- or Renewable-Powered Agricultural Equipment. The County shall encourage and suppo
renewable-powered or lower emission agricultural equipment in place of fossil fuel-powered equipment wher
Policy AG-5.3: Electric- or Renewable-Powered Irrigation Pumps. The County shall encourage farmers to conve
to systems powered by electric or renewable energy sources, such as solar power, and encourage electric utilit
charges.

Direct and indirect impacts of increased competition for water resources
The County fails to evaluate the impact of increased competition for water resources caused by development :
either the conversion of agricultural land or the loss of agricultural lands through the loss of topsoil.

The EIR states on page 4.2-3 that “...a reduction in available water resources for irrigation” is an example of inc
to loss of topsoil from increased wind and water erosion.
But the County fails to analyze or propose mitigation measures to address this significant impact.

info@colabvc.org
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APAC is the expert charged with advising County decision-makers on agricultural issues in Ventura County. And the Coun
APAC about the actual issues that will impact farmland under the 2040 General Plan: lack of economic sustainability, the
agriculture, increased competition for water resources, and increased compatibility conflicts from development.

CoLAB encourages APAC to provide guidance to the County on appropriate and effective mitigation measures to prevent
non-agricultural uses. These may include:

1.

2.

3.

1) Strengthen the Right-to-Farm ordinance to prevent nuisance complaints from being used to justify
setbacks or regulatory restrictions on normal farming practices;

2) Expand the Land Conservation Act Program to include Open Space zoned properties that are enga
and

3) Protect agricultural land from urban-ag interface encroachment and compatibility conflicts by estz
land that will restrict the construction of bike paths, public trails, and sensitive receptors within 2000’

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on this issue. We appreciate your consideration and

Sincerely,

Louise Lampara Executive Director

=]

In support of this letter-
Patrick Chambers de Nicola
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From: Marc Traut <marc@renpetllic.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:35 PM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>

Cc: Maureen Carson <maureen.t.carson@gmail.com>; Steve Snow <snowlawcorp@snowlaw.com>
Subject: Comments to 2040 General Plan Draft EIR

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org
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Renaissance Petroleum, LLC

P.O. Box 20456
Bakersfield, CA 93390-0456
Phone 661-324-9901 / Fax 661-324-9902

February 26, 2020 By: Email only

Ms. Susan Curtis

General Plan Update Manager
Ventura County Planning Division
800 S. Victoria Ave.,

Ventura, CA 93009

Re: Comments to Draft EIR to Ventura County General Plan
Dear Ms. Curtis,

[ find redundancy and flaws in the description and analysis of the 2040 General Plan released January 13,
2020 (Draft EIR) that significantly impact potential policy changes. I will specifically address two
proposed new policy items associated with Section 4.12, Mineral and Petroleum Resources.

1. On page 4.2-8, the Draft EIR is proposing “new policy” as described as COS-7.2 (revised page 4.12-
18): Oil Well Distance Criteria. Under this new policy the “County shall require that new discretionary
oil and gas wells be sited a minimum of 1,500 feet from the well head to sensitive use structures which
include dwellings, childcare facilities, hospitals, health clinics, and school property lines.” In light of
the “significant and unavoidable™ impact that COS-7.2 (DEIA page 4.12-22) would have on hampering
or precluding access to petroleum resources in Ventura County and potentially exposing the County to
liability for damages associated with precluding landowners the right to enjoy the benefit of the
development of their mineral resources, the County should suspend the inclusion COS-7.2 until the
State legislature has had the opportunity to deal with the matter and develop policy (i.e. AB345) which
most probably will be in conflict with any form of COS-7.2 that the County develops.

In the last several years there has been an abundance of information published by setback advocates
concerning setbacks from oil and gas production facilities. Health related studies of populations living
in the vicinity of an oil and gas production facility are not conclusive, and may be significantly biased
by knowledge that a facility, previously unknown, is “discovered” to exist. From my own review of the
published sources, none conclusively establish an appropriate setback distance and, because wells and
facilities differ, not one size fits all. A steam injection related facility on the Oxnard Plain is
significantly different from a light oil and gas facility on the Oxnard Plain; both oil and gas, but each
has radically differing impacts. The former having the lingering smell of tainted rotten eggs and the
latter no noticeable emissions impacts at all. The majority of the published studies used by both the Los
Angeles County and California Council on Science and Technology that were cited as support in the
Draft EIR were performed in areas outside of California (i.e. TX, CO, PA etc.) where the regulatory
requirements for emissions from oil and gas facilities are significantly less stringent than those required
in California, of which the APCD in Ventura County has been ahead of the pack for over a decade.

In conclusion, suspending action of a setback requirement until the State has generated policy is a
prudent course of action given the uncertainty associated with the implantation of COS-7.2 and the
potential liability that the County could be exposed to in the future. Lastly, existing Ventura County
policy has not been demonstrated to be inadequate.

Oil & Gas Exploration — Exploration Management — New Business Development



2. On page 4.2-8, the Draft EIR is proposing “new policy” as described as COS-7.7 (revised page 4.12-
31): Conveyance for Oil and Produced Water. Under this new policy the “County shall require new
discretionary oil wells to use pipelines to convey crude oil and produced water, if feasible. Trucking of
crude oil and produced water may only be allowed if the proponent demonstrates that conveying the oil
and produced water via pipeline is infeasible. In addition, trucking of crude oil and produced water is
allowed in cases of emergency and for testing purposes consistent with federal, state and local
regulations.” The current VCNCZO establishes oil development guidelines and states that “An
applicant should use the guidelines in the design of the project and anticipate their use as permit
conditions, unless the applicant can demonstrate that they are not feasible or practicable” (VCNCZO
§8107-5.5.) and further states that “Pipelines should be used to transport petroleum products off-site to
promote traffic safety and air quality” (VCNCZO §8107-5.5.5.a).

As stated in the above, the requirement to utilize pipelines to transport petroleum products is based on
the feasibility and practicality of utilizing a pipeline as oppose to other sources of transportation such as
trucking. Feasibility and practicality include the economic feasibility of a pipeline in support of a
project. I am cited on page 4.12-23 of the DEIR analysis where my firm, Renaissance Petroleum, LLC
(RenPet), provided Ventura County an economic evaluation for the interconnection of RenPet’s
Cabrillo Oil Field to a pipeline to transport crude oil. The DEIR correctly summarizes the findings that
such a project would be uneconomic.

Figure 4.12-4 of the Draft EIR is fatally flawed. The map purportedly displays “Major Oil
Transmission Pipelines” in yellow and includes an orange "2 Mile Setback™ in an effort to show the
proximity of the majority of the oil production in Ventura County to crude oil pipelines. As a
significant flaw, the lines shown as yellow on Figure 4.12-4 include gas transmission lines. These gas
transmission lines represent the majority of the “Major Oil Transmission Pipelines” shown on the map.
Please refer to the Grand Jury sourced map attached to my 2016 memo for an accurate presentation of
crude oil transmission pipelines in Ventura County (see attached). There is significantly less access to a
crude oil pipeline than Figure 4.12-4 and its setback distance suggests, and south of SR 101 there is
very limited access. The implantation of COS-7.7 could strand significant crude oil resources located
south of SR 101 to the financial detriment of the landowners in this area and Ventura County. As a
result, what is characterized as a potentially significant impact (DEIR page 4.12-31) should be
elevated to a significant impact, based on the flawed map included in the DEIR as Figure 4.12-4.

Thank you very much for your consideration of my comments.

Respectfully submitted,

Marc Wade Traut
President

Attachment MWT memo to file 12-22-2016



Memorandum

Renaissance Petroleum, LLC
PO Box 20456
Bakersfield, CA 93390-0456
Phone 661-324-9901 / Fax 661-324-9902
To: File
From: Marc¢ Traut :
Date: 12-22-2016

Subject: Cabrillo Oil Field Pipeline Options and Economic Feasibility

Ventura County (VC) Planning has requested that RenPet provide a discussion on the economic
feasibility of transporting Cabrillo Oil Field (Cabrillo) crude oil from the field’s Naumann Drillsite to
market by way of a pipeline instead of by tanker truck. This request has been made to assess whether
RenPet’s activities at the Naumann Drillsite are consistent with the oil development guideline
standards that are defined in the Ventura Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance (VCNCZO) Section 8107-
5.5. Importantly, the aforementioned reference states that these guidelines shall be “...applied
whenever physically and economically feasible and practicable....” The guidelines include Section
8107-5.5.5.a that states “...Pipelines should be used to transport petroleum products off-site to promote
traffic safety and air quality....” The following is RenPet’s response to the request made by VC
Planning.

Cabrillo crude oil has historically been transported by truck from the processing and storage hub for
Cabrillo, which is the Naumann Drillsite located on Etting Road in the southern sector of the Oxnard
Plain. From the Naumann Drillsite, the transportation route is by various VC roads north to SR 101
and then south to refineries in the Carson/Torrance area of southern California. Section 4.2.6 of the
current version (10-20-2015) of the Ventura County General Plan, Public Facilities and Services
Appendix (VC General Plan) provides a general discussion of the existence of oil pipelines in Ventura
County. Not included in the current version of the VC General Plan is a map showing the location of
these oil pipelines. Maps of oil pipeline locations had been included with earlier versions of the VC
General Plan (i.e.1987). RenPet was able to locate a report prepared for the Ventura County Grand
Jury in 2015 that included a map of oil pipelines within VC. The report was prepared to address
concerns over pipeline safety within VC following the pipeline rupture and ensuing oil spill in Santa
Barbara County in 2015. A copy of the pipeline map included with the VC Grand Jury report is
attached to this memo. Oil pipelines are shown as solid red lines. Also attached to this memo is an
enlargement of the same map that shows the location of oil pipelines in relation to the Naumann
Drillsite.

The enlargement of the VC pipeline map shows the location of three oil pipeline interconnection
possibilities that represent the nearest options for RenPet to interconnect Cabrillo to the existing oil
pipeline system. These interconnections are considered possibilities. RenPet has never had contact with
any of the pipeline owners to explore if pipeline access is feasible and to determine what the tariff
would be for pipeline access and crude oil transport. Each of these three options is described in the
following:

RenPet memo Naumann Drillsite pipeline options 12-22-2016.docx
Page | of 3



* Oil pipeline interconnection Option 1 is approximately 8.1 miles from the Naumann Drillsite. The
interconnection point is at the intersection of Los Angeles Avenue (SR 118) and Santa Clara
Avenue. The oil pipeline is owned and operated by Crimson and serves to transport crude oil east
and ultimately south from the Ventura Avenue Oil Field area to Los Angeles area refineries.

¢ Oil pipeline interconnection Option 2 is approximately 6.6 miles from the Naumann Drillsite. The
interconnection point is at the intersection of Santa Clara Avenue and Central Avenue. The owner
of the pipeline is unknown; however that oil pipeline serves the Santa Clara Avenue Oil Field and
interconnects with an oil pipeline that was formerly owned by Union Oil Company that transports
crude oil eastwards along the Santa Clara River and ultimately south to Los Angeles area
refineries.

* Oil pipeline interconnection Option 3 is approximately 10.6 miles from the Naumann Drillsite. The
interconnection point is west of Harbor Boulevard in the vicinity of the Mandalay Beach
generating plant. The owner of the pipeline is unknown; however that oil pipeline serves the West
Montalvo Oil Field and appears to interconnect with the same oil pipeline that was formerly owned
by Union Oil Company that transports crude oil eastwards along the Santa Clara River and
ultimately south to Los Angeles area refineries.

All three of the oil pipeline interconnection options for Cabrillo that are shown on the attached
enlargement face challenges. For Options #1 and #2, the largest hurdle is an undercrossing of SR 101.
For options #1, #2 and #3, the Cal Trans, VC, and city of Oxnard road right-of-ways could be used for
pipeline placement as the routes would use common segments of Etting Road, Rice Road, and Santa
Clara Avenue. Interconnection Option #3 would use part of the same right-of-way as options #1 and
#2, but would cut west through the city of Oxnard, and then into the VC Coastal Zone, and then north
and west to the possible interconnection point in the vicinity of Mandalay Beach.

Based on pro forma cost estimates, the three oil pipeline interconnection options described above
would cost 1.2 to 1.5 million dollars per mile. The estimated average cost for the three options is 11.4
million dollars for permitting, design, engineering, and construction. The necessary lead time for any
of these options would be 4 to 5 years.

The economic feasibility of any pipeline project would be based on the differential savings between
the cost of transporting Cabrillo oil by pipeline versus the cost of transporting Cabrillo oil by tanker
truck after consideration of the capital investment of pipeline construction. RenPet pays approximately
$2.50 per barrel to transport its Cabrillo crude oil from the Naumann Drillsite to markets in southern
California. An estimated tariff to transport Cabrillo crude via pipeline is $0.50 per barrel. The
estimated net savings realized by utilizing a pipeline for crude oil transport instead of truck transport is
$2.00 per barrel.

RenPet memo Naumann Drillsite pipeline options 12-22-2016.docx
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Cabrillo crude oil has been trucked from the Naumann Drillsite from inception of activities there in
1992. The highest rate of production achieved to date for Cabrillo was a rate of approximately 12,500
barrels of oil per month beginning in late 2010. The production rate declined rapidly. Cabrillo oil
production is currently approximately 1800 barrels of oil per month. The exponential decline over the
past five years is typical for the Cabrillo reservoir.

A discounted cash flow analysis was performed to determine the net present value (NPV) of a
hypothetical Cabrillo pipeline project on a go forward basis, that is, from the current level of
production forecasted out for 25 years. The assumptions are as follows:

1. Pipeline Capital Investment: $11,385,000

2. Net Crude Transportation Savings per barrel: $2.00

3. Discount Rate: 5%

4. Project life: 25 years; years 6-31

5. Future production decline: Exponential (y=80221x¢7)

The NPV of the pipeline project with the above assumptions is ($10,512,490).

A second discounted cash flow analysis was performed to determine the NPV of a hypothetical
Cabrillo pipeline project on the basis of a restart of the Cabrillo production rate achieved in 2011 as a
starting point and then declining out for 25 years. The assumptions are as follows:

1. Pipeline Capital Investment: $11,385,000

2. Net Crude Transportation Savings per barrel: $2.00

3. Discount Rate: 5%

4. Project life: 25 years; years 1-25

5. Future production decline: Exponential (y=80221x°7%)

The NPV of the pipeline project with the above assumptions is ($10,1 76,737). Note that there is a
slight improvement in NPV over the first analysis, as a result of the addition of an early period of
higher initial production rates. Nonetheless, the pipeline project is still completely uneconomic. To
meet basic financial criteria for the project to be considered economically feasible, the NPV would
have to be no less than $0 which equates to a 5% rate of return on the original capital investment.

A third discounted cash flow analysis was performed as a sensitivity to the second case to determine
the initial annual production rate required to drive the NPV to $0. The assumptions were the same as
the second case above. The initial annual production rate required to drive the NPV to $0 is 1,305,808
barrels of oil. This hypothetical volume is more than 16 times the previous annual Cabrillo production
rate peak of 80,221 that was realized in 2011. This sensitivity serves to demonstrate the extremely
large volume of oil production required to begin to enter a discussion regarding a Cabrillo pipeline
interconnection. Until other options become available, a pipeline project as described above to
transport Cabrillo crude oil from the Naumann Drillsite by pipeline is not economically feasible or
justifiable. As a result, RenPet’s plan for Cabrillo and the Naumann Drillsite is to continue to transport
Cabrillo crude oil by tanker truck.

RenPet memo Naumann Drillsite pipeline options 12-22-2016.docx
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Simmons, Carrie

From: Curtis, Susan

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:54 PM

To: Simmons, Carrie

Subject: FW: PL17-0141 VC 2040 General Plan Update

Attachments: CEQA_Memo_PL17-0141-GeneralPlan2040-WPD-Rvw-20200227.pdf
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
susan.curtis@ventura.org

Ventura County Resource Management Agency | Planning Division

P. (805) 654-2497 | F. (805) 654-2509

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740 | Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Visit the Planning Division website at verma.org/planning

Ventura County General Plan Update. Join the conversation at VC2040.org
For online permits and property information, visit VC Citizen Access

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, email messages retained by the County may constitute public records subject to
disclosure.

From: Husted, Dawn <Dawn.Husted@ventura.org>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:50 PM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>

Cc: CEQA <CEQA@countyofventuraca.onmicrosoft.com>
Subject: PL17-0141 VC 2040 General Plan Update

Susan, please see attached WPD Memo dated 2-27-20. Please let us know if you have any questions.
Thank you,

Dawn Husted
Management Assistant Il
Watershed Protection District — Planning & Permits

800 S. Victoria Ave. / #1610
Ventura, CA 93009

P: 805.662-6882

VCPWA Online | Facebook | Twitter




PUBLIC WATERSHED PROTECTION
SENTURATCOUNTY. WATERSHED PLANNING AND PERMITS DIVISION

won Ks 800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, California 93009
Sergio Vargas, Deputy Director — (805) 650-4077

MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 27, 2020
TO: Susan Curtis RMA Manager
County of Ventura
FROM: Sergio Vargas, Deputy Director, Watershed Protection District, PWJ
AR

SUBJECT: PL17-0141 Ventura County 2040 General Plan Update
Draft Environmental Impact Report
INCOMPLETE

Pursuant to your request dated January 13, 2020, this office has reviewed the submitted
materials and provides the following comments.

PROJECT LOCATION:

All unincorporated areas within Ventura County

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project is a comprehensive update of the County of Ventura General Plan,
also known as the 2040 General Plan. The 2040 General Plan will set forth the County's
vision of its future and identify the goals, policies, and implementation programs that will
guide future decisions concerning a variety of issues, including but not limited to land use,
climate change, agriculture, transportation, hazards, public facilities, health and safety,
environmental justice, and resource conservation out to the year 2040. The County, as
the lead agency, has prepared an EIR in accordance with CEQA. The County requests
that interested persons review and provide comments on significant environmental
issues, mitigation measures, and range of reasonable alternatives addressed in the EIR.
The 2040 General Plan is anticipated to be adopted in 2020. With implementation of the
2040 General Plan, development may occur on or near site(s) identified in one of the
regulatory databases compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5

APPLICATION COMPLETENESS:
INCOMPLETE from our area of concern.

COMMENTS:




PL17-0141 Ventura County 2040 General Plan Update
February 27, 2020
Page 2 of 2

Coastal Wave and Beach Erosion Hazards:

It is noted in the currently available documents that climate change will be incorporated
into the General Plan Update. The existing general plan notes goals, policies, and
programs related to coastal hazards and erosion. Consistent with the Policies of the
California Coastal Commission the General Plan Update should consider expanding this
section to address the hazards of sea level rise as it relates to discretionary development.
The current policy: “Discretionary development in areas adjacent to coastal beaches shall
be allowed only if the Public Works Agency with technical support from the Ventura
County Watershed Protection District, determines from the applicant’s submitted Wave
Run-up Study that wave action and beach erosion are not hazards fo the proposed
development, or that the hazard would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, and
that the project will not contribute significantly to beach erosion.” The General Plan
Update and associated environmental documentation should address sea level rise as a
component of the wave run-up and beach erosion hazard analysis.

References to the District’s Design Hydrology Manual:
Document references the 2006 version of this manual instead of the latest 2017 version.
Please revise.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me by email at
Sergio.Vargas@ventura.org or by phone at (805) 650-4077.

END OF TEXT



Simmons, Carrie

From: Curtis, Susan

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:55 PM

To: Simmons, Carrie

Subject: FW: Ventura Water Comments on the Draft EIR for the VC 2040 GP
Attachments: 2.27.2020 Ventura Water Comments on the Draft EIR VC 2040 GP.PDF
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
susan.curtis@ventura.org

Ventura County Resource Management Agency | Planning Division

P. (805) 654-2497 | F. (805) 654-2509

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740 | Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Visit the Planning Division website at verma.org/planning

Ventura County General Plan Update. Join the conversation at VC2040.org
For online permits and property information, visit VC Citizen Access

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, email messages retained by the County may constitute public records subject to
disclosure.

From: Monica Noeng <mnoeng@cityofventura.ca.gov>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:53 PM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>

Cc: Susan Rungren <srungren@cityofventura.ca.gov>; Peter Gilli <pgilli@cityofventura.ca.gov>
Subject: Ventura Water Comments on the Draft EIR for the VC 2040 GP

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Hi Susan,

We are respectfully submitting comments on the Draft EIR for the Ventura County 2040 General Plan. Please see the
attached correspondence. If you have any questions, let me know.

Thank you,

Monica Noeng

Environmental Services Specialist
Ventura Water

Phone: (805) 652-4508
mnoeng@venturawater.net
www.venturawater.net
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February 27, 2020

Susan Curtis, General Plan Update Manager
Ventura County Resource Management Agency
Planning Division

800 South Victoria Avenue

L #1740

Ventura, CA 93009-1600

Email to: Susan.Curtis@ventura.org

Subject: Ventura Water Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for
the Ventura County 2040 General Plan

Dear Ms. Curtis:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Ventura County 2040
General Plan dated January 13, 2020. The City of Ventura’s water and wastewater
department, Ventura Water, has two comments on the Utilities section under Impact
4.17-4.

Comment #1

As discussed in the Utilities section under Impact 4.17-4, the City of Ventura
understands that the 2040 General Plan could potentially adversely impact available
water supplies. The City currently has at least two ordinances in place to mitigate this
impact in line with the proposed mitigation measure UTL-1 in the Draft EIR.

The Water Rights Dedication, Water Resource Net Zero Fee, and Water Resource Net
Zero Requirements (Ordinance 2016-004) was adopted to ensure that new
development does not adversely affect the water supply or water supply reliability of the
City’s existing customers and/or approved new development. The Ordinance requires
subject projects to offset new or increased water demand through several compliance
options. The fee proceeds shall be used to acquire additional water rights or develop
water resources for new potable supplies for use by the City. The Ordinance is codified
in San Buenaventura Municipal Code Chapter 22.180.

In addition, the City has a policy on water connections outside of City limits but within
the City's Sphere of Influence per San Buenaventura Municipal Code Section
22.110.055, Water Connections Outside City Limits.

501 Poli Street « PO. Box 99 » Ventura, California 93002-0099 « 805.667.6500

Printed on 100% post consumer recycled papern



Ventura Water Comments on the Draft EIR for the VC 2040 General Plan
February 27, 2020
Page 2 of 2

Comment #2
Ventura Water suggests striking the following language from Mitigation Measure UTL-1:

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. ¥—as—a-result-of its—assessment—the public-water—system
concludes—that-its—water-supplies-are—arwill-be —insufficient—the-public-water-system
shall-provide-to-the County-its—plansfor-acquiring-additional-watersupplies- 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.

We think this sentence should be removed for two reasons. First, the water supply
assessment should already include a discussion of the public water system’s plans to
acquire additional water supplies, to the extent that discussion is relevant or necessary
for the water-demand project. Second, if the water supply assessment concludes that
adequate water supplies are not available for the water-demand project, then the
burden should be on the applicant to demonstrate additional water supplies available for
the water-demand project — the burden should not be on the public water system.

