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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

This Executive Summary is provided in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines Section 15123. It contains an overview of the programmatic analysis of the
proposed Somis Ranch Farmwaorkers Housing Complex (herein referred to as “proposed project” or
“project”). As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(a), “[a]n [Environmental Impact Report (EIR)]
shall contain a brief summary of the proposed actions and its consequences. The language of the
summary should be as clear and simple as reasonably practical.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b)
states, “[t]he summary shall identify: (1) each significant effect with proposed mitigation measures
and alternatives that would reduce or avoid that effect; (2) areas of controversy known to the Lead
Agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public; and (3) issues to be resolved including
the choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate the significant effects.” Accordingly,
this summary includes a brief synopsis of the project and identified plan alternatives, environmental
impacts and mitigation, areas of known controversy, and issues to be resolved during environmental
review. Table ES-1 (at the end of this section) summarizes potential environmental impacts from
implementation of the project, mitigation measures that could reduce significant impacts, and the
levels of significance following the implementation of mitigation measures.

Project Applicant

Somis Ranch Partners, LLC
P.O. Box 6045

Oxnard, California 93030
(805) 310-5070

Lead Agency Contact Person

Justin Bertoline, Senior Planner

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

Ventura, California 93009-1740

(805) 654-2466

Project Location

The approximately 36.4-acre project site is located 2789 Somis Road on Assessor Parcel Number
(APN) 156-0-180-48 in unincorporated Ventura County. The project site is situated just north of the
intersection of Somis Road/Las Posas Road, immediately north of and adjacent to the City of
Camarillo (City), and outside the City’s sphere of influence and the Camarillo Urban Restriction
Boundary (CURB). The project site is currently predominantly used for agricultural production. The
project site also currently contains two residences and ancillary agricultural buildings located
immediately south of Bell Ranch Road. An unpaved road provides access to the project site from
Somis Road. The existing residential area covers approximately 2.7 acres (seven percent) of the
project site.

Draft Environmental Impact Report ES-1



Ventura County Resources Management Agency
Somis Ranch Farmworker Housing Complex

The project site is regionally accessible from U.S. Highway 101 and locally accessible from the south
via State Route (SR) 34 (i.e., North Lewis Road, which turns into Somis Road when traveling north
from U.S. Highway 101) or from the north via SR 118 (i.e., East Los Angeles Avenue) to Somis Road.

Project Description

This EIR has been prepared to examine the potential environmental effects of the proposed project.
The following is a summary of the full project description, which can be found in Section 2, Project
Description.

The approximately 36.4-acre project site is located 2789 Somis Road on Assessor Parcel Number
(APN) 156-0-180-48. The project site is situated just north of the intersection of Somis Road/Las
Posas Road, immediately north of and adjacent to the City of Camarillo (City), and outside of the
City’s sphere of influence and the Camarillo Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB).

The project site has a General Plan land use designation of Agricultural (County of Ventura [County]
2019) and the zoning designation of the site is AE (Agricultural Exclusive), which has a 40-acre
minimum lot size (County 2020).

Project Characteristics

The proposed project would involve the construction and operation of an affordable multi-family
housing complex for farmworkers (housing complex) on three proposed parcels totaling 18.43 acres
and the continuation of agricultural use on a 17.93-acre continued agricultural use parcel. The
proposed housing complex would include 360 dwelling units (apartments) and associated amenities.
The project also would include the construction of a community wastewater treatment facility
(CWWTF), which would serve the proposed housing complex and produce recycled water for
irrigation of adjacent agricultural fields. The proposed project would not involve demolition or
alteration of the existing on-site residences and agricultural buildings.

Housing Complex

The proposed 360-unit housing complex would include a variety of one-, two-, and three-bedroom
apartments, as well as associated amenities such as community centers, play fields, tot
lots/playgrounds, a basketball court, a community garden area, and a network of meandering
pedestrian walkways. The majority of the apartment buildings would be three stories in height, with
a maximum building height of 35.0 feet from ground level. The architectural style of the residential
buildings would be “Spanish Colonial.”

The proposed project would provide 655 parking spaces, 19 of which would be designated as
accessible spaces. In addition, 379 bike parking spaces would be available throughout the complex.