Conclusion

If you have any questions about the above, please let us know. We also plan on
submitting comments on the Public Review Draft 2040 General Plan by the March 30,
2019 deadline.

Sincerely

/-»~~—>
f) m\ﬁ %“Of e

Susan Rungren /
General Manager

Ventura Water

cc: Peter Gilli, City of Ventura - Community Development Director



Simmons, Carrie

From: Erik Fruth <efruth@callutheran.edu>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:59 PM
To: General Plan Update

Subject: Comments on Draft General Plan
Attachments: draft.General.Plan_comments_Fruth.docx
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Dear General Plan team,

My name is Erik Fruth, I’'m a Camarillo resident and a MSc student of Environmental Planning. I'd like to submit some comments on
the Ventura County Draft General Plan (“Public Review Draft 2040 General Plan” on
https://vcrma.org/vc2040.org/review/documents).

Please find my comments in the attached document.
Thank you,
Erik Fruth (he/him)

MSc Student in Environmental Planning | Technische Universitdt Berlin
efruth@callutheran.edu / esfruth@protonmail.com (secure) / +1 805 657-9378 (cell) / +856 20 95 466575 (WhatsApp)




While | appreciate the inclusion of environmental justice as a cross-cutting issue that is addressed
throughout the various sections of the Plan, | see opportunities in nearly every written goal/objective to
make social justice, environmental justice, and inclusivity a stronger focus. I've only examined Section 10
due to personal time constraints, but would likely have many comments on other sections if there are
public comment periods in the future.

Within Section 10 on Economic Vitality, | suggest the following edits:

- EV-1.2 should read “The County shall prioritize investment in infrastructure, services, safety net
programs and other assets that are critical to future economic vitality, including public safety,
healthcare, library services, water supply and quality, transportation, energy, and environmental
resources. This investment shall improve equity in investment opportunities to designated
disadvantaged communities, including designated Opportunity Zones under the federal Tax Cuts
and Jobs Act of 2017. The focus of these efforts shall be to improve social equity and opportunity
for all. (FB, SO) [Source: VCEVSP Policy A.3, E.1, modified]”

- EV-1.3 should read: “The County shall continue to work with cities and community organizations
to implement, assess, and improve best practices, pursue funding to improve housing
affordability, and implement programs that a) reduce the cost of housing in order to retain and
attract employers, employees, and young graduates and professionals, b) improve the number of
affordable housing units accessible to the most vulnerable/disadvantaged communities, and c)
meaningfully address the underlying causes of unaffordable housing in Ventura County. (MPSP,
IGC) [Source: VCEVSP Policy F.1, modified]”

- EV-1.4 should read: “The County shall promote socioeconomic inclusivity and business-
friendliness in the regulatory and permitting environment throughout Ventura County through
collaboration (especially with existing local organizations that serve vulnerable/disadvantaged
groups), exchange of ideas and best practices, improvement in clarity and efficiency in the
permitting process, taking advantage of opportunities for streamlining in the development
process, promoting cooperative and nonprofit business models and supporting their growth in
Ventura County, and improving consistency in policy and practice among cities and the County.
(RDR, IGC) [Source: VCEVSP Policy F.3, modified]”

- EV-1.6 should read: “The County shall work with local chambers of commerce, countywide
economic development organizations, and businesses to support the appropriate and socially
inclusive expansion of the local economy that improves the standard of living for the most
vulnerable/disadvantaged communities in Ventura County first and foremost and also leads to the
creation of environmentally sustainable and cutting-edge jobs for long-term economic prosperity,
particularly in Existing Communities and unincorporated Urban Areas where zoning allows.
(MPSP, JP) [Source: New Policy]”

- EV-1.7 should read: “The County shall strive to attract industries based on existing and projected
workforce demographics, educational attainment, skills, and commute patterns, and which
provide opportunities to residents living in designated disadvantaged communities. The County
shall equip designated disadvantaged communities with the educational attainment, skills, and
commute patterns that allow them to be highly competitive in the industries that develop in
Ventura County in the future. (MPSP, JP) [Source: New Policy]”

- EV-1.8 should read: “The County shall coordinate and work with cities in the county to enhance
the efficiency of development of remaining vacant commercial and industrial sites and encourage
infill and revitalization of underutilized sites so that nearby neighborhoods become more
walkable, green, cohesive, and affordable. (MPSP, IGC) [Source: VCEVSP A5]"

- EV-1.9 should read: “The County shall facilitate the development of a range of commercial uses
in urban areas and Existing Communities, where zoning allows, that not only fulfill the daily needs
of residents and visitors but also make the communities more walkable, cohesive, affordable, and
vibrant. (MPSP, JP) [Source: Existing GPP Goal 3.4.1.1, modified]”

- EV-1.10 should read: “The County shall strive to attract and retain high-quality, full-service,
affordable, and culturally appropriate grocery stores and other healthy food purveyors to fill local



needs in Existing Communities and adjacent urban areas, particularly in underserved areas.
(MPSP, JP) [Source: New Policy]”

- EV-3.2 should read: “The County should promote and expand existing small business and
women-owned business development programs by identifying partnerships between industry and
educational organizations, and identifying potential mentoring, job training, networking, and
professional development opportunities between these organizations and by supporting and
promoting efforts of the Small Business Administration to provide technical assistance to small
business owners and employees through classes and assistance in the areas of business
management, marketing, and legal assistance. The County should allow entrepreneurs to use
government property or facilities to test new products and services that are beneficial to the public
good for micro enterprises of five employees or fewer to encourage economic and social
opportunities in low-income areas. (IGC, JP) [Source: New Policy]’

- EV-3.5 should read: “The County shall support local efforts to attract firms in key industries from
outside the county that have a history of positive social, environmental, and economic charity.
The County shall facilitate the entrepreneurial development of new firms and cooperative
business models within the county as well as support the necessary training to develop
entrepreneurship and innovation in the local workforce. (IGC, JP) [Source: VCEVSP Strategy C,
modified]”

- EV-4.2 should read: “The County shall support the development of industries and businesses that
promote and enhance environmental sustainability, greenhouse gas reductions, decarbonization,
climate change adaptation, resiliency, and renewable energy generation, storage, and
transmission, including solar power, wind power, wave energy and other appropriate renewable
sources. The County shall promote the efforts of existing businesses that meet green business
criteria and encourage them to become more diverse and inclusive in their daily operations,
organization, and local impact; provide job training in green building techniques and regenerative
farming and trainings on starting social enterprises built on cooperative business models; and
strive to build green technologies into and decarbonize existing government buildings and
facilities. (MPSP, JP) [Source: New Policy]”

- EV-4.3 should read: “The County shall encourage the development and expansion of businesses
and business models (eg. cooperatives) that advance social equity, inclusivity and fairness,
environmental quality, and economic sustainability, as well as capitalize on key industry
strengths. Economic sustainability includes planning and preparation for disaster response and
long-term resiliency of businesses and economic assets in the county. (JP) [Source: New Policy]”

Within the Climate Action Plan, | see opportunities to make Ventura County a stronger leader in both
reducing our contribution to the climate crisis as well as addressing social/environmental injustice. One
urgent need in the Climate Action Plan is to establish a framework for making the implementation (and
success) of the Plan observable and measurable so that the public can hold polluters and public officials
accountable if they fail to meet the goals established in the Plan — that framework should include some
details on the specific indicators chosen to measure implementation/success of the Plan. | would
suggest that the planners and decision-makers working on this update establish close contact with
CFROG (Climate First: Replacing Oil and Gas) to set up an appropriate framework. The framework should
also have a robust public outreach component where local stakeholders are invited into the assessment
and monitoring of the Climate Action Plan on an iterative basis. The public outreach component of the
monitoring protocol should center around the needs of Ventura County’s vulnerable, disadvantaged,
and/or historically marginalized communities and meaningfully include their voices.



Simmons, Carrie

From: Chris Tull <ctull17@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 6:32 PM

To: General Plan Update

Subject: Please support a dedicated county bike network
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Please support the Santa Clara River Loop trail and the Santa Paula Branch Line bike/ped trails to help form a bike/ped
backbone throughout our county.

Thank you,

Christopher Tull
Oxnard, CA 93030



Simmons, Carrie

From: Jack Breuker <jack.vcei@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 8:46 PM
To: General Plan Update

Subject: Forwarding General Plan Feedback
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

A friend of mine sent the following comments but the email bounced back. | am re-sending it on his behalf. Commenters
name is "Walt Beil". His email is docdoggr@gmail.com. Please respond to him.

27 February 2020

Ventura County Resource Management Agency
800 S. Victoria Ave
Ventura, CA 93009

To whom it may concern:

My name is Walt. | have worked in the local oil and gas industry for many years. | am writing because many local oil and
gas employees have expressed deep concern about the overall direction that the 2040 General Plan Update appears to be
taking. | have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) document and believe it unfairly targets the industry
with the goal of shutting down local oil and gas production completely.

The DEIR recognizes the importance of the oil and gas industry when it states, "The County shall promote the extraction
of mineral resources locally to minimize economic costs and environmental effects associated with transporting these
resources." With this in mind, it is troubling that the DEIR then proposes several new policies that would further restrict
local production, therefore jeopardizing the livelihoods of hundreds of workers in our industry.

Policy COS-7.8, for example, essentially prohibits oil and gas producers from flaring except in emergency cases. Flaring is
an industrywide practice that operators use to burn off excess natural gas that cannot be captured or used in other ways.
Itis used as a safety practice used to safeguard workers on site and preserve local air quality. It is the most environmentally
friendly alternative to releasing excess natural gas into the atmosphere or back into the ground. The alternatives do not
adequately explain the impacts of restricting flaring.

The DEIR acknowledges that the policies included in the General Plan Update would result in the construction and
operation of new pipelines (Page 4.8-38). The DEIR does not go far enough to show that construction and operation of
new pipelines for the conveyance of oil, gas and produced water is feasible and will result in GHG emissions reductions.
In addition, the policies promoting new pipelines are contradictory to proposed policies related to fault lines.

The General Plan is critical to the county’s future success. APl Coastal Chapter firmly believes that it should be used to
strike a balance between economic vitality and environmental protection, not unfairly regulate the oil and gas industry

out of the county.

With regards,



Walt Beil
Ventura



Simmons, Carrie

From: Curtis, Susan

Sent: Monday, March 2, 2020 8:48 AM
To: Simmons, Carrie

Subject: FW: Ventura County Planning
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
susan.curtis@ventura.org

Ventura County Resource Management Agency | Planning Division

P. (805) 654-2497 | F. (805) 654-2509

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740 | Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Visit the Planning Division website at verma.org/planning

Ventura County General Plan Update. Join the conversation at VC2040.org
For online permits and property information, visit VC Citizen Access

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, email messages retained by the County may constitute public records subject to
disclosure.

From: Zaragoza, John <John.Zaragoza@ventura.org>

Sent: Friday, February 28, 2020 4:01 PM

To: Prillhart, Kim <Kim.Prillhart@ventura.org>; Ward, Dave <Dave.Ward@ventura.org>; Curtis, Susan
<Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>

Subject: FW: Ventura County Planning

FYI

From: Michael Hayes <michael@michaelhayes.la>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 3:13 PM

To: Bennett, Steve <Steve.Bennett@ventura.org>; Parks, Linda <Linda.Parks@ventura.org>; Long, Kelly
<kelly.long@ventura.org>; Supervisor Huber <Supervisor.Huber@ventura.org>; Zaragoza, John
<John.Zaragoza@ventura.org>; cheitmann@cityofventura.ca.gov; mlavere@cityofventura.ca.gov;
srubalcava@cityofventura.ca.gov; jfriedman@cityofventura.ca.gov; Ibrown@cityofventura.ca.gov;
citymanager@cityofventura.ca.gov

Subject: Ventura County Planning

Hello Ventura leaders,

My name is Michael Hayes, and over the weekend | had the familiar, yet infrequent pleasure of spending time in
Ventura county; coming from what can often seem like the other side of the state (Los Angeles) Ventura county isn't
always conveniently accessible.. | wish | could more easily and regularly enjoy the splendors of Ventura county; but
that's not the point of this message. Unfortunately, the motivation for this message is about my concern with what | had
seen over the weekend.



Nobody wants unsolicited advice or critique, so | apologize for being obtuse, if not flat-out disrespectful; but | feel so
strongly about these issues that it really frustrates me to think about the colossal planning mistakes that have taken
place in America over the past 60 years, mistakes that | really really hope Ventura will not continue to make. That grand
failure of American society is truly senseless and completely vapid suburban sprawl.

Without making this some sort of Manifesto... a brief recap of the default planning guidelines introduced in the late '50s. Sprawl has
negatively affected the health of, now car-dependent, Americans; the air quality of the, now-smog filled, skies, the foundation of low
density residential creates an exhaustive network of financially burdensome infrastructure and public services without an adequate tax
base to properly maintain itself; siphoning funds from more essential civic services. Sprawl prohibits the ability to provide affordable
housing in job rich areas, it disconnects people from a sense of place and it separates American's into political factions. Controversial
or looney as it may seem, I truly believe SPRAWL is the single largest cause of a deflated American Spirit and the harbinger of
collapsed American Ideals.

Anyone reading this message that has been in California for at least ~20 years has witnessed the insatiable consumption
and the destruction of such beautiful and fertile land. In my short lifetime, I've seen Oxnard, Camarillo and Ventura
transform from agrarian paradises and small town havens into an extension of West Covina or San Bernardino. Farms,
Bungalows, Main streets, paved over and replaced by beige stucco boxes, banal shopping centers and other
characterless vestiges of suburban sprawl. Already frustrated beyond words about the approval and early stage
construction of LA County's "Newhall Ranch" | drove along the 126 to see a handful of new Riverside County-esque
subdivisions, tracts of homes, the United States of Generica-style shopping centers that follow them, freeway-width
"roads" and of course the suffocating and unavoidable traffic that comes in thereafter.

| spent an entire day just walking around Fillmore and Santa Paula enjoying the "small town" feel, talking with shop
owners, all of whom couldn't believe how the area was changing for the worse. The city and county websites are full of
pictures of the area's rich agricultural past, "Last Small Town..." yet at the same time, you're willing to pave over that
history and beauty with some garbage cheap homes from KB Homes or Lennar?

| know Ojai as being the quintessential success story for staving off the plague of sprawl and its associated "Generica"
monotony. It's a destination within the region precisely because it's different, it's charming, it's human-oriented, it
embraces its agricultural roots. So, why isn't the rest of the county following in those footsteps? What is the recourse for
city and county to prevent the spread of sprawl and the destruction of the otherwise beautiful landscapes? And most
importantly, is this even a priority for leadership?

If this type of "growth" is at all a concern, there are really only 2 options. A) halting all growth or B) changing the way in
which we grow. A moratorium would seem like the easy route, but a foolish decision in the long run. The real solution is
hidden in planning guidelines of yesteryear; the solution is in higher density, village-like, transit oriented communities.
Places that are walkable and are rich with character, individuality and some distinguishable uniqueness. A convenient
and manageable concentration of people that create an identity and a community. Luckily for Ventura county, its cities
and towns already possess many of these qualities, I'd hope that they expand on that identity, rather than erase it.

The foundation for any great city, town or village is formed by its accessibility and mobility. After 60 years of planning
exclusively for car mobility, we've witnessed its major shortcomings. If there were one piece of transformative
infrastructure that could drastically improve access, convenience, quality of life, economic opportunity and preserve
open space in Ventura it would be reactivating the rail ROW from Ventura to Piru and operating a Light Rail (perhaps
similar to San Diego's Sprinter or LA's E line) this vein could have the capacity to alleviate transit woes for thousands of
residents / commuters and contain and concentrate manageable growth around stations allowing for characterful
neighborhoods to flourish.

There is so much to love and enjoy about Ventura County and the cities within it, I'd hope those characteristics that
make it lovable are preserved, cherished and expanded upon, not dismantled and paved over like the rest of southern
california.

All the best and thank you for your commitment to bettering the lives of the people you represent!
2
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City of Camarillo

601 Carmen Drive ¢ P.O. Box 248 e Camarillo, CA 93011-0248

February 21, 2020

Ventura County Resource Management Agency  Via E-Mail: GeneralPlanUpdate@ventura.org
Planning Division

Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740

Ventura, CA 93009-1740

RE: Response to Ventura County 2040 General Plan EIR (SCH No. #2019011026)
Dear Ms. Curtis:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the Ventura County 2040 General Plan that has been prepared by the County of
Ventura for public review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines. After reviewing the EIR, we submit the following comments for your consideration.

Agricultural Land and Buffers to Protect Sensitive Receptors

City’s Position: The EIR should require buffers around City jurisdictions and require farming
techniques that will protect existing sensitive receptors from strong, unpleasant odors associated
with hemp farming.

Reasoning: The EIR only addresses agricultural odors from the standpoint of ensuring that new
sensitive receptors are not placed in proximity to existing agricultural uses without providing
disclosure to new uses and that it does not limit the right to farm. The EIR should address odor
impacts associated with types of agricultural crops — and how they are farmed — that may have a
substantial odor impact on existing sensitive receptors. The County should ensure that existing
sensitive receptors will not be adversely impacted based on the introduction of new types of
crops being farmed such as industrial hemp.

Very Low Density Residential (VLDR)
City’s Position: To ensure that development in the County adjacent to development in the City
is compatible, the VLDR designation should have a maximum density of three units per acre.

Reasoning: The General Plan Land Use Element proposes a land use category of predominantly
Very Low Density Residential (VLDR) within the Camarillo Sphere of Influence north of the
City limits. Page 2-21 of the County Land Use and Community Character Element indicates this
designation would have a maximum density of four dwelling units per acre with a minimum lot
size of 10,000 square feet. This is in conflict with Page 2-36, which indicates the VLDR
designation has a maximum density of three dwelling units per acre. The City of Camarillo



February 21, 2020
RE: Response to VC2040 General Plan EIR
Page 2 of 2

General Plan Land Use Element designates this area in the Sphere of Influence, north of the City
limits, as Rural Density Residential (2.5 dwelling units per acre). This is consistent with the
designation of most of the land that is in the City adjacent to the City boundary line, which is
designated Rural Density Residential.

Local Infrastructure

City’s Position: Policies in the County General Plan should ensure new development on County
land within and adjacent to the City Sphere of Influence is compatible with surrounding land
uses in the City and that the use will not adversely impact local infrastructure.

Reasoning: The increase in density and 10,000 square foot minimum lot size in the VLDR
designation adjacent to City limits within the City’s Sphere of Influence needs to be analyzed in
the EIR with respect to land use compatibility with adjacent development within the City, and
impacts on City utilities and streets, as these areas may be annexed and connected to City
infrastructure.

Wireless Communication Facilities
City’s Position: The General Plan should encourage cooperation between the County and Cities
for the proper placement and design of wireless communication facilities.

Reasoning: The City has provided comments to the County to oppose the placement of an 80-
foot tall mono-Eucalyptus along Pleasant Valley Road at Bridgehampton Way, which divides the
City and County boundaries. Pleasant Valley Road is a designated scenic corridor in the
Camarillo General Plan Community Design Element and the proposed wireless facility would
not be consistent with the City General Plan. The County should have policies discouraging new
macro wireless facilities adjacent to City boundaries, unless they are stealth and consistent with
height structures in the surrounding area. The County General Plan should have policies to
ensure new wireless facilities are properly sited and designed to avoid land use incompatibility;,
that it will not be inconsistent with the City General Plan; and that it will not result in an adverse
aesthetic impact.

SCAG Data Forecasts
City’s Position: The County should use data consistent with the SCAG population forecasts.

Reasoning: Table 5-2 — Forecasted Growth of Incorporated Cities within Ventura County
indicates Camarillo’s population to be 79,900 in 2040. The City has verified that SCAG has
incorporated the data provided to SCAG during the Local Input Process for the 2020 RTP/SCS.
The population forecasts that are being used by SCAG are: 75,240 in 2035 and 76,093 in 2045.

Thank you, once again, for the opportunity to comment.

Respectfully,
S ﬁ?

Norman
City Manager
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL: GeneralPlanUpdate@ventura.org

February 25, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Attn: RMA Planning Division

General Plan Update

800 Victoria Avenue L#1740
Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Board of Supervisors and Staff:

We are writing this letter to urge the Board of Supervisors to reconsider moving forward with the Draft
General Plan EIR. The draft EIR has been accelerated to the point that too many issues and impacts have
not been properly addressed or studied. These impacts and the corresponding mitigation measures will
have severe impacts to land owners and especially those, like us in the agricultural industry and other
productive economic segments.

Our family has been involved in the agricultural industry for more than 100 years in Ventura County. We
have owned numerous land holdings that remain in the family to this date. We have farmed throughout
Ventura County and hope to continue to do so in the future.

The Draft EIR is deficient on many levels. CEQA requires that all mitigation measures must be technically
and economically feasible. Numerous proposed mitigation measures are neither. We have in the past
attempted to identify land and any owners that would be open to sell their development rights for land
that was converting from agricultural to commercial use. Not only did we not find anyone that would do
so, no one would even quote a price. The only positive response from numerous land owners were that
you can buy my property for full market value and then you can do what you want. There is not a
project that can be built by adding double land cost to the equation. This was very recently experienced
based on proposed policies at LAFCo. These policies were eventually not enacted due to the inability to
purchase development rights in an economical feasible manner. This was when LAFCo was
contemplating an acre for acre ag preserve. The new policy that is proposed in the 2040 General Plan is
requiring 2 acres for every 1 acre of land converted from ag to any other use. This will eliminate the
ability to add any new required ag buildings or even farm worker housing. The Draft EIR must study
these impacts, since they are not feasible.

The Draft EIR also deals with water in a manner that is not properly studied. There is no analysis on
increased water costs and diminishing availability of water. Without reasonable water costs and supply,
there is no agricultural industry.

The General Plan indicates that agriculture is a high priority in the County. However, new policies and
requirements in the General Plan add additional mitigation measures that will make ag virtually



impossible. These include new setbacks, limiting types of fumigants pesticides and fertilizers. The
General Plan also requires the conversion of all farm equipment to be all electric. Again, not feasible.
The costs to purchase new pumps, farm equipment and other existing fuel using equipment will increase
operational costs to a point that the County crops will not be competitive in the open market. These ‘
new mitigation measures are not sufficiently studied and again are not economically feasible.

The Draft EIR is extremely difficult to read and understand. The background reports are lacking in depth
of what has been studied other than numerous general statements and very poor mapping. Detailed
studies must be added to sufficiently identify impacts and the related mitigation measures for both
direct and indirect impacts on the agricultural industry. It is our understanding that reports and studies
need to be timely prepared. However numerous studies are older than 5 years. Not timely.

After numerous devastating wildfires over the last few years, which significantly impacted ag,

the General Plan continues to lay out limiting mitigation measures for fire prevention. The Wildlife
corridor eliminates any ag operation or fire prevention in the proposed corridor areas. This is also a
major concern not studied in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General plan does not provide adequate analysis for the expansion of
permanent bike paths and pedestrian walking trails throughout the County. These impacts are very
severe due to constant conflicts from trail users and ag operations. Spraying, dust, odors from ag
operations, along with impacts created by the trail users. These are usually theft, vandalism, litter and
pet waste. The proposed mitigation measures require additional setbacks from these trails which
renders additional land unusable for ag operations.

In addition to the above comments on the agricultural aspects and related land use concerns of the
DEIR, the undersigned is also a mineral owner directly interested in the impacts on oil and gas
production of the DEIR and related General Plan 2040 proposed provisions. In these documents there is
a total failure to address the economic impacts of the various policies proposed in violation of the
requirements for this process, including but not limited to the loss of royalty income to a large group of
County residents. |join in the detailed comments on the various deficiencies and concerns identified in
the DEIR as described in the concurrent submissions on behalf of Aera Energy and other operators
delivered this week to the County.

Please look at the long-term consequences of these General Plan policies and mitigation measures. We
formally request additional studies and a revised Draft EIR that will properly look at these and many
more issues. The DEIR must be corrected with details of the revisions. Then it can be recirculated.

Wv\cw /fu/%awg

Mary Ellen Gravel
President, Elkins Royalty Group



Simmons, Carrie

From: Curtis, Susan

Sent: Monday, March 2, 2020 8:49 AM
To: Simmons, Carrie

Subject: FW: 2040 General Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
susan.curtis@ventura.org

Ventura County Resource Management Agency | Planning Division P. (805) 654-2497 | F. (805) 654-2509

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740 | Ventura, CA 93009-1740 Visit the Planning Division website at verma.org/planning
Ventura County General Plan Update. Join the conversation at VC2040.org For online permits and property information,
visit VC Citizen Access

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, email messages retained by the County may constitute public records
subject to disclosure.

From: Martha Branson <marthab876@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 5:08 PM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>
Subject: 2040 General Plan

Dear Ms Curtis,

| think the board's assessment of Ventura County’s vulnerability is out of date. In 2018 the IPCC released a revised report
of the climate crisis and the projection is far more dire. We are already suffering the effects of global warming and we
have only a few years to make a difference in our planet’s fate. You have plans that extend to 2040, 2050, and 2090!
This will be far too little far too late. | believe you should take a much stronger approach to your net zero emissions
goals, and | would like to see real quantifiable plans explaining how you will reach net zero.

| believe you have a responsibility to begin shutting down the fossil fuel industry in our county. | do understand how

costly it will be, but | also understand the economic cost and the cost to human lives, and to our planet if you allow the
drilling to continue.

Sincerely,

Martha Brown



Simmons, Carrie

From: Curtis, Susan

Sent: Monday, March 2, 2020 8:49 AM
To: Simmons, Carrie

Subject: FW: EIR review

Attachments: RMA planning letter 022720.pdf
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
susan.curtis@ventura.org

Ventura County Resource Management Agency | Planning Division

P. (805) 654-2497 | F. (805) 654-2509

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740 | Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Visit the Planning Division website at verma.org/planning

Ventura County General Plan Update. Join the conversation at VC2040.org
For online permits and property information, visit VC Citizen Access

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, email messages retained by the County may constitute public records subject to
disclosure.

From: Heather Wise <heatherwise8302@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 5:05 PM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>

Subject: EIR review

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Attached please find my letter after reviewing parts of the County's EIR for the General Plan. Please submit
them for review.

Regards,
Heather Gilchrist-Wise



Heather A. Gilchrist-Wise
8302 Sulphur Mountain Road
Ojai, CA 93023

February 27, 2020

Attn: RMA Planning Division
General Plan Update

800 Victoria Ave., L #1740
Ventura, CA 93009-1740
Susan.Curtis@ventura.org

Dear Planning Division:

In reviewing the 2040 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), | have some
grave concerns that were not addressed and will affect many people in this county. |
have listed some below for your review and response:

i

Wildfire risk — EIR states that “managing fuel through activities such as
vegetation removal and controlled burns, the County and other agencies would
be directly reducing the chance of wildfire as well as fuels that would feed
wildfires. This statement does not take into regard that it is in direct opposite of
County Policies COS-3.2, COS-1.15, Implementation Program COS-H,
Implementation Program COS-C and the recent restrictions on brush removal in
the Wildlife Corridor. All of these Policies and restrictions will increase wildfire
risk and in order to comply with the EIR, must be removed or re-written.

CEQA requires that indirect impacts be analyzed: Specifically, the impact on
agriculture from the buildout planned in the 2040 General Plan. As the
population grows, there will be more interactions with farm land. Presently, in
most cases, this leads to more costs for the farmer and can cause a negative
effect on this industry in this county.

The EIR states that the policies in the 2040 General Plan will decrease water
supply for irrigation, but the County has not evaluated this impact. Reducing
water supply for irrigation, or even increasing cost to obtain water, will remove ag
lands from production which will affect the County significantly.

The EIR also does not address the impact of the General Plan that will require ag
to use all electric equipment and pumps. This is very expensive and will impact
this industry considerably.

. The General Plan does not seem to take into effect that agriculture is a major

industry in the County and will affect the County’s revenues if it does not analyze
the negative effects that these new policies will have on this industry.

Respectfully submitted,
j AN NSO L
Heather Gilchrist-Wise



Simmons, Carrie

From: Curtis, Susan

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 8:08 AM

To: Simmons, Carrie

Subject: FW: Comments on Ventura County General Plan DEIR
Attachments: Ventura County General Plan Letter_Taylor.pdf
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
susan.curtis@ventura.org

Ventura County Resource Management Agency | Planning Division

P. (805) 654-2497 | F. (805) 654-2509

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740 | Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Visit the Planning Division website at verma.org/planning

Ventura County General Plan Update. Join the conversation at VC2040.org
For online permits and property information, visit VC Citizen Access

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, email messages retained by the County may constitute public records subject to
disclosure.

From: Kasey Taylor <ksea.taylor@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 8:07 AM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>

Cc: Bill <william.m.taylor87 @gmail.com>

Subject: Comments on Ventura County General Plan DEIR

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Hi Susan,
Please see attached letter concerning the Ventura County General Plan DEIR.

Thank you!
Kasey and William Taylor



Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Attn: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section

800 South Victoria Avenue, L#1740

Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Re: Comments on Ventura County General Plan DEIR

Dear Ms. Curtis:

| am a part of the McLoughlin Family. We have been farming in Ventura County for

Road in the County of Ventura near the Ventura Marina on Harbor Rd, in proximity to the City of
Ventura.

The McLoughlin family has farmed this land and other parcels for generations going back to
1863. It remains our desire to continue this legacy, however, in the face of never-ending
changes to the regulatory environment, we again find ourselves attempting to ascertain how

new policies and programs as proposed in the draft 2040 General Plan will impact and
challenge our ability to serve as stewards of this heritage.

It had been our hope that the DEIR would provide some clarity and insight into how the new
policies and programs within the revised Generai Pian would impact our farming operation.
That, however, is not the case. Simply said, we believe the General Plan Update and

subsequent Environmental Impact Report fail to adequately analyze or study impacts on the
farming industry.

With that said, we would like to specifically present the following:

e The Background report Table 6-26: Transportation Department Planned Capital
Projects lists sections of roadways the County plans for expanded capacity or
widening, along with the scope of those enhancements. It also covers in length the plan
to add bike paths and bike lanes in accordance with existing County wayfarer plans.
The DEIR, however, never analyzes the loss of farmland resulting from these changes
in infrastructure — it's not even mentioned as a possibility in the DEIR.

Olivas Park Road between Victoria and Harbor is listed as one of the areas planned for
road widening, a stretch of roadway that borders the entire eastern portion of our
farmland and property. While the impact on our farming operation and financial losses

due to property loss are clearly quantifiable, the report fails to list or quantify these
impacts.

e [n Section 3-8, The DEIR states that because there will be no “substantive” change to

the agricultural, open space, or rural designations, the General Plan Update (GPU) will
be consistent with SOAR. No further details beyond this conclusory statement are
provided. There is no way for the reader to come to his or her own conclusion on
whether the GPU will result in inconsistencies with SOAR that might lead to physical
environmental impacts. There is no description of the changes to the Agriculture, Open
Space, and Rural policies to determine whether they are in fact non-substantive.



Given the length and breath of the Draft General Plan update and CEQA analysis, we made an
attempt to focus our initial review and subsequent comments to issues specific to agriculture
and farming. It's clear that the 2040 General Plan will impact the Ventura County local
economy across sectors — all of which influence the ability to live and work in this region. The
DEIR’s lack of analysis of those economic impacts, calis into question the legitimacy of both

the draft General Plan update, and the CEQA analysis. As such, we respecifully request that
the DEIR be recirculated in the hopes that further study will resolve these shortcomings.

| appreciate your consideration.
Sincerely,

William Taylor

Kasey Taylor



VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL: GeneralPlanUpdate@yventura,org
February 25, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Attn: RMA Planning Division
General Plan Update

800 Victoria Avenue L#1740
Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Board of Supervisors and Staff:

We are writing this letter to urge the Board of Supervisors to
reconsider moving forward with the Draft General Plan EIR.
The draft EIR has been accelerated to the point that too many
issues and impacts have not been properly addressed or studied.
These impacts and the corresponding mitigation measures will
have severe impacts to land owners and especially those, like us
in the agricultural industry and other productive economic
segments.

Our family has been involved in the agricultural industry for
more than 100 years in Ventura County. We have owned
numerous land holdings that remain in the family to this date.
We have farmed throughout Ventura County and hope to
continue to do so in the future.

The Draft EIR is deficient on many levels. CEQA requires that
all mitigation measures must be technically and economically
feasible. Numerous proposed mitigation measures are neither.
We have in the past attempted to identify land and any owners
that would be open to sell their development rights for land that
was converting from agricultural to commercial use. Not only
did we not find anyone that would do so, no one would even
quote a price. The only positive response from numerous land
owners were that you can buy my property for full market value



and then you can do what you want. There is not a project that
can be built by adding double land cost to the equation. This was
very recently experienced based on proposed policies at LAFCo.
These policies were eventually not enacted due to the inability
to purchase development rights in an economical feasible
manner. This was when LAFCo was contemplating an acre for
acre ag preserve. The new policy that is proposed in the 2040
General Plan is requiring 2 acres for every 1 acre of land
converted from ag to any other use. This will eliminate the
ability to add any new required ag buildings or even farm
worker housing. The Draft EIR must study these impacts, since
they are not feasible.

The Draft EIR also deals with water in a manner that is not
properly studied. There is no analysis on increased water costs
and diminishing availability of water. Without reasonable water
costs and supply, there is no agricultural industry.

The General Plan indicates that agriculture is a high priority in
the County. However, new policies and requirements in the
General Plan add additional mitigation measures that will make
ag virtually impossible. These include new setbacks, limiting
types of fumigants pesticides and fertilizers. The General Plan
also requires the conversion of all farm equipment to be all
electric. Again, not feasible. The costs to purchase new pumps,
farm equipment and other existing fuel using equipment will
increase operational costs to a point that the County crops will
not be competitive in the open market. These new mitigation
measures are not sufficiently studied and again are not
economically feasible.

The Draft EIR is extremely difficult to read and understand. The
background reports are lacking in depth of what has been
studied other than numerous general statements and very poor
mapping. Detailed studies must be added to sufficiently identify
impacts and the related mitigation measures for both direct and
indirect impacts on the agricultural industry. It is our
understanding that reports and studies need to be timely

prepared. However numerous studies are older than 5 years. Not
timely.



After numerous devastating wildfires over the last few years,
which significantly impacted ag,

the General Plan continues to lay out limiting mitigation
measures for fire prevention. The Wildlife corridor eliminates
any ag operation or fire prevention in the proposed corridor
areas. This is also a major concern not studied in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General plan does not provide
adequate analysis for the expansion of permanent bike paths and
pedestrian walking trails throughout the County. These impacts
are very severe due to constant conflicts from trail users and ag
operations. Spraying, dust, odors from ag operations, along with
impacts created by the trail users. These are usually theft,
vandalism, litter and pet waste. The proposed mitigation
measures require additional setbacks from these trails which
renders additional land unusable for ag operations.

In addition to the above comments on the agricultural aspects
and related land use concerns of the DEIR, the undersigned is
also a mineral owner directly interested in the impacts on oil and
gas production of the DEIR and related General Plan 2040
proposed provisions. In these documents there is a total failure
to address the economic impacts of the various policies
proposed in violation of the requirements for this process,
including but not limited to the loss of royalty income to a large
group of County residents. I join in the detailed comments on
the various deficiencies and concerns identified in the DEIR as
described in the concurrent submissions on behalf of Aera
Energy and other operators delivered this week to the County.

Please look at the long-term consequences of these General Plan
policies and mitigation measures. We formally request
additional studies and a revised Draft EIR that will properly look
at these and many more issues. The DEIR must be corrected
with details of the revisions. Then it can be recirculated.

Sincerely,

Dhdarper HMvnne



Simmons, Carrie

From: Curtis, Susan

Sent: Monday, March 2, 2020 8:49 AM

To: Simmons, Carrie

Subject: FW: VC2040 General Plan Input Re Climate Change Mitigation
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
susan.curtis@ventura.org

Ventura County Resource Management Agency | Planning Division

P. (805) 654-2497 | F. (805) 654-2509

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740 | Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Visit the Planning Division website at verma.org/planning

Ventura County General Plan Update. Join the conversation at VC2040.org
For online permits and property information, visit VC Citizen Access

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, email messages retained by the County may constitute public records subject to
disclosure.

From: Diana Kubilos <kubilos.d@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 5:03 PM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>

Subject: VC2040 General Plan Input Re Climate Change Mitigation

Dear Ms. Susan Curtis,

As a member of the Ventura County Climate Hub, I have signed my name to the very thorough petition sent by
the organization regarding the climate change mitigation- related components of the VC2040 Draft General
Plan (and EIR). I also wanted to add a emphasize a few more points personally, covering some core areas
regarding the urgent and vital climate change mitigation work we need to do, especially in the next decade.

Community Collaboration

Establish a Citizen Advisory Committee, to work with the Board of Supervisors (and relevant County staff), to
help both give input to climate change mitigation efforts, as well as advise the County on critical community
resilience- building work.

Sustainable Transport
Since the transportation sector is a core contributor to carbon emissions, we need to follow the lead of model

green cities (such as Portland, Oregon), and establish cycling/walking linkages throughout core routes in our
cities. I live in Ventura, and believe people here are desperate for more sustainable and healthy transport
options.

Food Security
Please include edible, fire-mitigating, and indigenous trees in Supervisor Parks' 'two million trees' planting

campaign.
1



Water Security

Please support community water resilience- building projects, such as one the Climate Hub is planning, called
"Transition Streets'

Thank you for your critical work,
Diana Kubilos



Simmons, Carrie

From: Curtis, Susan

Sent: Monday, March 2, 2020 8:49 AM
To: Simmons, Carrie

Subject: FW: draft EIR

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
susan.curtis@ventura.org

Ventura County Resource Management Agency | Planning Division

P. (805) 654-2497 | F. (805) 654-2509

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740 | Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Visit the Planning Division website at verma.org/planning

Ventura County General Plan Update. Join the conversation at VC2040.org
For online permits and property information, visit VC Citizen Access

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, email messages retained by the County may constitute public records subject to
disclosure.

From: Michelle Leahy <michelleleahy@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 5:02 PM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>
Subject: draft EIR

We are in a climate emergency. Humanity is facing an existential threat.

In October 2018, the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change sounded the alarm
bells in a dire report, warning that governments everywhere, much take "rapid, far-reaching and
unprecedented changes in all aspects of society” to dramatically cut emissions by 2030 if we hope to
avoid climate catastrophe. And by all governments, that includes Ventura County. So we’ve got just
ten years, and likely even less than that, since more sobering findings regarding tipping points and
feedback loops have come out in recent months. As Bill McKibben puts it, “Winning slowly is the
same as losing” when it comes to climate change.

Since we neglected to take the necessary actions decades ago, we no longer have the luxury to take
small incremental steps; the magnitude and urgency of the crisis requires big, bold, swift action. It

means no more business as usual, no more kicking the can down the road, no more catering to fossil
fuel interests, no more short-term thinking, no more excuses. It means coming together and working

1



toward our collective common good. It means a moon shot, putting a stake in the ground and
committing to achieving it.

The good news is that solutions are readily available, we just need to start acting on them.

The current draft EIR of the general plan update does not meet the urgency of action that the climate

crisis demands. All policy decisions must be seen through a climate impact and mitigation lens.

- Michelle Ellison, Ojai



Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division

Attn: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section

800 South Victoria Avenue, L#1740 REC'D FEB 2 7 2070
Ventura, CA 93009-1740 o

Re: Comments on Ventura County General Plan DEIR

Dear Ms. Curtis:

I am afart of the McLoughlin Family. We have been farming in Ventura County for
approximately 150 years. We currently cwn 300 acres of agricultural property off of Olivas Park
Road in the County of Ventura near the Ventura Marina on Harbor Rd, in proximity to the City of
Ventura.

The McLoughlin family has farmed this land and other parcels for generations going back to
1863. It remains our desire to continue this legacy. However, in the face of never-ending
changes to the regulatory environment, we again find ourselves attempting to ascertain how
new policies and programs as proposed in the draft 2040 General Plan will impact and
challenge our ability to serve as stewards of this heritage.

It had been our hope that the DEIR would provide some clarity and insight into how the new
policies and programs within the revised General Plan would impact our farming operation.
However, that is not the case. Simply said, we believe the General Plan Update and subsequent
Environmental Impact Report fail to adequately analyze or study impacts on the farming
industry.

With that said, we would like to specifically present the following:

* The Background report Table 6-26: Transportation Department Planned Capital
Projects lists sections of roadways the County plans for expanded capacity or widening,
along with the scope of those enhancements. It also covers in length the plan to add
bike paths and bike lanes in accordance with existing County wayfarer plans. However,
the DEIR never analyzes the loss of farmland resulting from these changes in
infrastructure — it's not even mentioned as a possibility in the DEIR.

Olivas Park Road between Victoria and Harbor is listed as one of the areas planned for
road widening, a stretch of roadway that borders the entire eastern portion of our farmland
and  property. While the impact on our farming operation and financial losses due to property
loss are clearly quantifiable, the report fails to list or quantify these impacts.

* In Section 3-8, The DEIR states that because there will be no “substantive” change to
the agricultural, open space, or rural designations, the General Plan Update (GPU) will
be consistent with SOAR. However, no further details beyond this conclusory statement
is provided. There is no way for the reader to come to his or her own conclusion on
whether the GPU will result in inconsistencies with SOAR that might lead to physical
environmental impacts. There is no description of the changes to the Agriculture, Open
Space, and Rural policies to determine whether they are in fact non-substantive.

1202897 .1



Given the length and breath of the Draft General Plan update and CEQA analysis, we made an
attempt to focus our initial review and subsequent comments to issues specific to agriculture
and farming. However, it’s clear that the 2040 General Plan will impact the Ventura County local
economy across sectors — all of which influence the ability to live and work in this region. The
DEIR’s lack of analysis of those economic impacts, calls into question the legitimacy of both the
draft General Plan update, and the CEQA analysis. As such, we respectfully request that the
DEIR be recirculated in the hopes that further study will resolve these shortcomings.

| appreciate your consideration.

/"'. -_; rd
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Simmons, Carrie

From: Curtis, Susan

Sent: Monday, March 2, 2020 8:49 AM
To: Simmons, Carrie

Subject: FW: County buildout study
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
susan.curtis@ventura.org

Ventura County Resource Management Agency | Planning Division

P. (805) 654-2497 | F. (805) 654-2509

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740 | Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Visit the Planning Division website at verma.org/planning

Ventura County General Plan Update. Join the conversation at VC2040.org
For online permits and property information, visit VC Citizen Access

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, email messages retained by the County may constitute public records subject to
disclosure.

From: Kristin Viemeister <viemeister@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 5:02 PM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>
Subject: County buildout study

To: Susan Curtis-

County failed to evaluate mitigation measure for feasibility- 500' set back for "sensitive receptors" from
freeways and high traffic roads.

Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (Policy HAZ10-X) creates a minimum 500' set back for "sensitive receptors"
from freeways and high traffic roads. Yet the County states in the Land Use section of the EIR that "the
majority of the anticipated build out will be within the freeway corridors."

Has the County completed a "buildout study" to ensure that the establishment of this set back still
leaves enough room for development to occur? Will this mitigation measure be economically feasible?

Kristin Viemeister



Sent from my iPhone



RECD FEB 2 7 2020

Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division

Attn: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section ’ e
800 South Victoria Avenue, L#1740 RECD FER < =
Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Re: Comments on Ventura County General Plan DEIR
Dear Ms. Curtis:

| am a%)art of the McLoughlin Family. We have been farming in Ventura County for
approximately 150 years. We currently own 300 acres of agricultural property off of Olivas Park
Road in the County of Ventura near the Ventura Marina on Harbor Rd, in proximity to the City of
Ventura.

The McLoughlin family has farmed this land and other parcels for generations going back to
1863. It remains our desire to continue this legacy. However, in the face of never-ending
changes to the regulatory environment, we again find ourselves attempting to ascertain how
new policies and programs as proposed in the draft 2040 General Plan will impact and
challenge our ability to serve as stewards of this heritage.

It had been our hope that the DEIR would provide some clarity and insight into how the new
policies and programs within the revised General Plan would impact our farming operation.
However, that is not the case. Simply said, we believe the General Plan Update and subsequent
Environmental Impact Report fail to adequately analyze or study impacts on the farming
industry.

With that said, we would like to specifically present the following:

* The Background report Table 6-26: Transportation Department Planned Capital
Projects lists sections of roadways the County plans for expanded capacity or widening,
along with the scope of those enhancements. It also covers in length the plan to add
bike paths and bike lanes in accordance with existing County wayfarer plans. However,
the DEIR never analyzes the loss of farmland resulting from these changes in
infrastructure — it’s not even mentioned as a possibility in the DEIR.

Olivas Park Road between Victoria and Harbor is listed as one of the areas planned for
road widening, a stretch of roadway that borders the entire eastern portion of our farmland
and property. While the impact on our farming operation and financial losses due to property
loss  are clearly quantifiable, the report fails to list or quantify these impacts.

* In Section 3-8, The DEIR states that because there will be no “substantive” change to
the agricultural, open space, or rural designations, the General Plan Update (GPU) will
be consistent with SOAR. However, no further details beyond this conclusory statement
is provided. There is no way for the reader to come to his or her own conclusion on
whether the GPU will result in inconsistencies with SOAR that might lead to physical
environmental impacts. There is no description of the changes to the Agriculture, Open
Space, and Rural policies to determine whether they are in fact non-substantive.
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Given the length and breath of the Draft General Plan update and CEQA analysis, we made an
attempt to focus our initial review and subsequent comments to issues specific to agriculture
and farming. However, it's clear that the 2040 General Plan will impact the Ventura County local
economy across sectors — all of which influence the ability to live and work in this region. The
DEIR’s lack of analysis of those economic impacts, calls into question the legitimacy of both the
draft General Plan update, and the CEQA analysis. As such, we respectfully request that the
DEIR be recirculated in the hopes that further study will resolve these shortcomings.

| appreciate your consideration.
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Simmons, Carrie

From: Curtis, Susan

Sent: Monday, March 2, 2020 8:50 AM

To: Simmons, Carrie

Subject: FW: 2040 General Plan Draft EIR Comment
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
susan.curtis@ventura.org

Ventura County Resource Management Agency | Planning Division

P. (805) 654-2497 | F. (805) 654-2509

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740 | Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Visit the Planning Division website at verma.org/planning

Ventura County General Plan Update. Join the conversation at VC2040.org
For online permits and property information, visit VC Citizen Access

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, email messages retained by the County may constitute public records subject to
disclosure.