Community Wastewater Treatment Facility

The proposed housing complex would include a CWWTF on an approximately 5,000- to 7,000-
square-foot area in the northwest corner of the project site. The proposed CWWTF would include a
conventional membrane bioreactor package and would treat all wastewater generated by the
housing complex. The CWWTF would be designed to treat wastewater (sewage) generated by the
housing complex to tertiary treatment standards. The Ventura Regional Sanitation District
would be responsible for operation of the CWWTF.

ES-2



Executive Summary

Treated wastewater effluent, referred to as “recycled water,” would be beneficially reused for off-
site agricultural irrigation. The project site is situated adjacent to approximately 70 acres of
orchards. Currently, the adjacent orchards are irrigated with relatively low-quality groundwater
pumped from a private well. If the proposed project is approved and built, higher-quality recycled
water generated by the CWWTF would be blended with pumped groundwater to improve the
quality of agricultural irrigation water. Excess recycled water and treated wastewater effluent not
meeting recycled water quality standards would be dispersed through a series of underground
seepage pits along the western boundary of the housing complex.

Continued Agricultural Use Parcel

Under the proposed project, the eastern portion of the project site would continue to operate as an
agricultural field for crops on a 17.93-acre continued agricultural use parcel. The proposed project
would not result in any physical changes to the continued agricultural use parcel.

Construction

The housing complex would be constructed in three phases: Phase 1 would include 100 units, Phase
2 would include 100 units, and Phase 3 would include 160 units. The CWWTF would be constructed
as part of Phase 1 and would be expanded to accommodate the needs of the housing complex as
additional apartments are constructed during Phases 2 and 3.

Construction of Phase 1 is anticipated to begin in August 2021. Phases 2 and 3 would be constructed
as needed, once the previous phase of the housing complex is occupied. Construction of Phases 1, 2,
and 3 of the housing complex is expected to take approximately eight, six, and eight months,
respectively.

Construction activities across Phases 1, 2, and 3 would require approximately 1,500 cubic yards (cy)
of cut soil and 35,100 cy of fill soil, resulting in the import of approximately 33,600 cy of soil to the
project site. No soil export would be necessary. Construction staging and construction work parking
would occur on the project site.

Project Objectives

The objectives of the proposed project are as follows:

1. Develop a financially viable affordable residential community for lower-income farmworkers
and their families in Ventura County to accommodate broad market needs.

2. Provide affordable housing units for farmworkers that will help meet the identified need
assigned to Ventura County pursuant to California State Law and adopted in the County’s
Housing Element.

3. Support the local agricultural industry by providing local farmworker housing proximate to
agricultural operations in Ventura County.

Provide a variety of apartment sizes to meet various family sizes.

5. Arrange the proposed apartment buildings and on-site amenities in a manner that is logical and
promotes efficient use of the housing complex property.

6. Provide recreational opportunities for future project residents with on-site play fields, tot
lots/playgrounds, active recreation opportunities, a community garden area, meeting rooms,
and a network of meandering pedestrian walkways.
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7. Minimize proposed building footprints and other impervious surfaces to accommodate on-site
landscaped common space for future project residents.

Design an efficient internal circulation system that is safe for pedestrians and bicyclists.

Locate affordable housing in a location that provides convenient access to nearby services such
as library, schools, commercial centers, and religious institutions.

10. Develop the project site in a manner that would not adversely affect neighboring land uses or
infrastructure, including with regard to:

O Water and sanitation services;
O Land use compatibility; and

O The scale of the project.

11. Develop the project site in a manner that would minimize affects from neighboring land uses to
the proposed housing complex and future project residents.

12. Avoid modification to the existing Bell Ranch residences and agricultural buildings.

Alternatives

As required by CEQA, this EIR examines alternatives to the proposed project. Studied alternatives
include the following two alternatives:

= Alternative 1: No Project Alternative
= Alternative 2: Reduced Footprint Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no change to the project site. Existing agricultural
operations would continue. The No Project Alternative would be the overall environmentally
superior alternative because it would result in no impact or less than significant impacts to all
environmental issues and would avoid all project impacts. However, the No Project Alternative
would not fulfill Project Objectives 1 through 12. This alternative would not provide affordable
housing for farmworkers in Ventura County.

Alternative 2 (Reduced Footprint) would generate impacts similar to or reduced in comparison to
the proposed project. Nevertheless, this alternative would not avoid the project’s significant and
unavoidable impacts to agricultural resources, as development of a housing complex would still
require the conversion of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance to nonagricultural
use. After the No Project Alternative, Alternative 2 would be considered the environmentally
superior alternative.