From: Dario Grossberger <dariogro@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 5:00 PM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>; chris@rinconstrategies.com; llampara@colabvc.org
Subject: 2040 General Plan Draft EIR Comment

Regarding the 2040 General Plan,
The County failed to analyze the impact of allowing alternative fuel production in an Industrial area.

The County must analyze any impact that creates hazards on public health and safety through the transport, use or
disposal of HazMat and HazWaste.

The County failed to evaluate Policy CTM-6.4 (alternative fueling stations) and has failed to even mention Policy LU-11.X
(alternative fuel production) or Implementation Program LU-Program X (County shall allow the production of alternative
fuel). These policies were not analyzed for impacts - and yet the County claims, without having conducted a complete
and thorough analysis, that the impact will be less than significant (pg. 4.9-12 and 4.9-14).

This analysis was grossly inadequate and needs to be corrected and the EIR needs to be recirculated.

Sincerely yours,



Dario Grossberger



Simmons, Carrie

From: Curtis, Susan

Sent: Monday, March 2, 2020 8:50 AM
To: Simmons, Carrie

Subject: FW: General Plan Comments
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
susan.curtis@ventura.org

Ventura County Resource Management Agency | Planning Division

P. (805) 654-2497 | F. (805) 654-2509

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740 | Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Visit the Planning Division website at verma.org/planning

Ventura County General Plan Update. Join the conversation at VC2040.org
For online permits and property information, visit VC Citizen Access

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, email messages retained by the County may constitute public records subject to
disclosure.

From: Adam Vega <adam@pesticidereform.org>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 4:58 PM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>
Subject: General Plan Comments

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Susan,

| feel there is a great opportunity to improve the Food Security (8.4) section of our General Plan. I've included a link to the Santa
Barbara Food Action Plan for your review. From this plan I've gleaned language which | feel is vital for your consideration!

https://www.sbcfoodaction.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/SBC-Food-Action-Plan-
2016FinalReport-update.pdf

Kk k

INVEST IN OUR FOOD ECONOMY

Invest in Our Food Economy calls us to support a new, diverse generation of food and farming entrepreneurs with training,
education, preferential purchasing policies, and investments in food distribution infrastructure. These upstream investments are
designed to pay increasing dividends over time as these entrepreneurs build local businesses and create jobs.



« Support the next generation of farmers and food system entrepreneurs by creating or
expanding agriculture and vocational education at the high school and community college
level.

INVEST IN OUR HEALTH & WELLNESS

Invest in Our Health & Wellness

Calls us to address the continuing diet-related challenges in our community by creating networks of neighbor-to-neighbor support,
and by engaging employers, teachers, and physicians as partners to promote healthy living. The strategies focus on the information
gaps that make it hard to make good health choices.

e Facilitate the adoption and implementation of workplace wellness policies that include support for healthy
eating behaviors and access to healthy foods.

Thank you,
Adam

Adam Vega

Pesticide Community Organizer

Cdlifornians for Pesticide Reform

4225 Saviers Rd., Oxnard, CA 93033

Phone: (805) 312-6875

www.pesticidereform.org

Working together for a just & sustainable food system since 1996




Simmons, Carrie

From: Curtis, Susan

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 8:23 AM

To: Simmons, Carrie

Subject: FW: Ventura Co Gen Plan-EIR letter 2-25.docx
Attachments: Ventura Co Gen Plan-EIR letter 2-25.docx
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
susan.curtis@ventura.org

Ventura County Resource Management Agency | Planning Division

P. (805) 654-2497 | F. (805) 654-2509

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740 | Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Visit the Planning Division website at verma.org/planning

Ventura County General Plan Update. Join the conversation at VC2040.org
For online permits and property information, visit VC Citizen Access

Pursuant to the California Public Records Act, email messages retained by the County may constitute public records subject to
disclosure.

From: Toril Raymond <toril.raymond@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 8:23 AM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>
Subject: Ventura Co Gen Plan-EIR letter 2-25.docx

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Sent from my iPhone



Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Attn: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section

800 S. Victoria Ave., L #1740

Ventura, CA 93009-1740

GeneralPlanUpdate@ventura.org

Dear Ms. Curtis:

I am writing to call your attention to significant flaws in the process, data, and conclusions of
the Ventura County General Plan, Draft EIR, and supplemental documents.

My great grandfather, Mark McLoughlin (1843-1914), was a true Ventura County pioneer,
purchasing his first 318 acres of undeveloped land in Ventura County in 1875. He was a
hard-working visionary, revered by his community. With his son—my grandfather, James
Patrick McLoughlin—he raised livestock and farmed the land, providing jobs and feeding the
growing towns of Oxnard and Ventura.

Our land, in a vitally important location on Olivas Park Drive across from the Ventura
Marina, has been in the family, and part of the economic fabric of the community, for 100
years. And we want it to be part of the future of this community, with a flourishing
economy, a thriving job market, and unsurpassed quality of life for its residents.

But the General Plan and DEIR do not describe a viable path for us as landowners going
forward.

I will begin with some specific issues regarding language in the Coastal Area Plan, 4-82-83
and 4-94-95. Part of our land is located in the Central Coastal Zone, adjacent to the Ventura
Marina, on Olivas Park Drive at Harbor Blvd. The only conclusion the Plan draws about our
land is the statement that, “unlike the Preble area, services are not readily available to the
Olivas lands.” This is false. Our property has access to all utilities, water, main roads, and the
freeway. Indeed, easements on our property serve surrounding areas with utilities.

The Plan also claims that our property is “not included in the City’s sanitation district
because of problems with water pressure.” This language is irrelevant and incorrect. There is
no evidence that there are water pressure issues, and the sanitation district’s pipelines
actually traverse our property.



While we do not know the original source of these misstatements, such misrepresentations—
now repeated in the Plan—threaten to diminish the value of our land in relation to the
Preble property. And, of course, they undermine the goal and the value of the Plan itself.

The General Plan also speaks of the widening of Olivas Park Drive, our southern boundary.
This would have a direct impact on our property. But the Plan does not address how this
would happen or how it would affect our land.

Damaging misstatements about our property also appear In the DEIR. Contrary to the
portrayal in the DEIR, our property has significant infrastructure in place, as well as prime
accessibility to the highway and the harbor. In fact, with easy access to the marina and beach
community, and with the railroad as part of our eastern boundary, our land is uniquely
suited to be an important part of future economic development in the area. We are entitled
to have all these matters corrected.

I would also like to raise some additional concerns:

1. The General Plan and DEIR continue to ignore the 28% increase in the homeless
population in our community.

2. According to the General Plan, if we were to build an acre of low income / worker
housing we would need to buy two replacement acres of same Ag land to be placed
into perpetual agricultural preservation. This is unrealistic and infeasible, and
certainly not in line with the State government’s housing policies.

3. The EIR does not adequately address the enormous “indirect impacts” that will occur
as a result of implementing the General Plan, calling them “less than significant.”

4. The General Plan contains policies that will increase the costs of normal farming
operations, making it difficult for farming to remain profitable.

5. The Plan does not adequately evaluate the impacts of increased competition for water
in our community.

The EIR is a flawed document, full of errors, that does not disclose all impacts, direct and
indirect, caused by the General Plan. It was obviously rushed—completed in six weeks. It is
inaccurate and incomplete, and fails to provide members of the community with the
information that they are legally entitled to. This EIR should be corrected and reconsidered,
and a reasonable time period should be allowed for meaningful and thoughtful community
input.



Sincerely,



Simmons, Carrie

From: VC2040.org Comments <alan.brown@ventura.org>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 8:53 AM

To: Downing, Clay; General Plan Update; Curtis, Susan; Sussman, Shelley
Cc: Brown, Alan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

You have a NEW Comment
Name:

Sophia Valentina Arce

Contact Information:
sophie2arce@gmail.com
Comment On:

All

Your Comment:

We need a climate action plan with measurable targets and outcomes. The current policies aren't measurable or
enforceable, and are not sufficient to drive the kind of change necessary to meet the greenhouse gas reduction targets.



Simmons, Carrie

From: Scott Hirsch <scotthirschsound@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 9:26 AM

To: General Plan Update

Subject: Re: General Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

To Whom It May Concern,

Climate change is here, its effects are already evident in out county. The General Plan update fails to provide enough emissions
reduction to meet the state-mandated goals. A robust plan, with the help of technical and scientific input, needs to be included for
the 2040 General Plan, including a strong defense of the five pound air emissions limit for the Ojai Valley.

Sincerely,
Scott Hirsch
Ojai, CA

Scott Hirsch




Simmons, Carrie

From: ka lottes <kalottes@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 10:01 AM
To: Curtis, Susan; General Plan Update
Subject: GenPlan Update 2040 & DEIR
Attachments: 2.27.20 letter, to VCRMA, GP.DEIR.docx
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Susan,

Please see my letter attached.
Thanks,

Kathy Lottes



February 27, 2020

Susan Curtis

Manager, General Plan Update Section

VCRMA, Planning Division

800 S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA

E-mail: GeneralPlanUpdate@ventura.org
Susan.Curtis@ventura.org

Re: County of Ventura 2040 General Plan Update and DEIR
Dear Susan,

| am writing to express my support of comments on the 2040 General Plan Update and DEIR submitted
by Dr. Steven Colomé and also those comments submitted by Climate First: Replacing Oil & Gas
(CFROG). As | recall, when the County conducted an early outreach effort on the General Plan Update,
results came back showing a very high level of residents’ concern about climate change. Since then,
we’ve had extraordinary and damaging wildfires including the Thomas Fire and the Woolsey Fire; we've
also had the County’s commissioned report on sea level rise finding the County is highly susceptible both
to the impending sea level rise as well as storm surge flooding. Yet, the County still cannot bring itself to
adequately address and meet greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction goals of the State or even the County’s
own stated General Plan goals.

Ventura County oil and gas production is one of the highest in the state. So, this sector — oil and gas
development, including existing operations — is where we must plan and execute a huge

reduction of GHG emissions over the next 20 years. The problems with the baseline inventory of GHG
emissions, emission forecasting, lack of effective, meaningful policies, inadequate mitigations, and
failure to produce an effective CAP (Climate Action Plan) are laid out in the comments from Dr. Colomé
and CFROG.

The County is failing to take hold of the power of a General Plan and use it - to implement necessary and
important change — to reduce our GHG emissions. In particular, the County must incorporate mitigation
measures to: 1) prohibit all new oil well drilling, 2) prohibit all flaring, and 3) phase out all non-
conforming/antiquated facilities and operations through amortization.

Please remember and embrace the residents’ concern about climate change at the outset of the General
Plan process and show leadership in this time of climate crises. You must act in the best interests of
Ventura County residents.

Sincerely,
Kathryn Lottes



Simmons, Carrie

From: John Foster <jfoster@greenwood-associates.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 10:33 AM

To: General Plan Update

Subject: Comments, Archaeology

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

| would urge the County to include how the agency would establish a "preponderance of evidence that the resource is
not archaeologically or culturally significant." See below. How would this be done and could it be appealed?

The number of archaeological sites in Ventura County is decreasing at a rapid rate and the definition of archaeological
significance should be revised, "that all Native American archaeological sites, should be considered significant since the
prehistoric identity of the Indigenous groups is tied solely to archaeological evidence." Loss of any sites would
irrevocably result in loss of significant portions of their culture.

Thank you for your consideration.

John M. Foster, RPA
President, Greenwood and Associates

For the purpose of this draft EIR, implementation of the 2040 General Plan would have a significant impact on cultural,
tribal cultural, or paleontological resources if it would:
[1 Demolish or materially alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an archaeological resource that
account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) requirements of Section
5024.1(g) of the PRC, unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of
evidence that the resource is not archaeologically or culturally significant. [ | Demolish or materially alter in an adverse
manner those physical characteristics of an archaeological resource that convey its archaeological significance and that
justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency for
purposes of CEQA. L] Demolish or materially alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical
resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California
Register of Historical Resources. [1 Demolish or materially alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that
account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the PRC or its
identification in a historical resources survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the PRC, unless the
public agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the resource is not
historically or culturally significant. Cultural, Tribal Cultural, and Paleontological Resources Ventura County 4.5-6 2040
General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report [] Demolish or materially alter in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in
the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA. [ Demolish or
materially alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical
significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by
a lead agency for purposes of CEQA. [] Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource
as defined in PRC Section 21074. [] Result in the disturbance of human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries. [] Result in grading and excavation of fossiliferous rock (identified as “Moderate to High” or “High”
on Table D.2 of the ISAG) or increase access opportunities and unauthorized collection of fossil materials from valuable
sites.



John M. Foster
President
Greenwood and Associates
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6/21/2019

Susan Curtis

RMA Planning Division, General Plan Update
800 South Victoria Avenue., L #1740
Ventura, CA 93009-1740

RE: Ventura County 2040 General Plan Update and Climate Action Plan

Dear Ms. Curtis,

SoCalGas appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on County’s Preliminary Public
Review Draft General Plan (Draft Plan). We have been continually engaged in the development
of the Draft Plan and further appreciate the opportunities to attend public workshops, planning
commission meetings, and participate in online surveys as means to submit feedback
throughout the planning process. We believe this document will provide valuable direction for
the County to pursue effective, long-term sustainable planning goals. SoCalGas especially
supports the County’s direction to pursue policies that promote furtherance of renewable
energy development and expansion while also contributing to regional and local resiliency. We
support many of the policies currently included in the Draft Plan and look forward to partnering
with the County to achieve these ambitious strategies and actions. We do believe the Draft Plan
could benefit from active identification and incorporation of the following takeaways:

e The Draft Plan can be greatly enhanced by pursuing significant synergies between
production and use of renewable natural gas (RNG) and the County’s renewable
energy goals, waste reduction/diversion targets, and emission reduction strategies.

e Because the pipeline system that delivers RNG is inherently resilient to aboveground
climate events, it can greatly help increase the resiliency of County infrastructure and
operations to climate hazards and impacts.

Most prominently, we are excited at the potential opportunities that exist between the
county’s waste reduction and diversion targets, as stated in the Draft Plan, and development
and use of RNG resources that can drive and incentivize their attainment. RNG can be produced
from existing waste streams within the County, including organic waste, green waste, and
agricultural waste. This aligns with the goals of Strategy PFS-5.5 — “support the beneficial reuse
of agricultural wastes...such as energy generation” and PFS-5.6 — “promote value-added
alternatives to solid waste management, such as...energy.” Further, the organic waste
diversion incentives generated by RNG production would also help the County achieve the
organic waste diversion targets mandated under SB 1383. Similarly, use of existing waste



resources to produce RNG aligns with the County’s emphasis to increase the use of renewable
energy as stated in Policy COS-8 and its supporting strategies that advocate promoting
development and use of renewable energy resources (including bioenergy) and transitioning to
zero net energy buildings (Strategies COS-8.1 and 8.5, respectively). We are ecstatic to see that
such synergies are acknowledged in the GHG Mitigation and Climate Adaptation Measures in
the County’s Draft Climate Action Plan, Appendix B of the Draft Plan, such as in Policy AG-L
which prompts the County to develop a program to coordinate public-private local investment
in biogas control systems.

Because RNG is produced from existing methane sources that are otherwise being emitted into
the air, unabated, capturing these emissions to produce RNG helps reduce both regional and
local methane and GHG emissions. As a short-lived climate pollutant, methane has a greater
global warming potential than carbon dioxide—specifically, methane is approximately 28 times
more potent than carbon dioxide in the atmosphere®2. From a lifecycle perspective, because
RNG production removes a greater quantity of more potent GHG emissions from the air than
what it produces at end uses, its production is a carbon negative process, and can be used to
offset other uses that cannot achieve carbon neutrality. As the County is aware, SoCalGas
recently filed a request with the California Public Utilities Commission seeking to offer RNG to
all customers, which would have significant potential to significantly reduce both local and
regional GHG emissions. in fact, replacing only 20% of existing natural gas supply with RNG
achieves the same emissions reductions as electrifying the entire building sector by 2030, but at
one-third of the cost.? For these reasons, we recommend that the Draft Plan include additional
policies and supportive strategies to promote both production and use of RNG as an incentive
mechanism to enhance organic waste reduction/diversion, in addition to use as a renewable
fuel option for decarbonizing the building and transportation sectors.

The underground natural gas system is more resilient than the aboveground electric system

Use of RNG as a renewable energy source also has synergies with County resilience goals and
targets. As stated at the recent Planning Commission General Plan Update Workshop on June
13, 2019, County staff directly acknowledged the dual importance of decarbonizing energy
supplies but while also keeping in mind the critical importance of energy reliability. As we
know, the impacts of global climate change are set to continually increase in severity, which will
result in more severe wildfires, storms, and floods. Wildfire risk, specifically, is one of the most
prominent climate change hazards facing the County, especially as just over the past two years
Southern California has experienced two of the largest wildfires in the State’s history that
burned millions of acres and destroyed thousands of homes and property, a significant portion
of which occurred within Ventura County. To this end, SoCalGas supports the draft policies

LIPCC. Global Warming Potential Vallueshttps://www.ghgprotocol.org/sites/default/files/ghgp/Global-Warming-
Potential-Values%20%28Feb%2016%202016%29_1.pdf

2 california Air Resources Board (CARB). Understanding Global Warming Potentials.
https://www.epa.gov/ghgemissions/understanding-global-warming-potentials

3 PR Newswire. New Study Advises Policymakers to Consider Renewable Natural Gas for Low-Carbon Buildings
Strategy. August 8, 2018. https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/new-study-advises-policymakers-to-
consider-renewable-natural-gas-for-low-carbon-buildings-strategy-300691318.html|




aimed at enhancing local adaptative capacity such as Policy HAZ-11.4, which supports education
and outreach efforts to inform local communities about climate change impacts, and Policy
HAZ-P, which aims to identify critical infrastructure vulnerable to extreme heat.

As seen in the recent wildfires and mudslides that ravaged Southern California, energy system
vulnerability is a significant factor that affects local resilience to such hazards. As the electric
system is almost entirely aboveground, it is significantly more exposed to threats and, when
impacted, can not only leave hundreds to thousands of residents without power at their
homes, but also affect operation of critical facilities. For example, in 2017 the Thomas Fire
damaged electric power lines throughout the City of Ventura. Because the City’s water pumps
to supply water to firefighters ran on electricity without any other form of backup power,
firefighters were unable to get water from the pumps to put out burning residences®. If the
water pumps had been connected to a backup power system, such as a natural gas generator,
firefighters would have been able to access the water.

In contrast, as the natural gas system is mostly underground, it is very resilient to extreme
weather events. For example, in 2012, after Superstorm Sandy, the entire natural gas system in
the Northeast was essentially intact, allowing residents to support back-up generators, cook,
and keep warm. Businesses with natural gas-powered fuel cells were able to operate and
compressed natural gas (CNG) buses in New Jersey were used to shuttle residents to safety>.
Further, when Hurricane Harvey temporarily disabled almost 30% of the nation’s refining
capacity, CNG shuttles were able to continue operating, and hospitals that had on-site
combined heat and power systems were able to provide urgently needed medical attention,
despite flooding. These examples demonstrate the critical role natural gas infrastructure can
play in supporting local and regional energy supply resilience in the face of extreme climate
events and use of renewable natural gas can achieve additional co-benefits in reducing GHG
emissions.

SoCalGas has been engaging with stakeholders and consultants to conduct case studies and risk
assessments of the natural gas system with the intent to demonstrate the security and
resilience of our system. SoCalGas intends to use this information to help local and regional
cities and counties undertake similar efforts to identify system and infrastructure vulnerability.
We also offer our annual Climate Adaptation and Resilience Grant® to local cities and counties
to help fund efforts to update and develop local adaptation and resilience plans. We greatly
appreciate recognition of our grant in the Draft Climate Action Plan and encourage the County
to apply during this year’s application period.

#|CF. Case Studies of Natural Gas Sector Resilience Following Four Climate-Related Disasters in 2017.
https://www.socalgas.com/1443742022576/SoCalGas-Case-Studies.pdf

5 https://www.energy.gov/eere/articles/5-ways-alternative-fuels-aid-response-hurricanes-and-natural-
disasters?utm_source=EERE+Weekly+Digest+of+Clean+Energy+News&utm_campaign=f048cbec65-
EMAIL_CAMPAIGN_2017_09_25&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_96dffafa2f-f048cbec65-34678197

® SoCalGas Climate Adaptation and Resiliency Planning Grant Program. https://www.socalgas.com/smart-
energy/sustainability-at-socalgas/climate-grant




Looking forward, we believe renewable natural gas will play an important role in the County’s
renewable energy plans and help it achieve State GHG emission reduction goals, organic waste
diversion goals, as well as climate resiliency goais. Decarbonizing our natural gas delivery
system keeps intact the inherent energy efficiencies of direct uses of natural gas, at lower
carbon-content, while also demonstrating synergies with County waste reduction goals by
boosting efforts to enhance organic waste management and recycling. SoCalGas appreciates
the opportunities provided by the County to engage throughout the formation of this Draft Plan
and hopes to continue communication for the duration of the planning process. If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to reach out via telephone or email. Thank you!

Sincerely,

Jennifer Pezda, MESM
Environmental Policy Advisor
Southern California Gas Company
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Dear County Supervisors and members of the Planning Commission:

| am deeply concerned about our future if we do not take significant action to curb green house gas
emissions. Fossil fuel useisdriving climate change. The impacts associated with climate change
include droughts, fires, forced migration of animal and humans (which is one of the treats to national
security), sealevel rise, spread of disease and threats to biodiversity, to name afew. Also fossil fuels
threaten the ocean ecosystem (because of acidification), reduce air quality, pose threats to our water
supplies, are afire threat (note recent refinery fires), and threaten economic stability because of
volatile fossil fuel markets. Current levels of CO2 are at historic highs yet we still put more into the
atmosphere. The scary thought to meisthat it takes decades for nature to take CO2 out of the
atmosphere. Estimates range from 30 — 90 years (Ref: Archer, David (2009). " Atmospheric lifetime of
fossil fuel carbon dioxide". Annual Review of Earth and Planetary Sciences. 37. pp. 117-34). Other
literature cites ranges from 20 — 200 years. So even if we stop all GHG emissions today, the earth will
still be coasting to awarmer climate for decades.

Oil Production

| am concerned that Ventura has oil operationsthat | feel pose arisk. Some financial advisors are
advising investment firms to be wary of fossil fuel investments. Asrenewable and green energy
become increasingly less costly than fossil fuels and the projected displacement of petrol fueled cars by
EVs, the market for fossil fuels will drop dramatically in the 2020s causing many oil operationsto drop
out of the market, leaving stranded assets. (Ref: See works by authors Ross Tessian and Tony Seba.
Blackrock Investments.) So, not only could oil operationsin Ventura become uneconomical, thereisa
risk to Ventura that cleanup of abandoned operations will be dropped on Ventura's doorstep.

Qil production threatens the health of residents |ocated close oil operations. Benzene, toluene, and
hydrogen sulfide, among others, pose health risks, especially to children. To many in the community
thisis an environmental justice issue. Wells must be properly shutdown to insure safe environment for
the community.

| recommend phasing out oil operations in the county as soon as possible and cleaning up the operation
sites before they become a County financia liability.

Transportation

Technology will disrupt transportation in the 2020s. Many transportation experts are predicting
economics will price petrol-fueled vehicles out of the market mid 2020s. Why, because EV's will be
cheaper to produce, cheaper per mile to drive and much cheaper to maintain. (They havetypically
about 18 moving parts compared to 1,000+ moving parts for apetrol car.) Also, battery improvements
will lead to cheaper, longer range, faster charging and longer lasting batteries. Already there are many
Tedlas that have more than 250,000 miles on their batteries and Tesla estimates that their new batteries
will last to about 1 million miles). Note that electric vehicles don't use much, if any, oil for lubrication.
Thiswill lessen the roadway oil runoff and its associated impacts. And EV's are quieter.

Autonomous el ectric vehicles will start to come onlinein the 2020s. Thiswill start a dramatic change
in the transportation model. Ride hailing of autonomous vehicles will become the norm. In the future,
most people will not own cars— It will be cheaper to just hail aride with your smartphone. Just tell
your phone where you want to go and when, and the ride hailing service will send an autonomous
vehicleto pick you up. | envision most future urban transportation will be done thisway. (Ref Three
Revolutions: Steering Automated, Shared and Electric Vehicles to a Better Future by Daniel
Sperling, 2018).




This revolution will mean less land is needed for parking and many parking lots may be repurposed.
Transportation over long distances could be done with rail lines and the last miles be done with hailed
autonomous vehicles. Rail lines could be built in the medians of many of the existing highways. One
specific project could be alight rail connecting CSUCI to the 101 Freeway (Camarillo MetroLink
Station). Autonomous trains could provide continuous and on demand service to greatly increase travel
convenience. This could be modeled after airport transportation light rails, such as at Hartsfield Airport
inAtlanta. (An aside, rail service should be used where possible in place of vehicles with rubber tires
to reduce hazardous air particulates). Because of the coming changes, the County should carefully look
at the wisdom of investing in road expansions with the possibility that fewer cars will be on the roads
in the future.

Also note that the authors Ross Tessian and Tony Seba, to name afew, predict that these changes to
will occur quicker than we think, maybe less than a decade.

Economics
Many of the investmentsin renewal energy will pay for themselvesin less than a decade.
Implementation of renewable projects should be viewed as an investment. To meit is ano-brainer.

| would encourage the County to assist home owners, builders and apartment owners to find financing
for renewal and energy saving investments. Maybe bundling, facilitated by government agencies,
would create opportunities for more and less expensive funds to be available.

Renewables have few externa costs, whereas fossil fuels have many such as climate change impacts,
air pollution, water pollution, health hazards, fire hazard, security costs (domestic and foreign),
subsidies, spills, and oil runoff from vehiclesto name afew. We al pay for these hidden costs.
Considering these costs make the renewabl es even more attractive.

Other

In the future homes and buildings should run only on electricity — Use heat pumps for heating and
cooling, hybrid electrical water heaters and electrical cooking appliances.

Solar panels on rooftops & batteries for housing increases grid stability, reliability and security. It
reduces electrical distribution costs and reduces the need for peaker plants. Peaker plants will be a
thing of the past.

Environmental justice is a problem in the County, especially near oil operations. Environment justice
should be given a heavy weight in considering the future projects to protect Ventura citizens, especially
the children.

Comments on some specifics:

CTM-6.6 Policy CTM-6.5: Electric Vehicle Charging Stations.

Comment: Electric vehicles could offer electrical grid stabilization at a low capital cost by
utilizing part of their storage to supply power during high electrical demand or when other
renewals are not available. This applies to EVs used for personal as well as ride hailing services.
As such, charging during daylight hours becomes very desirable and thus charging stations



should be required at all public buildings and parking lots. Businesses should also offer charging
at their facilities. Charging hubs that have storage capability to allow for very rapid charging, say,
less than 10 minutes, should be built and possibly located at under utilized sites.

Policy COS-8.10: Battery Energy Storage Systems.

Comment: County buildings and critical services should be backed-up using battery storage.
This battery storage could be part of a Virtual Power Plant concept (need to coordinate with
electrical utilities) and could bring revenue to the County by supply excess capacity during peak
demand. Back-up has become very important due to disruptions in electrical service due to fires
and fire prevention. These comments also apply to Implementation Program T: Energy
Consumption Performance.

Policy PFS-7.6: Smart Grid Development.

Comment: Smart grid development is vitally needed to stabilize the grid through both load
leveling and utilizing electrical storage efficiently. Battery storage can instantly respond to load
variations which will greatly improve efficiency and reduce reserve power levels from variable
sources. County building should be equiped with storage and made part of the smart grid.

Thank you for you time and consideration.
Respectfully,

Wayne Morgan
Ventura, CA
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California Independent Petroleum Association
1001 K Street, 6t Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 447-1177

Fax: (916) 447-1144

CIPA

February 27, 2020
VIA ELECTRONIC DELIVERY

Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Section Update

Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
800 S. Victoria Ave., L#1740

Ventura, CA 93009

GeneralPlanUpdate@ventura.org

Re: Comments on Ventura County 2040 General Plan Draft Environmental Report (State
Clearinghouse No. #2019011026)

Dear Ms. Curtis,

The California Independent Petroleum Association (CIPA) appreciates the opportunity to submit
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the County of
Ventura’s (County) proposed update to its existing general plan (GP 2040). While we
appreciate the County’s efforts to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
in preparing the DEIR, our review of the DEIR reveals that it contains numerous legal defects.
Many sections of the DEIR must be substantially revised, and the DEIR must be recirculated,
before it can be considered for certification.

CIPA represents several independent oil and gas producers in the County. CIPA’s producer
members actively contribute to the County’s economic base, provide myriad local employment
opportunities and produce oil and gas resources within the County in an environmentally
responsible manner.

CIPA seeks to promote greater understanding and awareness of the critical role domestic oil
and gas production plays in powering the County’s vibrant economy. Local oil and natural gas
producers provide both the energy and the building blocks of nearly every material that County
residents utilize on a daily basis, and we recognize that the affordability, reliability and
resilience of those supplies will largely determine whether the County achieves a more vibrant


mailto:GeneralPlanUpdate@ventura.org

and inclusive economy, a more equitable society, and continued improvements in
environmental quality.

The policies and additional restrictions proposed in the general plan (GP 2040) will devastate
the vitality of the County of Ventura by: eliminating thousands of high-paying, middle-class
jobs; costing the County tens of billions of dollars; relinquishing tens of millions of dollars in
local tax revenues; raising the cost of living for all Ventura residents; and threatening the
economy and the livelihoods of Ventura residents by increasing dependence on unreliable
foreign sources of oil.

The DEIR not only lacks proper analysis on the economic impacts said restrictions and policies
will have on the residents of Ventura County, but relies on factually incorrect and underpin

assumptions to complete its analysis.

For these reasons and many others, we urge the County to revise the DEIR and recirculate
before it’s considered for certification.

CEQA COMMENTS:

1. CIPA joins in the comments submitted by Aera Energy LLC.

CIPA member Aera Energy LLC has submitted a number of comments concerning the legal
adequacy of the DEIR, and CIPA joins in those comments.

2. CIPA joins in the comments submitted by Western States Petroleum Association.

The Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA) has also submitted numerous comments on
the DEIR. CIPA joins in those comments as well.

3. The DEIR’s GHG emissions analysis is legally flawed.

To reduce the production of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions we must decrease our reliance on
energy imports for over 90% of our natural gas, 70% of our oil and 30% of our electricity needs.
GP 2040 proposes adoption of policies that will significantly increase Ventura’s dependence on
imported energy, meaning that Ventura is delegating its environmental leadership to other
states, countries and regimes that do not share our environmental, labor, and human rights
standards.

The DEIR concedes that adoption of GP 2040 will cause the County to rely on imported energy,
but fails to quantify, evaluate or propose mitigation for the resulting increase in GHG emissions.
In section 4.12, the DEIR states that “the demand for California-produced oil and gas would be
satisfied through the importation of additional oil and gas from other countries and Alaska,
which in turn could have indirect environmental impacts such as those associated with
transporting the oil and gas from outside of Ventura County.” This is extremely alarming since



the increase of imported energy has a clear and direct impact on our environment, much more
than from the result of local production. The DEIR makes no attempt to analyze this impact.
The DEIR must evaluate this known adverse impact and propose feasible mitigation measures.

4. Factually incorrect and unsupported assumptions underpin much of the DEIR’s
analysis.

The DEIR assumes that new discretionary permits will be issued for oil and gas wells, but fails to
recognize the fact that oil and gas operations within the GP 2040 boundary will continue to
operate under, valid and vested entitlements. To the extent the DEIR assumes that such
operations will be subject to further discretionary review and the imposition of additional
mitigation measures and/or conditions, that assumption is incorrect as a matter of law, and all
analysis flowing from it is flawed.

GP 2040 Policies COS 7.2 and COS 7.3 are presented in the DEIR as limiting effects on human
health. The DEIR cites a County of Los Angeles 2018 report as the basis for assuming that stated
limiting effect on human health. What the Draft EIR fails to mention or quantify in any
substantial manner, is the fact that the County of Los Angeles 2018 report’s conclusions and
recommendations lack grounding scientific research. The report lacks objective scientific data
from the County of Los Angeles; reviews other jurisdictions outside of California when making
recommendations or claims; uses weak, unsubstantiated, misleading language and science;
excludes the County of Los Angeles Department of Heath’s own data and previous studies.

The Draft EIR also makes reference to the 2019 City of Los Angeles Oil and Gas Health Report.
That report clearly states, “There is a lack of empirical evidence correlating oil and gas
operations within the City of Los Angeles to widespread negative health impacts. The lack of
evidence of public health impacts from oil and natural gas operations has been demonstrated
locally in multiple studies by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health, the Los
Angeles County Oil & Gas Strike Team, the South Coast Air Quality Management District and the
comprehensive Kern County Environmental Impact Report and Health Risk Assessment.” Lastly,
the DEIR relies in part on unsettled legislation, Assembly Bill 345. Assembly Bill 345 is not law
and the DEIR cannot treat it as such.

We thank the County for this opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR for GP 2040, and
we ask that these comments be included in the record of proceedings in this matter. As set
forth above and further articulated in the comments submitted by Aera Energy LLC and WSPA,
the DEIR suffers from numerous legal defects. These defects must be cured and the DEIR must
be recirculated



Sincerely,

Ta7—

Rock Zierman
Chief Executive Officer
California Independent Petroleum Association
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To: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update, Susan.Curtis@ventura.org
Comments on COS-7.2 setback requirements for oil and gaswells, DEIR for GPU 2040
From: Carol Holly, 10508 Sulphur Mountain Road, Ojai, CA 93023

Proposed General Plan 2040 Policy:

e« COS-7.2: Oil Well Distance Criteria. The County shall require new discretionary
oil wells to be located a minimum of 1,500 feet from residential dwellings and
2,500 from any school. (RDR) [Source: New Policy]

The DEIR suggests a mitigation measure to the above policy to decrease the setback from
schools (and to include day care centers) from 2500" to 1500°. The reasoning in the DEIR for
this decrease in setback isto allow a potentia operator in the future who perhaps wanted to drill
an oil well without directional drilling to place the well on the drill pad anywhere they want. The
DEIR stretches common sense with this argument. If the future operator can drill horizontally
1500 as stated in the DEIR, why not 2500’ ? Thereis adifferencein the cost of drilling, but the
risk to the health and safety of young children far outweighs the small economic cost to an
operator or two.

| was an elementary school principal in Ojai Unified School District for 22 years. In my role,
among other things, | was responsible for ensuring the health and safety of children assigned to
my school. Many young children suffer from asthma and skin allergies. All children loveto run
and play at recess. Itiscritica that those sensitive children are protected from unwanted and
unnecessary exposure to air toxins that may cause serious complications leading to poor school
attendance and miserable days of recovery time.

In my last assignment before retiring, | was principal at a school with three classrooms of specia
needs children, some of whom were medically fragile and who suffered from life-threatening
childhood illnesses. This latter group of children were often highly sensitive to changesin their
environment and the reactions they suffered were sometimes immediate and very serious. |
remember asking one mother of such achild, “when would you like meto call 9117" Her
response was, “any time you want to.” As chilling as that sounds, it was real.

Air toxins are dangerous to anyone in close proximity to the source of the emissions, but they are
especially dangerous to young children. Children who are medically fragile may find them
intolerable.

Bad Accidents Happen

In 2006, oil well #36 in the Ojai Oil Field began spewing a mixture of brine water and oil at the
rate of 210 gallons per minute (5 barrels) after a 3.1 magnitude earthquake on the San Cayetano
Fault (see attached DOGGR report).  Summit School at that time had a population of
approximately 80 K-6 grade students. The school is cited about 1000’ from well #36 (see
attached map). The well continued to spew atoxic mix of brine water and unknown other



chemicals used in the capping process onto the land for three months. The well casing break was
very difficult to get under control. Finally, after accruing a cost of 4 million dollars, the flow
was stopped. During the entire time the well was being worked on by teams of international well
control experts no one at the school was notified of the disaster unfolding on the hillside upwind
from the school. Children continued to play on the playground, teachers taught physical
education, parents with babies dropped off and picked up their students. No one knew. Where
was the Ventura County Environmental Health Department? Where was DOGGR? Where was
the fire department whose station isjust afew hundred feet east of Summit School? Were any
tests done on air quality near the school ?

After the well was capped and the drill rigs and heavy equipment all cleared out, a parent of
children at the school was told of the disaster by a worker from the oilfield. The story spread and
we were collectively horrified. There was never any follow-up study or even a quick check-in to
see how the children of Summit School were doing. No one knows if the school attendance went
down, or if there are students with lasting health issues caused by breathing toxic chemicals for
three months. No one knows because no one asked.

If staff and the industry assert in response to this comment that there is no evidence that anyone
was sick or hurt by the break in well #36, be aware. How can there be evidence when 1) no one
knew of the emergency in real time, 2) no studies were ever done to look for possible effects of
the spill to human health at the school and 3) the air quality at the school was never tested?

A setback distance of 2,500', roughly 1/3 of amile, is about all we can do to protect the health of
young children at a school near active or idled oil and gas activities.

| can assureyou that no onewith a medically fragile child would ever rent or buy a house
1500’ from an active oil well if they could possibly avoid it, why would they haveto send
their child to a school 1500°' from such a well?

Please rgect the mitigation measure and retain the 2500 setback from schools and day
carecenters.

Thank you,
Carol Hally,
Retired Elementary School Principal, Ojai Unified School District,

M S Educational Administration



ABANDONMENT OF WELL “OJAI” 36

On March 3, 2006, immediately following a seismic event aong the San Cayetana fault in the
Sespe ail field, idle-well “Ojai” 36, located approximately five miles west along this same fault
zone in the Sisar Creek Area of the Ojai oil field, began to flow water at a rate of five barrels per
minute. Well records indicated the well penetrated a fault and had encountered a high-pressure
water sand. The operator, VPC, contracted with international well-control specialists Boots and
Coots to begin emergency operations to secure the well site and bring the well under control.
Division staff were on location daily to witness operations. Thewell was eventually killed with 20
pound-per-gallon mud and permanently plugged and abandoned by May 1st a a cost of
approximately $4 million (Photos 1 and 2).

Photo 2

Photo 1

“2006 Annua Report of the State Oil & Gas Supervisor.” California Department of
Conservation— Division of Qil, Gas, & Geothermal Resources, 2007.



Arbelaez, Jhon, Shaye Wolf, and Andrew Grinberg. On Shaky Ground: Fracking, Acidizing, and
Increased Earthquake Risk in California. Pg. 14, 2014. Print.
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John Brooks
140 Beech Rd
Newbury Park, CA 91320

February 27, 2020

Transmitted via e-mail: generalplanupdate @ventura.org

Susan Curtis,

Ventura County Resource Management Agency,
Planning Division

800 S. Victoria Ave

Ventura, CA 93009

Re: Comments on County General Plan and Climate Action Plan

Dear Ms. Curtis:

| appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the County’s General Plan and
the integrated Climate Action Plan. It is a very significant undertaking and | wanted to
recognize that staff has made great strides in incorporating the diversity of interests and
often conflicting perspectives.

| have attached comments to this letter and divided them into comments specifically
addressing a Policy/Program and an additional more generic set of comments,
resources and research that | relied on as part of my evaluation or | was unsure which
section or sections to include them in. Hopefully the additional context will assist in the
refinement of the GP and CAP.

There is an overreliance on state legislation as a source of emissions reductions in the
early years. Local efforts need to be more robust given the urgency of the issue and the
potential that the IPPC targets are not substantive enough given the latest scientific
analysis. Please see the CFROG letter from June 5, 2019 for a more comprehensive
overview. To avoid redundancy, | am not replicating all the CFROG comments.
However, | am including them as part of my comments by reference.

Sincerely,

John Brooks
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Climate Change Resources & Comments

Specific comments on sections of the CAP
LU-11.4 Change Shall to Require
LU-16.5 Change Shall to Require

LU-18.5 — “encourage stakeholders” and “have opportunity to learn about” is a pretty low bar. Please
upgrade to County shall conduct programs/outreach in their neighborhoods or community gatherings
and include multi-lingual capabilities as needed to reach out to the Hispanic and Mixteco populations.

PFS-1.2 & 1.3 — The County should adopt a policy of considering the 100-year projections when
evaluating infrastructure since these facilities have significant sunk costs and it is significantly cheaper to
upgrade when planning a facility versus retrofitting an existing building.

PFS-2.3 State law requires commercial buildings to be zero net energy (ZNE) in 2030. The County should
show leadership, by requiring all new buildings to be ZNE and existing buildings to be in substantial
compliance if the County is leasing greater than 50% of the building space.

PFS-E — The County procurement policies should be updated to require all suppliers, vendors and
consultants to disclose the sustainability of their operations. The County could award as little as one
point to this category, however, the requirement to disclose will have a significant effect on the
adoption of policies and procedures that are environmentally beneficial. The County could develop a
one-page form checklist that they submit with their bids. Alternatively, large corporations can share
their corporate sustainability or ISO certifications and smaller ones can show that they follow the
Ventura County Green Business practices if they have already completed those more comprehensive
processes.

C0S-8.1 — include promotion of microgrids as both a carbon reduction and resiliency measure for PSPS
events.

C0S-8.9 - Change Shall to Require and have a list of recommended shade trees appropriate for that
region and tolerant of parking lot conditions. This could assist with stormwater mitigation measures and
help reduce financial impacts to the County from flow into the public ROW.

COS-H — Ensure that the goal is net additional trees beyond replacement of dead/dying trees or
mitigation trees for a project. Recommend that preference be given for tree planting in EJ or low-income
communities.

COS-M —In addition, oil companies should pay an extraction fee per barrel for an insurance mitigation
fund to ensure that abandoned wells and sites owned by bankrupt companies do not become a burden
to taxpayers.

COS-Z — These should be online with easily understandable charts or graphs enabling the public to
understand the data and compare to the projected savings to determine if individual measures are
being met.
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COS-CC | commend the recommendation to establish a Climate Emergency Council to advise the Board.

COS-DD — A critical component to assist in the development and implementation. An Office of
Sustainability should be established within the CEQ’s office and the primary staffperson in charge of this
effort should be a direct report to the CEO recognizing both the critical and cross-cutting nature of this
work and ensure the full cooperation of all County offices.

COS-EE - Measures should be incorporated to ensure that projects continue to implement requirements
after the project if finished and occupancy is granted or face substantial penalties. For example, if they
bypassed one or more measures, they could agree upfront to a penalty of 10x the carbon wasted with
the funds going to assist in low-income areas of the county to weatherize or otherwise reduce their
carbon footprint.

Haz-1.4 — The County should develop reach fire codes for the urban-wildland interface to minimize both
property damage and the danger to emergency responders trying to protect structures in the new fire
environment.

Haz-10.7 Change to read that the County will purchase ZEVs, unless they are not readily available in the
vehicle class or purpose needed or the lifetime cost of the vehicle including purchase, fuel and
maintenance exceeds 15% of the cost of a non-ZEV. The County needs to show leadership and these
vehicles are a very public way to showcase the transition to the low-carbon economy.

HAZ-11.6 What provisions will be made to identify and transport those without transportation and the
elderly or disabled who cannot afford or do not have access to AC to cooling centers? Will the cooling
centers be open 24/7? One of the problems is that the nights are heating up faster than the days so
residnets may need to stay overnight. Will animals be allowed in these facilities?

PSPS/Wind Events

PSPS outages — need to be prepared for 3-7 days of electricity outages. These are not considered
emergencies by the Red Cross, so they will not staff shelters. If a substantial part of the county is
without power, we will need cooling shelters (with power) which can be a mix of day use only and
overnight shelters. The centers will need to have robust electrical charging stations to run oxygen tanks
and other medical equipment. Medicines may need to be refrigerated and monitored. Have the shelters
been retrofitted with generators or are they wired correctly for three-phase generators? Where will
generators be located to quickly deploy especially if routes like the 101 freeway are closed?

A power outage may do the following:

Disrupt communications, water, and transportation

Close retail businesses, grocery stores, gas stations, ATMs, banks, and other services
Cause food spoilage and water contamination

Prevent use of medical devices and operations or medical/senior center facilities
From Ready LA County

A spike in generator purchases and rentals by people unfamiliar with their safe operation is likely and
may result in carbon monoxide poisoning.

7.13 Wildfire — The County should adopt reach codes for fire.
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Although Santa Anas have decreased in in frequency and severity of extreme wind events, the Santa Ana
window or primary season is moving to Nov-Jan. This could result in more fires in this period,
particularly in dry years?.

7.13 P —Should also include infrastructure at risk that the County does not control but relies on.

7.13 Does not include anything related to the more intense rains and flooding expected from less
frequent, but more intense storms.

In addition, wildfire has profound effects on storm runoff, erosion, and sedimentation in the complex
terrain within Ventura County. For several years following a fire, runoff rates can more than double due
to fire-driven changes in soil properties that render it water-repellant and reduce infiltration rates (USGS
2005; USGS 2019). Short-duration, high-intensity precipitation under these conditions increases surface
runoff that can cause movement of ash, burned vegetation, soil, rocks, and other debris. This material is
scoured from steep channels and moved downslope where it may impact communities or infrastructure
below as a debris flow.

9.8 G —The County should adopt a policy to establish parcel-based water budgets to prepare for the
implementation of the state water efficiency mandates “Making Water Conservation a Way of Life”. This
will ensure that parcels that use more than their fair share are targeted for outreach and punitive
measures as necessary to comply with the state law.

10 Economic Vitality
EV-4.2 Economic Development Opportunity

California and Ventura County are well-positioned to be leaders in the development and deployment of
greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction solutions that will assist in the transition to a low-carbon

economy. Because of California’s size and early adoption of significant environmental controls, Cap &
Trade, AB 32, and mandatory organics recycling, the state is already a key player in finding sustainable
solutions that include cleaner emission vehicles, energy efficient appliances, and green chemistry
requirements. These are also the types of jobs and opportunities we need to develop locally to provide
opportunities for our youth and to sustain our region.

The aerospace sector was a huge boost to the Southern California region in the 70s. The Bay area has
developed the Silicon Valley, and North Carolina has the Research Triangle. What were the key
components that enabled these areas to develop into such well-known powerhouses? How can we
leverage the transition to a green economy and position Ventura County as a regional Green Innovation
Hub?

Next 10 in November 2014, published the Regional Clean Economy Series of five reports highlighting five
sectors of the state that are forming and nurturing regional clean economy sectors focused on the “core
clean economy.” Next 10 is an independent, nonpartisan organization that focuses on the environment,
the economy, and the quality of life for all Californians.

! Ventura_Climatechange_Review_Oakley.pdf slide 28
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They define the core clean economy as, “businesses that provide the cutting-edge products and services
that allow the entire economy to transition away from fossil fuels and use natural resources more
efficiently.”

The regions and core clean economy focus for their reports include:

Los Angeles and Orange — advanced transportation

Sacramento — electric vehicles, building energy efficiency and solar, waste-to-energy

San Diego and Imperial — smart grid and biorenewables

San Francisco Bay Area — advanced transportation, energy storage, building energy efficiency
San Joaquin Valley — water-agriculture, renewable energy

ukwnN e
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General Comments

Requested Policy — Each County department should prepare a Climate Action Plan that evaluates their
footprint, mitigation measures, risks to their clientele and mitigation or outreach measures that they will
adopt. A substantial portion of this may be done by centralized staff. However, the department staff
need to understand the issues and incorporate mitigation measures into their routine activities. This
could be the Public Works department, the County Health Department. Climate changes will impact
their day-to-day operations and they need to start recognizing, planning for and accommodating those
changes.

Economic Related issues

Requested Policy - The Pacific Coast Highway in the Malibu region and the 101 between Ventura and
Santa Barbara are both vulnerable. Short-term shutdowns would be disruptive. However, if the corridor
was closed for multiple months this would significantly impact traffic and may result in substantial
economic impacts. Critical infrastructure should be evaluated regardless of ownership and mitigation
plans prepared as warranted.

Article related to Ventura County

Fires, floods and free parking: California’s unending fight against climate change — Scott Wilson,
Washington Post December 5, 2019

Since 1895, the average temperature in Santa Barbara County has warmed by 4.1 degrees Fahrenheit,
according to The Post's analysis. Neighboring Ventura County has heated up even more rapidly. With an
average temperature increase of 4.7 degrees Fahrenheit since preindustrial times, Ventura County ranks
as the fastest-warming county in the Lower 48 states. [Some climate scientists believe that there is an
error in the Post’s projections].

Public Health

Climate change has been called “the biggest global health threat of the 21st century” (Costello et al.
2009). In the LA region, the health impacts of climate change are far-reaching, including direct and
indirect impacts related to extreme heat, poor air quality, wildfires, infectious diseases, floods and
mudslides, mental health concerns, and increasing disparities caused by disproportionate impacts to
vulnerable populations. (NOTE: LA Region includes Ventura County in the analysis) ...

The number of extreme heat days in southern California is expected to increase considerably by the
middle of the century as a result of climate change (pp. 11-12). Extreme heat is one of the most
significant health impacts of climate change and already causes more deaths each year in the United
States than floods, storms, and lightning combined (Berko et al. 2014). Exposure to extreme heat can
cause direct heat-related illness (heat cramps, heat exhaustion, and heat stroke) and death, and can also
exacerbate certain existing medical conditions. Heat waves are associated with increases in the number
of people seeking emergency medical care for a variety of health conditions, though the magnitude of
this effect depends on many factors, including geographic location, demographics, and availability of
adaptive strategies such as air conditioning. During California’s 2006 heat wave, there were 16,166
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excess emergency department visits and 1,182 excess hospitalizations across the state, with increases in
visits for kidney related diseases, diabetes, and cardiovascular disease (Knowlton et al. 2009)>.

While all residents are affected to some extent by extreme heat, certain populations are more vulnerable
to severe impacts. These include (a) low-income communities and communities of color, which often
experience a greater urban heat island effect due to a lack of trees and other vegetation, and which have
lower access to air conditioning (Reid et al. 2009a); (b) older adults, young children, people with chronic
medical conditions, and people taking certain medications, who are physiologically vulnerable to the
effects of heat (Kenny et al. 2010; Reid et al. 2009a; Tsuzuki-Hayakawa, Tochihara, and Ohnaka 1995);
and (c) outdoor workers (Bethel and Harger 2014), people experiencing homelessness (Harlan et al.
2013), and others who spend a significant amount of time outside and are more exposed to extreme
heat. Unlike cities that have consistently experienced extreme heat in the past, the housing stock in LA is
not designed for extreme heat. Approximately 51% of households in the LA-Long Beach area have central
air conditioning (American Housing Survey 2015). While California code requires that landlords provide
adequate heating facilities in homes, air conditioning is not a requirement. Moreover, the LA region’s
affordable housing crisis may prevent many renters from being able to move to air-conditioned homes
where they would be less impacted by heat. Access to air-conditioned spaces may be additionally limited
by factors such as mobility, vehicle ownership, perceptions of neighborhood safety, and distance to
transit. These factors can prevent vulnerable populations from implementing adaptive and health
protective strategies, such as getting to cooling centers or other air-conditioned locations.?

Do we know the percentage of our houses without AC? Although many resident’s dependent on social
security or other limited income may not turn on the AC even if they have it in their homes due to
financial concerns it would be a starting point.

Climate change may impact mental health through various pathways, including but by no means limited
to (a) increases in the frequency and severity of extreme weather events; (b) increasing economic
instability; and (c) uncertainty about the future of the planet. Extreme weather events such as fires and
floods can have acute mental health impacts. Clear links exist between extreme weather events and
anxiety and depression (Kar and Bastia 2006), post-traumatic stress disorder (Neria, Nandi, and Galea
2008; Kar and Bastia 2006), and suicide (Krug et al. 1999).%

Public transit infrastructure - Transit design can mitigate human exposure to extreme heat (p. 44).
Exposure to extreme heat can result in heat-related illnesses such as heat cramps, heat stroke, and heat
exhaustion, and can also exacerbate pre-existing conditions. Further, extreme heat may discourage
transit use altogether. Environmental exposure results from access and waiting. Transit users from areas
with low residential density, limited high capacity roadways, and irregular street networks not located
along direct paths between major activity centers, are likely to experience prolonged access and/or
waiting times (Fraser and Chester 2017a).... The placement of transit stops impacts how long passengers
are exposed to the environment, and, coupled with walking, may leave them at risk for negative heat-

2 Fourth Climate Change Assessment — LA Region pg 21
3 Fourth Climate Change Assessment — LA Region pg 22
4 Fourth Climate Change Assessment — LA Region pg 24
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related outcomes. Walking times can vary significantly by age and physical condition. They can increase
by up to 30% for the slowest age group (Bohannon and Williams Andrews 2011).°

Human health effects of extreme heat

Climate change poses a threat to public health. Heat causes more reported deaths per year on average
in the United States than any other weather hazard (NOAA, 2017). In addition to the long-recognized
health impacts of extreme heat, hospital admissions and emergency room visits, deaths and other
adverse health outcomes have been associated with the warm season in California.

In 2006, dramatic increases in many heat-related illnesses and deaths were reported in California
following a record-breaking heat wave. During the summer months, large urbanized areas can
experience higher temperatures compared to nonurban outlying regions. “Urban heat islands” create
health risks both because of the increased temperatures and because of the enhanced formation of air
pollutants. Warming temperatures can amplify the transmission of mosquito-borne diseases (such as
West Nile Virus) and make conditions more hospitable for invasive species that may transmit diseases.

While difficult to track using indicators, climate change can impact human well-being in many ways,
including injuries and fatalities from extreme events, and respiratory stress from poor air quality (Mellilo
etal., 2014).6

Climate Change is a Health Emergency — Coalition of health organizations

Yale Climate Connections on Health

Information on the health effects of climate change from the Third National Climate Assessment’s
Health Chapter.

Mental Health

People's anxiety and distress about the implications of climate change are undermining mental health
and well-being, according to a new federal report reviewing existing research on the topic. Issued by the
U.S. Global Change Research Program, the report is the first time the federally mandated group has
published an assessment solely focused on climate change and health.

The report is notable for another reason, too: It contains a chapter devoted to mental health and well-
being, a significant step forward for an assessment of this type, says lead author Daniel Dodgen, PhD, a
clinical psychologist at the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Preparedness and Response. "l think people realize that if you're going to talk about health,
you have to talk about mental health," he says.

The report also found that:

Exposure to climate- and weather-related natural disasters can result in mental health consequences
such as anxiety, depression and post-traumatic stress disorder. A significant proportion of people
affected by those events develop chronic psychological dysfunction.

5 Fourth Climate Change Assessment — LA Region pg 50
% Indicators of Climate Change in California pg 161
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Some people are at higher risk for mental health consequences from weather-related disasters. Among
them are children, pregnant and postpartum women, people with pre-existing mental illness, people who
are economically disadvantaged, those who are homeless and first responders to the disaster.

Representations of climate change in the media and popular culture can also influence a person's stress
response and mental well-being.

Climate change is threatening mental health -= American Psychological Association

Target populations of Concern

Outside workers (including County staff)
Children

Medically fragile, asthmatics, etc.
Pregnant women

vk wNE

Pregnancy effects According to research published in Nature Climate Change, birth rates were 5% higher

on days when the temperature exceeded 90 degrees Fahrenheit. And, perhaps more concerning, births
on those days occurred up to two weeks earlier — and 6.1 days earlier on average — than they would
have otherwise.

“That’s enough to take somebody from what’s considered to be a pretty healthy pregnancy into a ‘we
are somewhat worried’ pregnancy,” said Alan Barreca, a UCLA professor of environment and human
health and lead author of the study.... Early delivery could cause long-term harm to the affected infants.
Previous research has shown that early deliveries are linked to cognitive differences later in childhood,
though it’s unclear whether this applies to heat-related early deliveries specifically. Another study found
a direct link between mothers experiencing extreme heat during their third trimester of pregnancy and
reduced income for their offspring once they reach adulthood. That might be due in part to earlier
deliveries, too.

Air Quality - Hotter future temperatures (Section 2.2) will act to increase surface ozone concentrations
both due to chemistry producing more ozone and higher rates of biogenic emissions, while increases of
water vapor also influence chemistry by increasing ozone production in already polluted areas (Steiner et
al. 2006). It’s been estimated that ozone could increase up to 5-10 parts per billion (ppb) by 2050 in LA
(Jacobson 2008; Pfister et al. 2014), and the number of days with ozone over 90 ppb could increase
between 22-33 days (Abdullah Mahmud et al. 2008).”

Water
Drought
Anticipate a 64% decrease in snowpack by end of century?®

By virtue of its Mediterranean climate and location along the periphery of the Pacific subtropical high,
California experiences warm and dry summers with wet winters. During the wet winter months, which in
Southern California typically begin in November and terminate in March, the bulk of precipitation arrives
in a few, large storms (Dettinger et al. 2011; Oakley et al. 2018b). Should these storms not arrive due to

7 Fourth Climate Change Assessment — LA Region pg 20
8 Ventura_Climatechange_Review_Oakley.pdf slide 20
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the presence of a persistent blocking ridge of high pressure in the North Pacific Ocean, precipitation
deficits will be large (Cook et al. 2018). These deficits will be superimposed with climatologically high
evaporative demands and may be exacerbated by above-normal winter season temperatures. Such dry
years occur commonly in California, and multi-year periods of severe drought are not uncommon.
However, evidence from various locations in California and throughout the southwestern United States
indicates that extreme droughts lasting decades to several centuries have occurred numerous times since
the end of the last ice age (e.g., Stine 1994; Benson et al. 2002; Woodhouse et al. 2010; Dingemans et al.
2014). The most recent extreme and persistent droughts occurred during the Medieval period,
approximately 800-1000 years ago, with locally warm and dry conditions inferred from paleoproxy
evidence provided by sedimentary cores taken from Zaca Lake in the San Rafael Mountains of Santa
Barbara County (Dingemans et al. 2014). These droughts indicate that such extreme periods of aridity
can occur under natural conditions (i.e., independent of human-driven changes in greenhouse gas
concentrations) implying consideration of extended drought is prudent to sustainable water resource
management, especially if projected warming increases drought risk Hatchett et al. 2015). Modeling
studies of the Central Sierra Nevada have shown these droughts to be of comparable precipitation
deficits to the most recent California Statewide drought that began in winter 2012 and ended in January
of 2017 (Hatchett et al. 2015). The severity of the recent drought was exacerbated by anomalously warm
temperatures driving a surplus in atmospheric evaporative demand and reducing the fraction of
precipitation falling as snow in mountain regions (Williams et al. 2015b; Hatchett et al. 2017). The
duration and severity of the recent drought varied statewide, with Ventura County being one of the first
regions to go into drought conditions and one of the last to emerge (U.S. Drought Monitor 2019).9

Rain
4.2 Implications of Changes in Precipitation

e The number of dry days increases in the spring and fall (Fig. 4.6); however, there is little change
projected in precipitation totals for these seasons (Fig. 4.2), implying some intensification of precipitation
in these seasons, although these increases grow with time (Appendix A). Prolonged dry periods are
associated with wildfire activity (e.g., Nauslar et al. 2018). With more dry days there may be potential for
a longer wildfire season due to additional opportunities for persistence of dry conditions.

e Groundwater recharge is projected to decrease in the Southwest in a warming climate (Niraula et al.
2017) and may in part be related to increasing rainfall intensities (Dettinger and Earman 2007).
Precipitation intensification at the seasonal to sub-daily timescales may have implications for the
methods by which groundwater recharge occurs or how surface water is conveyed, captured, and stored.

* Roughly half of models project more frequent days exceeding historic 85th percentile daily precipitation
totals (Fig. 4.7), resulting in more days with storm water management concerns if these outcomes are
realized.

e Intensification of sub-daily precipitation (Figs. 4.8-16) raises concerns for increased flash flooding
(Modrick and Georgakakos 2015), landslides, and debris flows (e.g., Oakley et al. 2018a) in a warming
climate. In addition to the potential for increased threats to life and property, this may have impacts on
infrastructure design and water resource management.

% Ventura Climate 2019_Bookmarked.pdf pg 51-52
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e Potential for storms with similar atmospheric characteristics to historic events to produce greater event
total precipitation due to warming and ability for greater amounts of water vapor to be present in the
atmosphere (Figs. 4.17-18; Prein et al. 2017).

e With uncertainty in annual precipitation changes, potential for increasing dry days, and increased
temperatures (Section 3) and evapotranspiration (Section 5), diversified water supply portfolios will likely
allow for more resilient water management (Sterle et al. 2019).10

Atmospheric rivers (Ars) show a 20-50% increase in frequency of ARs along west coast and studies
suggest fewer, but stronger and longer duration ARs in SoCal.11 ARs can transport ten times the volume
of the Mississippi River in water vapor and release a significant amount of the water when they rise over
the coastal mountains.

Moreover, the peak season of atmospheric rivers may also lengthen, which could extend the flood-
hazard season in California. The current generation of GCMs project a nearly 40% increase in
precipitation during atmospheric river events over southern California by the late-21st century under
RCP8.5. The number of atmospheric river events is also projected to increase in the future, possibly
around a doubling of days by the end of the century (Warner et al. 2015; Hagos et al. 2016; Gao et al.
201512).

Short-duration, high intensity rainfall

Because of their ability to trigger flash floods and mass movements, short duration, high intensity
precipitation events pose a major threat to life and property in Ventura County.*?

Floods 1.5-2x more likely to exceed top 0.05% of historic hourly precipitation4.

If these rains occur after a significant fire then widespread flooding, mud flows and/or slope failure
could result.

Evaporative Demand

Evapotranspiration represents the fluxes, or transfer, of moisture from open water and soil moisture
(evaporation), and plant transpiration of water to the atmosphere under ambient conditions....

Historically, positive changes in ETO have been associated with increased water demand (Hobbins and
Huntington 2017), increased wildfire activity (Abatzoglou and Williams 2016), and ecosystem impacts
(Schwinning and Sala 2004). Thus, with projected ETO increases, the following impacts may be
anticipated:

¢ All seven models project county-wide increases in annual ETO, with minimum increases of at least 2 in.
and maximum increases of approximately 6.5 in, which may impact water demand for crops (Hall et al.
2018), ecosystems, and municipal water use.

10venturaClimate2019_Bookmarked.pdf pg 31

1 Ventura_Climatechange_Review_Oakley.pdf slide 19
12 Fourth Climate Change Assessment — LA Region pg 14
13 VenturaClimate2019_Bookmarked.pdf pg 6

14 Ventura_Climate_Projections_Hatchett.pdf slide 35
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e The greater thirst of the atmosphere will deplete soil and plant moisture leading to faster rates of fuel
moisture decline and longer periods of dry vegetation. This will increase the susceptibility of landscapes
to wildfire and drought, as there is the potential for vegetation to dry more quickly and for longer periods
of time.

e Reductions in soil moisture associated with increased ETO may reduce runoff production in some areas.
The greatest increases in ETO (and thus reductions in soil moisture) are projected to occur in inland
elevated terrain.*®

Although the greatest changes in absolute ETO occur during summer (Fig. 5.2c), percentage-wise, the
largest increases (between 4-8%) are observed during fall in terms of spatial extent and magnitude (Fig.
5.3d). This will add stress to vegetation, decrease fuel moisture, and increase fire risk. Dry conditions
extending into the late fall and early winter have a greater chance to coincide with Santa Ana winds.
These conditions can lead to destructive wildfires such as the December 2017 Thomas Fire (Nauslar et al.
2018) and the November 2018 Woolsey Fire. Spring and summer show similar magnitudes of change and
are consistent in the locations of change, though the core regions of greatest percentage increases shift
westward from the Santa Clara River watershed (Fig. 5.3b) to the Ventura River watershed (Fig. 5.3c)
during summer?®®.

Beyond Los Angeles: Imported Water Availability

The LA region is intimately connected to other Western U.S. watersheds. Water supply agencies rely on
imported water for a majority of regional water supply (Gold et al 2015; Porse et al. 2017). Three main
water sources supply metropolitan LA water agencies: the California Aqueduct as part of the State Water
Project, the Colorado River Aqueduct that supplies southern California’s allocation of Colorado River
water, and the LA Aqueduct that imports water from the Owens Valley. Imported sources comprise a
majority of water demands. For instance, in LA County, imported sources meet 55-60% of annual urban
water demands, with the remaining amount supplied by groundwater (35-40%) and recycled water for
nonpotable uses such as irrigation. From 2000-2010, these water agencies received an annual average of
810,000 acre-ft from MWD’s imported sources, through in recent years averaging closer to 700,000 acre-
ft. The entire American Southwest is expected to see increased drought and reduced availability of future
water for agriculture and growth (MacDonald 2010). Such large-scale changes across a broad
geography, which includes California, will pose unique risks for each of the massive infrastructure
systems that import water to LA.

A substantial portion of Ventura County’s water comes from the State Water Project
through MWD.

The State Water Project of California brings water from the northern and western Sierra Nevada
mountains south through the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta to urban and agricultural users in southern
California. Historically, the State Water Project contributed the majority of water supply to MWD’s
sources (53% from 1976-2010). Numerous studies have documented the likely shifts in precipitation
regimes that will result from climate change in California, including reductions in snowpack, advances in
the timing of runoff leading to reduced seasonal capture and storage capacity, and hotter coastal and

15 VenturaClimate2019_Bookmarked.pdf pg 45-46
16 VVenturaClimate2019_Bookmarked.pdf pg 48
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inland temperatures increasing demand (Anderson et al. 2007; Brekke et al. 2004; N. L. Miller, Bashford,
and Strem 2003; Tanaka et al. 2006; Vicuna and Dracup 2007; Dracup and Vicuna 2005). Additionally,
the system of reservoirs will face increasing operational risks in managing more extreme rainfall events
and preventing floods (Brekke et al. 2009). Applying such projections in planning can be challenging,
given longterm uncertainties and sunk costs in current infrastructure (Groves, Yates, and Tebaldi 2008).
Given these long-term likelihoods, the reliability of water deliveries from northern California will likely stir
significant continued political debate and uncertainties, especially regarding future management
alternatives for critical habitat and conveyance areas of the California Delta (Madani and Lund 2010).*

7 Fourth Climate Change Assessment — LA Region pg 62-63
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Earthquake/levee collapse threats to water supply

“The problem becomes almost intractable,” he continued. “Keep in mind, one failure took 5100 million
to fix, and now we’re looking at scores of failures, so the water managers for the state are petrified of
this. They are not sure they can ever get this system up and running, or at the very least, it’s going to
take multiple years. So this is pretty serious.”

“The State Water Project is essential, both from the volume standpoint as it provides a lot of our water,
and from a water quality perspective, as the water quality is quite good from it. As currently configured,
the levees are highly vulnerable, not necessarily for San Andreas events but for the local events directly
beneath. The repair time is uncertain; it’s almost certainly very long. They don’t even know how long it
would take, and | think by any measure, it is not resilient, and this is the problem.”

https://mavensnotebook.com/2018/01/03/earthquake-resilience-southern-californias-water-
distribution-systems/

Making Water Conservation a California Way of Life

“Making Water Conservation a California Way of Life” (Governor’s Executive Order B-37-16) replaces
and increases water conservation requirements. AB 1668 (Friedman, 2018) and SB 606 (Hertzberg,
2018) implement various provisions of the Governor’s Executive Order including the establishment of
long-term urban water use efficiency standards, an indoor water budget of 55 gpcd which decrease over
time, and outdoor allocations based on irrigated or irrigable landscaped area.

Based on industry recommendations the state set a provisional standard for indoor water use of 55
gallons per person, per day. This standard was based on a report produced by the Water Research
Foundation. To ensure that this standard is reasonable the state will be funding a research study to
determine an appropriate budget.

Also, the state is developing an outdoor water usage standard based on irrigated area and other factors
like local climate conditions.

Based on these standards, all water districts will be given a maximum water budget for their agency. The
budgets are being developed currently, with a draft budget expected January 2021, and the final budget
at the end of 2021. While the state is developing the standards, we will be developing the tools and
processes necessary to track and stay within the budget.

Proposals also include a requirement for each agency to develop a five-year drought plan, including
conservation strategies necessary to achieve conservation levels that range from ten percent up to, and
beyond, fifty percent reduction in water usage.

Each agency must document the steps to be taken in the event of a water conservation reduction of:
o 10%

o 20%
o 30%
o 40%
e 50%

e Beyond 50%
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How climate change could threaten our water supply
Published 11:00 a.m. PT July 8, 2017 |
Gov. Jerry Brown announces that California will host a global climate summit.

SACRAMENTO - When it comes to California and climate change, the predictions are staggering: coastal
airports besieged by floodwaters, entire beaches disappearing as sea levels rise.

Another disturbing scenario is brewing inland, in the sleepy backwaters of the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta. It’s a threat to the Delta’s ecosystem that could swallow up a significant portion of California’s
water supply.

Scientists from government and academia say rising sea levels caused by climate change will bring more
saltwater into the Delta, the hub of California’s water-delivery network. As a result, millions of gallons of
fresh water will have to be flushed through the Delta, and out into the ocean, to keep salinity from
inundating the massive pumping stations near Tracy. That will leave less water available for San Joaquin
Valley farmers and the 19 million Southern Californians and Bay Area residents who depend on Delta
water — eventually as much as 475,000 acre-feet of water each year, enough to fill Folsom Lake
halfway, according to one study by the Public Policy Institute of California.

“With rising sea levels, with climate change, that creates additional pressure coming in from the ocean,”
said Michael Anderson, the state’s climatologist, in a recent interview. “Sea level rise is going to become
more of an influence.”

It figures to become a pocketbook issue for practically any Californian who drinks water that runs
through the Delta. A 2010 study by scientists from the University of California, Davis said rising seas,
coupled with the inundation of some islands in the western Delta, will translate into higher costs for
purifying water for human use. The additional cost could go as high as S1 billion a year, “making the
Delta less desirable as a conventional water source,” the study said.

That cost doesn’t include the S17.1 billion Gov. Jerry Brown proposes to spend on the Delta tunnels, his
controversial plan for reshaping the estuary’s plumbing system.

Brown’s administration is heralding the threat from climate change as one of the reasons for building the
tunnels, which would increase water bills for urban Southern Californians and San Joaquin Valley
farmers. An environmental impact statement released by state and federal officials in December said the
tunnels are needed to prevent a significant cutback in water deliveries from the Delta.

Without the tunnels, the ability to pump water south “will be reduced under future climate and sea level
rise conditions,” state and federal officials wrote. “Delta exports would be reduced by as much as 25
percent by the end of the century.”

Complicating the issue, climate scientists also agree a warmer climate will mean more rain and less
snow. The Sierra snowpack serves as a giant reservoir that naturally releases water long after the rainy
season ends. If more of California’s precipitation falls as rain instead of snow, much of that water will
flow to the ocean in winter and spring, while it’s still raining. That will leave less water available in
summer to satisfy human needs and to offset salinity in the Delta.
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Saltwater is already a problem at the Contra Costa Water District, which serves 500,000 residents in
eastern and central Contra Costa County. Its location near the spot where water becomes brackish in the
Delta puts Contra Costa on the front lines of the battle against salinity from the ocean. One of its four
main intake pipes at the western edge of the Delta is precariously close to the point where water
becomes too salty to drink without substantial treatment.

The agency has invested millions on intake pipes that are further and further away from the ocean. In
1997 it opened an intake along the Old River closer to the heart of the Delta. In 2010 it spent $80 million
building another intake a few miles east of the Old River facility. It considered building a desalination
plant a few years ago, but the project, estimated to cost S175 million, has been tabled.

Contra Costa’s main weapon against salinity is Los Vaqueros Reservoir, a 19-year-old man-made lake.
Though it’s in the southwest Delta, it feeds off a pipeline from a San Joaquin River tributary from the
east. Its purpose is to hold 160,000 acre-feet of fresh water that Contra Costa uses to dilute the supply
that washes in from the Pacific.

“Things can get very salty for prolonged periods of time,” said Maureen Martin, the agency’s senior
water resources specialist, during a recent tour of Los Vaqueros.

Contra Costa has spent nearly $560 million on Los Vaqueros, and it isn’t done yet. Working with 11 other
Bay Area agencies, it’s developing a plan to expand Los Vaqueros’ capacity by two-thirds, an S800 million
project.

Martin said her agency doesn’t consider sea-level rise “an imminent threat to Delta water quality.” But
the scientific projections are influencing Contra Costa’s long-term planning on Los Vaqueros and other
facilities.

Climate change “would probably cause the Delta to become saltier,” she said. If climatologists are
correct, the just-ended drought gave Delta residents a taste of things to come. In 2015, when the
drought was at its worst and relatively little fresh water was trickling through the estuary, state officials
worried about a surge of saltwater gushing in. The Department of Water Resources built a temporary
rock barrier on the West False River, near the heart of the Delta, to hold back the salty ocean water.

The price was 537 million, including the expense of removing the 150,000 tons of rocks when the rainy
season started. State officials declared it a successful investment. The barrier helped the state avoid
releasing 90,000 acre-feet of water from upstream reservoirs to flush out the salinity.

Over the long haul, state officials believe keeping the salt at bay will be crucial to the viability of the
State Water Project and the federal government’s Central Valley Project, the delivery networks that
move much of Northern California’s water through the Delta to the water agencies of Southern California
and the San Joaquin Valley.

It’s a task that could become increasingly difficult as sea levels rise. Not only will higher waters bring a
generally higher volume of salt into the estuary, they will put more stress on the 1,100 miles of levees
protecting Delta farms and homes. A levee breach could inundate the SWP and CVP pumping stations
with saltwater, forcing them to shut down and reduce operations.

It represents one of the state’s arguments for the tunnels project: By diverting a portion of the
Sacramento River’s flow at Courtland, at the northern fringe of the Delta, and piping it directly to the
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Tracy pumps, the state and federal water projects can sidestep much of the saltwater and keep pumping
water more reliably.

“The location of the north Delta diversion facility is further inland, making it less vulnerable to salinity
intrusion,” officials wrote in the environmental report last December.

Tunnels opponents aren’t swayed by that argument.

They don’t dispute that rising seas will bring more salt to the Delta. But they say the tunnels would
actually worsen the problem and make Delta water dangerously salty for farming and drinking water
needs. By pulling some of the fresh water out of the Sacramento at the upstream location, opponents
fear it will increase the salt concentration in the remaining water flowing through the Delta. In that
respect, they’re insulted that the threat from global warming is being used to justify the project.

“Whatever the truth might be about the extent or arrival of (climate) changes, the theory is being used
as one more arrow shot at us,” said John Herrick, attorney for the South Delta Water Agency.

“There isn’t a shadow of a doubt in our minds that once they’re able to take water from up north, they’d
doom us,” he added.

Distributed by Tribune Content Agency
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Simmons, Carrie

From: Jenn Foster <jenniferfoster7317@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 12:45 PM

To: General Plan Update

Subject: General Plan 2020 Updates

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Hello,

| would urge the County to include how the agency would establish a "preponderance of evidence that the resource is
not archaeologically or culturally significant." How would this be done, by whom would it be done, and could any
decisions be appealed?

The number of archaeological sites in Ventura County is decreasing at a rapid rate and the definition of archaeological
significance should be revised, "that all Native American archaeological sites, should be considered significant since the
prehistoric identity of the Indigenous groups is tied solely to archaeological evidence." Loss of any sites would
irrevocably result in loss of significant portions of their culture.

Thank you for your consideration.



Simmons, Carrie

From: Jen Hernandez-Munoz <jhernandez@cecmail.org>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 12:48 PM

To: General Plan Update; Bennett, Steve; Parks, Linda; Long, Kelly; Supervisor Huber;
Zaragoza, John

Cc: Sigrid Wright; Michael Chiacos; Cameron Gray; Allegra Roth

Subject: Comments - Ventura County 2040 General Plan - Draft Environmental Impact Report

Attachments: CEC-SB VC2040 DEIR Comments to the Board.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Chair Bennett and Supervisors,

Please find attached Community Environmental Council’s comments regarding the Ventura County General Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report. We appreciate your efforts in this endeavor and the opportunity to share our feedback
with you.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Herndndez-Mufioz

she/her/hers | they/them/theirs

Energy & Climate Program Associate

Community Environmental Council

0: (805) 963-0583 x102

C: (805) 402-7302 (preferred)

Community Environmental Council creates regional solutions to climate change.




February 27, 2020

Board of Supervisors, Ventura County
Ventura County Government Center
Hall of Administration

800 S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

Re: Ventura County 2040 General Plan: Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Chair Bennett and Supervisors,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Ventura County General Plan Update. The Community Environmental
Council (CEC) is working with dozens of partners on many climate solution projects
throughout Ventura County, including electric vehicle readiness, energy efficiency
planning, renewable energy and energy storage development, food waste reduction,
and carbon farming and sequestration activities.

Ventura County is the fastest warming county in the lower 48 United States, and is
already experiencing a range of devastating and expensive impacts®. While language
in the DEIR is careful to point out that federal policy lacks support for strong emissions
regulation and that most local GHG emissions will come from current development,
the State of California is leading with innovative programs to drive down emissions
and the County should implement the most effective local policies that will curb
emissions, mitigate impacts, and build community resilience in the current climate
crisis.

CEC strongly urges the County to set higher carbon reduction goals, as well as
incorporate a carbon neutrality goal at or before 2045, as guided by Executive Order
B-55-18, mandating that California reaches carbon neutrality by 2045. CEC suggests
the County of Ventura adopt a similar goal as the County of Santa Barbara, planning
for a 50% reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from 1990 levels by 2030. CEC also
encourages the County to set aggressive carbon neutrality goals, such as the City of
San Luis Obispo’s current Climate Action Plan seeking carbon neutrality by 2035.

1 https://www.washingtonpost.com/graphics/2019/national/climate-environment/climate-
change-california/




As acknowledged in the draft General Plan (page 4.8-40), the County will not reach the goal of reducing
emissions to 41.3% of 2015 baseline levels by 2030 through the policies outlined. Although the County’s
goal is to reach the 2030 goals for GHG emissions reductions, the DEIR only quantifies approximately
30% of those emissions reductions and leaves the rest to mostly voluntary actions. Further, the DEIR
indicates that the climate impacts of GHG emissions resulting from growth over the next 20 years will
be “significant and unavoidable”, yet presents very few quantifiable mitigation actions to reduce them.
As a result, the County is at a very high risk for failing to meet its own GHG emissions reduction goals,
the state’s goals of Carbon Neutrality by 2045, and for experiencing increased climate impacts.

In response, CEC suggests modifying existing policies or creating new policies to include more
guantifiable targets to support the following:

e An oil and gas tax on new and existing operations that seeks to slowly phase out oil and gas
production by 2045, in line with State carbon neutrality goals, while creating revenue to fund
climate action programs

Parking and pricing policies that disincentivize driving
Electrification of light duty and medium-heavy duty vehicles
Increased zero-emissions vehicle miles traveled

Electrification of the county fleet

An actionable food waste reduction plan that supports SB 1383
An unincorporated county zero waste goal

e Restrictions on new oil and gas development

Elimination of existing oil and gas operations within environmental justice communities
e Programs to sequester carbon in our natural and working lands

Adopting these enforceable policies will have a measurable impact that can be accurately assessed in
the EIR.

In 2019, CEC partnered with the Ventura County Regional Energy Alliance and the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District to develop an Electric Vehicle Readiness Blueprint? that outlined targets and
strategies for a county-wide transition to zero emissions vehicles in-line with State mandates. We
suggest that the County refer to this document as a reasonable guide for setting policy goals with
quantifiable impacts. The County can leverage its role as an employer of approximately 8,000 people to
enact measures such as building charging stations at all county facilities and establishing programs to
help employees adopt EVs at a faster rate than the general population.

The County can lead by example by emulating the State’s mandates for zero emissions vehicles in its
general services department?. The County can also look to the City of San Luis Obispo’s goal of replacing

2 https://www.vcenergy.org/electric-vehicle-blueprint/
3 https://green.ca.gov/fleet/about/initiatives/




40% of VMT with electric miles by 2030 for setting its own similar target in the unincorporated County
areas.

As it stands, Appendix B is not an actionable climate action plan. It kicks the can down the road by
proposing a Climate Emergency Council (CEC), established under COS-CC, to consider future policies.
Instead, actionable policies should be included by the County through this planning process.

CEC would like to recognize the efforts of the general plan team to incorporate Environmental Justice
themes throughout the draft General Plan; however, there is a glaring lack of accountability to Ventura
County’s environmental justice and frontline communities in the DEIR as well as a lack of prioritizing
projects that would correct these historic injustices. Specifically, there is no analysis or mitigation
strategy to support the plan’s Environmental Justice guiding principle to “...protect disadvantaged
communities from a disproportionate burden posed by toxic exposure and risk...”. Failure to deeply
analyze which communities face disproportionate impacts, beyond the SB 244 definition of a
“disadvantaged unincorporated community” creates a gap in addressing their needs outside of the
parameters of basic environmental protection outlined in LU-17.3.

CEC recommends that the County establish a more substantial, locally relevant definition of an
Environmental Justice Community with both qualitative and quantitative elements. The County should
also prioritize specific mitigation measures for disproportionately impacted communities, or set
enhanced mitigated measures for growth in those communities, and incorporate them into the EIR.

While the draft plan and draft EIR are stated to be in line with state mandates for GHG emissions
reductions, they fall short of meeting the bold and drastic changes needed to help our communities be
truly adaptive and resilient. The draft General Plan fails to adequately mitigate for climate change
impacts, finding a significant and avoidable impact. Other communities have adopted more complete
Climate Action Plans that calculate mitigation measure that allow these agencies to reduce their
emissions in line with State goals. The County of Ventura’s planning fails in these areas and needs
significant revision before the EIR can be certified and the General Plan adopted.

Sincerely,

o

- :_::-:i S I_; -_E__—_

Sigrid Wright

Executive Director, Community Environmental Council



Simmons, Carrie

From: Ventura County Archaeologicalical <vcas.arch@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 1:26 PM

To: General Plan Update

Cc: Curtis, Susan; julie swift

Subject: VC2050 General Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Dear Ms. Curtis:

Regarding the proposed VC2040 General Plan, we request the County to include how the agency would establish a
preponderance of evidence that the resource is not archaeologically or culturally significant. How would this be done
and could it be appealed?

The number of archaeological sites in Ventura County is decreasing at a rapid rate and the definition of archaeological
significance should be revised, "that all Native American archaeological sites, should be considered significant since the
prehistoric identity of the Indigenous groups is tied solely to archaeological evidence." Loss of any sites would
irrevocably result in loss of significant portions of their culture.

Thank you for your consideration.
Respectfully,

Julie Swift

President-Elect

Ventura County Archaeological Society
VCAS.arch@gmail.com or julie_swift@ymail.com https://www.venturacountyarchaeologicalsociety.com



Simmons, Carrie

From: bev <bevg@hvwonline.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 1:26 PM

To: Curtis, Susan; General Plan Update

Subject: Letter

Attachments: doc02310820200227132001.pdf; doc02310920200227132011.pdf
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org
Please see attached | etter.
Thank you.

Bill Kendall



EPIC GROUP

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL: Ge

February 25, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Attn: RMA Planning Division

General Plan Update

800 Victoria Avenue L#1740
Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Board of Supervisors and Staff:

We are writing this letter to urge the Board of Supervisors to reconsider moving forward with the Draft
General Plan EIR. The draft EIR has been accelerated to the point that too many issues and impacts have
not been properly addressed or studied. These impacts and the corresponding mitigation measures will
have severe impacts to land owners and especially those, like us in the agricultural industry and other
productive economic segments.

Our family has been involved in the agricultural industry for more than 100 years in Ventura County. We
have owned numerous land holdings that remain in the family to this date. We have farmed throughout
Ventura County and hope to continue to do so in the future.

The Draft EIR is deficient on many levels. CEQA requires that all mitigation measures must be technically
and economically feasible. Numerous proposed mitigation measures are neither. We have in the past
attempted to identify land and any owners that would be open to sell their development rights for land
that was converting from agricultural to commercial use. Not only did we not find anyone that would do
so0, no one would even quote a price. The only positive response from numerous land owners were that
you can buy my property for full market value and then you can do what you want. There is not a
project that can be built by adding double land cost to the equation. This was very recently experienced
based on proposed policies at LAFCo. These policies were eventually not enacted due to the inability to
purchase development rights in an economical feasible manner. This was when LAFCo was
contemplating an acre for acre ag preserve. The new policy that is proposed in the 2040 General Plan is
requiring 2 acres for every 1 acre of land converted from ag to any other use. This will eliminate the
ability to add any new required ag buildings or even farm worker housing. The Draft EIR must study
these impacts, since they are not feasible.

The Draft EIR also deals with water in a manner that is not properly studied. There is no analysis on
increased water costs and diminishing availability of water. Without reasonable water costs and supply,
there is no agricultural industry.

The General Plan indicates that agriculture is a high priority in the County. However, new policies and
requirements in the General Plan add additional mitigation measures that will make ag virtually

1601 EASTMAN AVENUE, SUITE 100
VENTURA, CALIFORNIA 93003

(805) 642-4773  FAX (805) 642-4662



impossible. These include new setbacks, limiting types of fumigants pesticides and fertilizers. The
General Plan also requires the conversion of all farm equipment to be all electric. Again, not feasible.
The costs to purchase new pumps, farm equipment and other existing fuel using equipment will increase
operational costs to a point that the County crops will not be competitive in the open market. These
new mitigation measures are not sufficiently studied and again are not economically feasible.

The Draft EIR is extremely difficult to read and understand. The background reports are lacking in depth
of what has been studied other than numerous general statements and very poor mapping. Detailed
studies must be added to sufficiently identify impacts and the related mitigation measures for both
direct and indirect impacts on the agricultural industry. It is our understanding that reports and studies
need to be timely prepared. However numerous studies are older than 5 years. Not timely.

After numerous devastating wildfires over the last few years, which significantly impacted ag,

the General Plan continues to lay out limiting mitigation measures for fire prevention. The Wildlife
corridor eliminates any ag operation or fire prevention in the proposed corridor areas. This is also a
major concern not studied in the Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR for the 2040 General plan does not provide adequate analysis for the expansion of
permanent bike paths and pedestrian walking trails throughout the County. These impacts are very
severe due to constant conflicts from trail users and ag operations. Spraying, dust, odors from ag
operations, along with impacts created by the trail users. These are usually theft, vandalism, litter and
pet waste. The proposed mitigation measures require additional setbacks from these trails which
renders additional land unusable for ag operations.

In addition to the above comments on the agricultural aspects and related land use concerns of the
DEIR, the undersigned is also a mineral owner directly interested in the impacts on oil and gas
production of the DEIR and related General Plan 2040 proposed provisions. In these documents there is
a total failure to address the economic impacts of the various policies proposed in violation of the
requirements for this process, including but not limited to the loss of royalty income to a large group of
County residents. | join in the detailed comments on the various deficiencies and concerns identified in
the DEIR as described in the concurrent submissions on behalf of Aera Energy and other operators
delivered this week to the County.

Please look at the long-term consequences of these General Plan policies and mitigation measures. We
formally request additional studies and a revised Draft EIR that will properly look at these and many
more issues. The DEIR must be corrected with details of the revisions. Then it can be recirculated.

Sincerely,
f“jﬂv
P VAR
s A
£ 174 [
Y Y D"
) I o e’/

Wwilliam B. Kendall
President v
Epic Group



Simmons, Carrie

From: Chad Christensen <chad.christensen@mrca.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 1:37 PM

To: General Plan Update; Curtis, Susan

Cc: Paul Edelman

Subject: SMMC comment letter regarding VC General Plan update
Attachments: SMMC 02-24-20 Item 10(b) Com Ltr VC GenPlan.pdf

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Good afternoon,

Please find attached a comment letter from the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy regarding the County of
Ventura’s Draft 2040 General Plan update.

Best regards,
Chad

Chad Christensen

Project Analyst

Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority
26800 Mulholland Highway

Calabasas, California 91302

310-589-3230, ext.121



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY

Los Angeles River Center & Gardens
570 West Avenue Twenty-six, Suite 100
Los Angeles, California 90065

(323) 221-8900

February 24, 2020

Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Attn: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section

800 South Victoria Avenue, L #1740

Ventura, California 93009-1740

Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report for the Ventura
County Draft 2040 General Plan (pL17-0141)

Dear Ms. Curtis:

The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Conservancy) supports much of the Ventura
County (County) proposed Draft 2040 General Plan Update as analyzed in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (draft EIR).

Specifically, the Conservancy supports the County’s inclusion of new policies established
by the County’s Wildlife Corridor Policy as related to Conservation and Open Space
Elements cos-1.3 Wildlife Corridor Crossing Structures, COS-1.4 Consideration of Impacts to
Wildlife Movement, and COS-1.5 Development Within Habitat Connectivity and Wildlife
Corridors.

The Conservancy also commends the County for proposing COS-1.6 Discretionary
Development on Hillsides and Slopes that would require development on slopes greater than
20-percent to be sited and designed in a manner to avoid significant impacts to sensitive
biological resources to the extent feasible and COS-1.8 Bridge Crossing Design to require new
or modified road crossings over streams, wetlands, and/or riparian habitat to site bridge
columns outside the riparian habitat areas, when feasible.

The inclusion of COS-1.15 Countywide Tree Planting to establish and support a countywide
target to plan two million trees throughout the County by 2040 is commendable and an
opportunity for community engagement and cooperation among public agencies, private
organizations, and local businesses to help mitigate against concurrent impacts of climate
change.

Further, the Conservancy fully supports the Public Facilities, Services, and Infrastructure
Element PFS-10: To develop and maintain a comprehensive system of parklands and
recreational facilities that meet the active and passive recreational needs of residents and
visitors, as funding is available. The Conservancy has been dedicated to this goal since its



Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report for the Ventura County Draft 2040
General Plan (PL17-0141)

February 24, 2020
Page 2

inception in 1980 and looks forward to coordinating with the County to help expand trails,
parklands, and accessible amenities in the western Santa Monica Mountains and within the
Rim of the Valley Trail Corridor.

The Conservancy also recognizes the constraints that specific zoning classifications impose
on “using” open space lands as parks and recreational opportunities. Thus, the Conservancy
also supports the proposed Implementation Program N to establish a new Open Space zone
for public lands that will be limited to parks and recreational uses.

Thank you for your consideration. Should you have any questions, please contact Paul
Edelman, Deputy Director Natural Resources and Planning, at (310) 589-3200 ext. 128,
edelman(@smmec.ca.gov, or at the above letterhead address.

Chairperspn
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February 26, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Hall of Administration

800 South Victoria Ave.

Ventura, CA 93009

Re: General Plan Amendment Environmental Impact Report

Dear Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors:

We are heartened to see more comprehensive environmental protection measures
included the General Plan objectives, as outlined in the Environmental Impact Report, but
disappointed that so much focus is still placed on aesthetics as opposed to true health and
safety concerns. We also feel that the General Plan Amendment falls short of tackling the
full extent of the climate crisis and its likely impact on Ventura County. The new General
Plan should provide a blueprint to guide us into the future, but in elevating aesthetics to
equal standing with true health and safety issues, it fails as a roadmap to navigate the
growing environmental and social challenges of the future.

1. For example, when it comes to telecommunications towers, the emphasis on
disguising or hiding them, including protecting the view of the ridgelines, does a great
disservice to community health, because cell towers are safest when located away from
people. Ridgelines that provide excellent coverage, but are not located near schools,
businesses or homes are an ideal location for telecommunications towers, far safer than
flagpoles, church steeples, and strip mall facades. This is particularly true as the cell
phone carriers migrate to 5G which emits far more EMF and RF than the earlier versions
of transmission.

2. While maintaining open space is important, the SOAR initiative allows those with
existing homes to veto new development, particularly low income and affordable
housing, which is desperately needed to provide shelter for our service worker sector. If
lower wage earners cannot afford to live near where they work, the commute required
increases congestion and air pollution, deteriorating the quality of life for the whole
community.

3. Given that the General Plan is projected to take us to 2040, and the existential threat
the climate crises poses, we think far more needs to be done to cease fossil fuel extraction
and transition to 100% renewables in the short term. We need to have a comprehensive
public transit system based on renewable energy, methods for harvesting rain water so

1000 South Ventu Park Road, Newbury Park, California 91320
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less storm water runoff goes to the sea, and planning on what portions of our coast line we may have to
abandon to sea level rise. '

4, The book, Drawdown: The Most Comprehensive Plan Ever Proposed to Reverse Global
Warming, edited by Paul Hawken (Penguin Books, 2017), compiles the results of research from
hundreds of the world’s top scientists and climate experts, and identifies specific actions that
governments and local communities can take to reverse global warming. Our General Plan should
incorporate those drawdown solutions that can be undertaken on a local level, mary of which are
surprisingly simple. For example, reduced food waste and encouraging people to adopt a more plant-
rich diet can have a profound effect on reducing green house gasses. So can good family planning
clinics and incentives to reduce procreation rates. A most effective and inexpensive drawdown action
would be to implement regenerative agricultural methods here in Ventura County. By transitioning
away from chemical fertilizer and pesticide use, no-till land management, and building soil with
organic material, including biochar, we can sequester carbon in the soil while building its quality and
productivity, eliminating contamination of ground and surface water, and improving air quality.

5. We do not have to invent solutions to address the current and growing environmental and
social challenges. Other forward thinking regions are tackling these challenges and can provide us with
a template that can be tailored to our own local conditions. For example, on Salt Spring Island in
British Columbia, the community is faced with a housing crisis similar to our own in Ventura County.
Strict development restrictions and limited residential units have priced housing beyond the reach of
many residents. Meror Krayenhoff, a global consultant on rammed earth building methods and
featured on The Nature of Things with David Suzuki, suggested that a compliance driven, as opposed
to vision driven, policy paradigm can result in anarchic, subversive response when the populace
thumbs their noses at regulations that don’t represent the will and needs of the population. He proposes
a number of innovative solutions, including encouraging the use of local, renewable materials in
building. Ventura County, with access to rock, sand, straw bales and other renewables, can become a
beacon for permitted home building solutions for the rest of California, and the nation. Green projects
could get reduced permitting fees and priority in the permit queue, with a single point advisor. For
example, composting toilets should not only be permitted, but encouraged, as it is wasteful in the
extreme to use precious potable water to flush away human waste.

6. We suggest Ventura County consider concepts implemented elsewhere, such as Seattle
granting a 25-30% increase in allowable floor area and increased height limits for Living Building
Challenge (“LBC”) projects (See https:/living-future.org/lbc/); or New Zealand’s SIREWALL
community center project, which made approval contingent upon demonstrating reconciliation with
Maoris, training opportunities for youth, a high environmental standard that the community (of all
ages) supported, that it would elevate the well-being of the community, and encourage responsible
tourism. (See https://www.nzherald.co.nz/northern-
advocate/news/article.cfm?c_id=1503450&objectid=12076863)

7. Ventura County can embrace LBC requirements that buildings be net positive in terms of
water, energy, sewage and liquid waste, and contain no red-listed toxic materials, express beauty in
terms of spirit, inspiration, and education, create health and happiness through such things as biophilia,
among other inspiring attributes.
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8. While the General Plan is intended to cover the length of a generation, it would not be at all
unsound to at least contemplate the next seven generations, consistent with indigenous cultural
tradition. Measuring progress with such a long term view will require a different framework than
juggling one climate or housing emergency after another. Priorities and decision-making can be
measured in a rational and holistic manner, with careful thought for the generations yet to come.

9. The General Plan should explicitly reflect the County’s Climate Action Plan and its
evolution. Achieving net zero CO2 emissions (and sequestration) will require a rapid ending to oil and
natural gas extraction (and certainly no expansion, no granting new leases, new pipeline permits, etc. It
should encourage green energy generation and storage in both distributed and centralized manners.

10. Wildfires are clearly changing in their severity and nature. The County should lead in
research and experimentation with methods of fire protection and damage mitigation, such as
(un)controlled small burns, and unconventional methods advocated by http://californiachaparral.com —
including ember barriers and sprinklers, which are more effective and ecologically sound than
enormous denuded hillsides.

11. Our General Plan needs to steer our county toward good land and resource stewardship. To
recap, aesthetics play far too important a role in our land use planning, particularly because “beauty is
in the eye of the beholder,” and what one person sees as creative genius, another sees as a monstrosity.
Land use regulations should be focused on environmental safeguards that protect air, water, and soil
while at the same time meeting the food and shelter needs of our communities.

12. As Meror Krayenhoff has stated, “We are in a time when the scale of the emergencies we
face need to be addressed with solutions of a corresponding scale. These emergencies also have
urgency. . . .[W]ithout governance that can act with pace, boldness, courage and the power to
implement, we are wasting our time.” We hope that Ventura County acts with such pace and boldness
to adopt a General Plan that guides us in a new direction of carbon drawdown, while promoting
innovation in design, building, and conservation for generations to come.

Thank you for your kind consideration.
Smcerely,

’,,f, w_ & oL/fZézJ LJZ(ca A /(W&C/}Q

Tina Rasnow and Dr. Brian Rasnow on behalf of the
Rasnow Family
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Subject: FW: 2040 General Plan Draft EIR Comment
Attachments: Ag13-Ag conversion.docx
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Flag Status: Flagged

Susan Curtis | Manager
General Plan Update Section
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From: Toril Raymond <toril.raymond@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 8:30 AM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>
Subject: 2040 General Plan Draft EIR Comment

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Sent from my iPhone



The County did not conduct a complete analysis of impacts in regard to conversion of farmland.

The EIR erroneously and without supporting evidence states "the General Plan would not result
in any other changes that due to location and nature would result in conversion of farmland."

This statement is simply not true and the EIR itself contradicts this statement.

The EIR acknowledges the impacts of both economic burdens and decrease in water supply for
irrigation (page 4.2-3). As water supplies decrease and costs to obtain that water increase, land
will be removed from agricultural use. This is a direct significant impact that will convert ag
land.

Actual issues impacting agriculture in Ventura County that contribute to the conversion of ag
land are:
1) water
2) economics (extremely expensive area to do ag)
3) lack of farmworker supply and housing
4) increased regulatory burden from increasing compatibility issues from urban/ag
interface.

County analyzed NONE of these issues. And proposed no mitigation to address any of these
issues.

The EIR needs to be corrected and recirculated.
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From: Toril Raymond <p_raymond@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 9:14 AM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>
Subject: 2040 Ventura County General Plan

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org
Please see attached Letter.
Sincerely,

Pat Peters

Sent from my iPhone



Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Attn: Susan Curtis, Manager, General Plan Update Section

800 South Victoria Avenue, L#1740

Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Re: Comments on Ventura County General Plan DEIR
Dear Ms. Curtis:

| represent and serve on the McLoughlin Family Committee, a group of family members that own
approximately 300 acres of agricultural property off of Olivas Park Road in the County of Ventura, in
proximity to the City of Ventura.

The McLoughlin family has farmed this land for generations. It remains our desire to continue this
legacy. However, in the face of never-ending changes to the regulatory environment, we again find
ourselves attempting to ascertain how new policies and programs as proposed in the draft 2040 General
Plan will impact and challenge our ability to serve as stewards of this heritage.

It had been our hope that the DEIR would provide some clarity and insight into how the new policies and
programs within the revised General Plan would impact our farming operation. However, that is not the
case. Simply said, we believe the General Plan Update and subsequent Environmental Impact Report fail
to adequately analyze or study impacts on the farming industry.

With that said, we would like to specifically present the following:

e The Background report Table 6-26: Transportation Department Planned Capital Projects lists
sections of roadways the County plans for expanded capacity or widening, along with the scope
of those enhancements. It also covers in length the plan to add bike paths and bike lanes in
accordance with existing County wayfarer plans. However, the DEIR never analyzes the loss of
farmland resulting from these changes in infrastructure — it’s not even mentioned as a possibility
in the DEIR.

Olivas Park Road between Victoria and Harbor is listed as one of the areas planned for road
widening, a stretch of roadway that borders the entire eastern portion of our farmland and
property. While the impact on our farming operation and financial losses due to property loss
are clearly quantifiable, the report fails to list or quantify these impacts.

e |n Section 3-8, The DEIR states that because there will be no “substantive” change to the
agricultural, open space, or rural designations, the General Plan Update (GPU) will be consistent
with SOAR. However, no further details beyond this conclusory statement is provided. There is
no way for the reader to come to his or her own conclusion on whether the GPU will result in
inconsistencies with SOAR that might lead to physical environmental impacts. There is no
description of the changes to the Agriculture, Open Space, and Rural policies to determine
whether they are in fact non-substantive.

Given the length and breath of the Draft General Plan update and CEQA analysis, we made an attempt

to focus our initial review and subsequent comments to issues specific to agriculture and farming.
However, it’s clear that the 2040 General Plan will impact the Ventura County local economy across

1202897.1



sectors — all of which influence the ability to live and work in this region. The DEIR’s lack of analysis of
those economic impacts, calls into question the legitimacy of both the draft General Plan update, and
the CEQA analysis. As such, we respectfully request that the DEIR be recirculated in the hopes that
further study will resolve these shortcomings.

| appreciate your consideration.

1202897.1
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From: Johnny Lopez <jclopez@vertical-wellness.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 9:26 AM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>

Cc: Elyse Kaplan <ekaplan@vertical-wellness.com>
Subject: Board of Supervisor EIR Report Letter

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Goodmorning,
Elyse asked me to send this to you,

Attached is the letter to the Ventura County Board of Supervisors on behalf of Vertical Wellness. Please let us know if you have any
questions, comments, concerns.

Thank you,
Johnny

Johnny Lopez

29800 Agoura Road, Suite 108 | Agoura Hills, CA 91301
Office 888.600.3146



Website www.vertical-wellness.com




Unleashing Natures Potential

Friday, February 21, 2020.

RMA Planning Division
800 Victoria Avenue, L #1740
Ventura CA 93009-1740

RE: Flawed General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

To Whom It May Concern:

Vertical Wellness, a California-based farming operation, would like to formally submit
our position that as written, the 2040 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was a
rushed job that is severely flawed and inadequate, and must be corrected and recirculated to
protect a fair and compliant planning process for Ventura County.

There are several issues with the General Plan that Vertical Wellness believes severely
and negatively impacts the welfare of local agriculture here in Ventura County, including our
own operations.

The California Environmental Quality Control Act (CEQA) requires that all proposed
mitigation be technically and economically feasible. The EIR does not meet this standard.
For example, AG-2 proposes that any project that either directly or indirectly results in the loss
of farmland must obtain and place into perpetual agricultural preservation twice the total of the
farmland loss. The county has not conducted any sort of feasibility report, which if conducted,
would likely show that this standard is unrealistic in terms of economic feasibility for farmers.
Furthermore, there are no details on how the county will implement or monitor this program,
especially taking into account they are not the local experts in agriculture. You can be certain,
however, that if this mitigation measure is put into effect, Vertical Wellness will likely find it
economically infeasible to operate in Ventura County.

CEQA also requires that the mitigation not make the impacts worse. The EIR does not
meet this standard. For example, shortage of farm worker housing was identified as one of
the biggest issues facing ag in Ventura County. However, farm operators like Vertical Wellness
will have no incentive to build more farm housing and alleviate the shortage if we are forced to
purchase considerable additional land for preservation on top of the house building costs. You
are essentially punishing responsible operators who are trying in good faith to help mitigate the

problem.




CEQA requires that the EIR contain enough detailed information to allow the reader to
understand and evaluate the County’s impact analysis. The EIR does not meet this
standard. The EIR and accompanying background report are filled with errors, vague
statements, outdated information and conflicting ideas. As written, Vertical Wellness would be
utterly lost and confused with how to comply with issues that should be clear to follow like

water supply for irrigation.

Most recently, Vertical Wellness has been dealing with the financial loss associated with
the new Hemp Ordinance that impedes our ability to grow Hemp this upcoming season. The
County’s own Right to Farm Ordinance has carried absolutely no weight with the County.
Instead, it has been completely dismissed. Thus, the County’s assumption in the EIR that the
Right to Farm Ordinance would reduce impacts to Ag to “less than significant” and will
suddenly prevent the County from creating or expanding more setbacks and operational
restrictions on agriculture is completely unsupported. In light of the current actions of the
County and the Board of Supervisors to place severe set-backs on hemp cultivation and create
economic injury to farmers, for the EIR to assert that the County will utilize the Right to Farm
Ordinance to protect agricultural operations from nuisance complaints is misguided and
inappropriate, at best. All analysis flowing from the County’s erroneous assumption are flawed.
The analysis of impacts to Ag from nuisance complaints must be corrected and the EIR

recirculated.

The EIR is a flawed document that has failed to achieve its primary purpose. In no way
is it a tool of disclosure of all impacts caused by the 2040 General Plan. Vertical Wellness
urges the County to take the time to correct and re-circulate the EIR instead of continuing to
shortcut the process to the detriment of the community members.

Thank you,

Kaplan
Corporate Counsel
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From: ClerkoftheBoard, ClerkoftheBoard <ClerkoftheBoard@ventura.org>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 9:44 AM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>

Subject: FW: Amendment to Ventura County General Plan Environmental Impact Report

Received by the Clerk of the Board.
Lori

From: Tina Rasnow [mailto:tina@rasnowpeak.com]

Sent: Wednesday, February 26, 2020 10:49 PM

To: ClerkoftheBoard, ClerkoftheBoard <ClerkoftheBoard@ventura.org>; Bennett, Steve <Steve.Bennett@ventura.org>;
Parks, Linda <Linda.Parks@ventura.org>; Zaragoza, John <John.Zaragoza@ventura.org>; Long, Kelly
<kelly.long@ventura.org>; Supervisor Huber <Supervisor.Huber@ventura.org>

Cc: brian rasnow <brian@rasnowpeak.com>

Subject: Amendment to Ventura County General Plan Environmental Impact Report

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Dear Clerk of the Board and Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors,



Attached please find the letter from our family regarding the proposed amendment to the Ventura County General Plan
and EIR relative thereto. Our family recently completed the donation of almost half of our ranch in the Santa Monica
Mountains to the Conejo Open Space Conservation Agency, so we hope that our actions provide credibility to our words.
Respectfully,

Tina Rasnow

Co .
Y4EA E&ﬁch

Tina Rasnow

1000 So. Ventu Park Rd.
Newbury Park, CA 91320
cell: 805-236-0266

tina@rasnowpeak.com
www.rasnowpeak.com
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Tina Rasnow (805) 236-0266

February 26, 2020

Ventura County Board of Supervisors
Hall of Administration

800 South Victoria Ave.

Ventura, CA 93009

Re: General Plan Amendment Environmental Impact Report

Dear Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors:

We are heartened to see more comprehensive environmental protection measures
included the General Plan objectives, as outlined in the Environmental Impact Report, but
disappointed that so much focus is still placed on aesthetics as opposed to true health and
safety concerns. We also feel that the General Plan Amendment falls short of tackling the
full extent of the climate crisis and its likely impact on Ventura County. The new General
Plan should provide a blueprint to guide us into the future, but in elevating aesthetics to
equal standing with true health and safety issues, it fails as a roadmap to navigate the
growing environmental and social challenges of the future.

1. For example, when it comes to telecommunications towers, the emphasis on
disguising or hiding them, including protecting the view of the ridgelines, does a great
disservice to community health, because cell towers are safest when located away from
people. Ridgelines that provide excellent coverage, but are not located near schools,
businesses or homes are an ideal location for telecommunications towers, far safer than
flagpoles, church steeples, and strip mall facades. This is particularly true as the cell
phone carriers migrate to 5G which emits far more EMF and RF than the earlier versions
of transmission.

2. While maintaining open space is important, the SOAR initiative allows those with
existing homes to veto new development, particularly low income and affordable
housing, which is desperately needed to provide shelter for our service worker sector. If
lower wage earners cannot afford to live near where they work, the commute required
increases congestion and air pollution, deteriorating the quality of life for the whole
community.

3. Given that the General Plan is projected to take us to 2040, and the existential threat
the climate crises poses, we think far more needs to be done to cease fossil fuel extraction
and transition to 100% renewables in the short term. We need to have a comprehensive
public transit system based on renewable energy, methods for harvesting rain water so

1000 South Ventu Park Road, Newbury Park, California 91320
(805) 405-1472 www.rasnowpeak.com '
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less storm water runoff goes to the sea, and planning on what portions of our coast line we may have to
abandon to sea level rise. '

4. The book, Drawdown: The Most Comprehensive Plan Ever Proposed to Reverse Global
Warming, edited by Paul Hawken (Penguin Books, 2017), compiles the results of research from
hundreds of the world’s top scientists and climate experts, and identifies specific actions that
governments and local communities can take to reverse global warming. Our General Plan should
incorporate those drawdown solutions that can be undertaken on a local level, many of which are
surprisingly simple. For example, reduced food waste and encouraging people to adopt a more plant-
rich diet can have a profound effect on reducing green house gasses. So can good family planning
clinics and incentives to reduce procreation rates. A most effective and inexpensive drawdown action
would be to implement regenerative agricultural methods here in Ventura County. By transitioning
away from chemical fertiliZer and pesticide use, no-till land management, and building soil with
organic material, including biochar, we can sequester carbon in the soil while building its quality and
productivity, eliminating contamination of ground and surface water, and improving air quality.

5. We do not have to invent solutions to address the current and growing environmental and
social challenges. Other forward thinking regions are tackling these challenges and can provide us with
a template that can be tailored to our own local conditions. For example, on Salt Spring Island in
British Columbia, the community is faced with a housing crisis similar to our own in Ventura County.
Strict development restrictions and limited residential units have priced housing beyond the reach of
many residents. Meror Krayenhoff, a global consultant on rammed earth building methods and
featured on The Nature of Things with David Suzuki, suggested that a compliance driven, as opposed
to vision driven, policy paradigm can result in anarchic, subversive response when the populace
thumbs their noses at regulations that don’t represent the will and needs of the population. He proposes
a number of innovative solutions, including encouraging the use of local, renewable materials in
building. Ventura County, with access to rock, sand, straw bales and other renewables, can become a
beacon for permitted home building solutions for the rest of California, and the nation. Green projects
could get reduced permitting fees and priority in the permit queue, with a single point advisor. For
example, composting toilets should not only be permitted, but encouraged, as it is wasteful in the
extreme to use precious potable water to flush away human waste.

6. We suggest Ventura County consider concepts implemented elsewhere, such as Seattle
granting a 25-30% increase in allowable floor area and increased height limits for Living Building
Challenge (“LBC”) projects (See https://living-future.org/lbc/); or New Zealand’s SIREWALL
community center project, which made approval contingent upon demonstrating reconciliation with
Maoris, training opportunities for youth, a high environmental standard that the community (of all
ages) supported, that it would elevate the well-being of the community, and encourage responsible
tourism. (See https://www.nzherald.co.nz/northern-
advocate/news/article.cfm?c_id=1503450&objectid=12076863)

7. Ventura County can embrace LBC requirements that buildings be net positive in terms of
water, energy, sewage and liquid waste, and contain no red-listed toxic materials, express beauty in
terms of spirit, inspiration, and education, create health and happiness through such things as biophilia,
among other inspiring attributes.
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8. While the General Plan is intended to cover the length of a generation, it would not be at all
unsound to at least contemplate the next seven generations, consistent with indigenous cultural
tradition. Measuring progress with such a long term view will require a different framework than
juggling one climate or housing emergency after another. Priorities and decision-making can be
measured in a rational and holistic manner, with careful thought for the generations yet to come.

9. The General Plan should explicitly reflect the County’s Climate Action Plan and its
evolution. Achieving net zero CO2 emissions (and sequestration) will require a rapid ending to oil and
natural gas extraction (and certainly no expansion, no granting new leases, new pipeline permits, etc. It
should encourage green energy generation and storage in both distributed and centralized manners.

10. Wildfires are clearly changing in their severity and nature. The County should lead in
research and experimentation with methods of fire protection and damage mitigation, such as
(un)controlled small burns, and unconventional methods advocated by http://californiachaparral.com -
including ember barriers and sprinklers, which are more effective and ecologically sound than
enormous denuded hillsides.

11. Our General Plan needs to steer our county toward good land and resource stewardship. To
recap, aesthetics play far too important a role in our land use planning, particularly because “beauty is
in the eye of the beholder,” and what one person sees as creative genius, another sees as a monstrosity.
Land use regulations should be focused on environmental safeguards that protect air, water, and soil
while at the same time meeting the food and shelter needs of our communities. -

12. As Meror Krayenhoff has stated, “We are in a time when the scale of the emergencies we
face need to be addressed with solutions of a corresponding scale. These emergencies also have
urgency. . . .[W]ithout governance that can act with pace, boldness, courage and the power to
implement, we are wasting our time.” We hope that Ventura County acts with such pace and boldness
to adopt a General Plan that guides us in a new direction of carbon drawdown, while promoting
innovation in design, building, and conservation for generations to come.

Thank you for your kind consideration.
Smcerely,

e N gntd, Srxn (gt P

Tma Rasnow and Dr. Brian Rasnow on behalf of the
Rasnow Family
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From: Paul Aist <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 9:53 AM

To: Curtis, Susan <Susan.Curtis@ventura.org>
Subject: Climate change has environmental impacts!

CAUTION: If this email looks suspicious, DO NOT click. Forward to Spam.Manager@ventura.org

Susan Curtis,

Dear Ventura County Board of Supervisors and Planning Department,

Climate issues are something | feel worried about. Ventura County is warming as fast or
faster than any county in the nation. Our ocean is acidifying faster. Drought, fire and floods

have hit us worse, and we can expect more extreme weather.



My family and community are counting on you to assure analysis of the full scope of

environmental impacts and mitigations in the Draft EIR.

First, it is necessary that all greenhouse gas emissions be counted based on the most current

science.

There are many ways to mitigate climate impacts, like a sunset plan for oil and gas
production, decarbonization of transportation and buildings, zero waste, incentives for

regenerative agriculture and water management, and reducing emissions from tailpipes.

| want an EIR that covers major climate impacts via a systematic plan.

Thank you—
Paul Aist

Ventura

Paul Aist
paulaist@gmail.com

8892 Tacoma Street
Ventura , California 93004
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