Areas of Known Controversy

During the EIR scoping process, several members of the general public voiced concern regarding
potential impacts associated with traffic, noise, school capacity, and preservation of agricultural
lands. Responses to the Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR and input received at the EIR scoping
meeting held by the County are summarized in Section 1, Introduction.
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Issues to be Resolved

The proposed project would require the discretionary approval of the County of Ventura. The
Planning Commission is the decision-maker for the requested Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) and
Planned Development Permit (PD Permit) and the Board of Supervisors is the decision-maker for the
requested Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the CWWTF. Construction would require grading
permits. The CWWTF would require system construction permitting, plumbing, electrical, and
structural permits and approvals. In addition, various access and utilities easements would be
required.

The proposed CWWTF would also require water reclamation requirement (WRR) and waste
discharge requirement (WDR) permits and approval to construct from the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board and California State Water Resources Control Board.

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Table ES-1 summarizes the environmental impacts of the proposed project, proposed mitigation
measures, and residual impacts (the impact after application of mitigation, if required). Impacts are
categorized as follows:

= Significant and Unavoidable. An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold level
given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires a
Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved per Section
15093 of the CEQA Guidelines.

= Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. An impact that can be reduced to below the
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact
requires findings under Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines.

= Less than Significant. An impact that may be adverse but does not exceed the threshold levels
and does not require mitigation measures. Mitigation measures that could further lessen the
environmental effect may be suggested if readily available and easily achievable.

= No Impact. The proposed project would have no effect on environmental conditions or would
reduce existing environmental problems or hazards.
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Table ES-1
Impact
Air Quality

Impact AQ-1. Emissions associated with project construction would be
less than significant. However, because reactive organic compounds
(ROC) and nitrogen oxides (NOyx) emissions would exceed 25 pounds per
day, implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is recommended.

Impact AQ-2. Air pollutant emission impacts associated with project
operation would be less than significant.

Impact AQ-3. The project would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations from carbon monoxide (CO)
hotspots, valley fever, or toxic air contaminants (TACs). Impacts would be
less than significant.

Impact AQ-4. Implementation of the project would not create
objectionable odors that could affect a substantial number of people.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Impact AQ-5. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura
County General Plan goals and policies. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Mitigation Measure(s)

AQ-1. ROC and NOy Construction Reduction Measures. Per the VCAPCD

Guidelines, when construction emissions exceed 25 pounds per day for

ROC and NOy, the following measures shall be implemented:

= Minimize equipment idling time.

= Maintain equipment engines in good condition and in proper tune as
per manufacturers’ specifications.

= Lengthen the construction period during smog season (May through
October) to minimize the number of vehicles and equipment
operating at the same time.

= Use alternatively fueled construction equipment, such as
compressed natural gas, liquefied natural gas, or electric, if feasible.

= |n addition, per recent VCAPCD guidance on other projects, project
construction shall use Tier 3 or above construction equipment for all
off-road diesel equipment that has greater than 50 horsepower. A
copy of each unit’s certified tier specification shall be provided at the
time of mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment.

None required

None required

None required

None required

Residual Impact

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s) Residual Impact

Agricultural Resources — Soils

Impact AG-1. The project would result in the direct loss of 18.2 acres of There is no feasible mitigation currently available. Significant and
Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance to nonagricultural unavoidable
use. No feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact to a less than

significant level; therefore, the impact due to loss of Prime Farmland and

Farmland of Statewide Importance soils would be significant and

unavoidable.

Impact AG-2. The project would not require a General Plan amendment. None required No impact
Therefore, no impact would occur.

Impact AG-3. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura None required Less than significant
County General Plan goals and policies. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Biological Resources

Impact BIO-1. The project would result in no direct or indirect impacts to None required Less than significant
special-status plant or wildlife species due to the disturbed nature of the

project site. No protected trees occur within the project construction

footprint; therefore, no protected trees would be impacted. Regulatory

compliance would protect nesting bird species during project

construction. Impacts would be less than significant.

Impact BIO-2. The project would not impact any sensitive plant None required Less than significant
communities. Potential indirect impacts to sensitive plant communities
from dust during project construction would be less than significant.

Impact BIO-3. Impacts to potentially jurisdictional waters/wetlands BIO-3. Jurisdictional Waters Mitigation Plan. The project applicant shall  Less than significant

within the biological study area would be significant. restore herbaceous wetland communities temporarily impacted by
project activities, including Giant Scouring Rush and Bermuda Grass —
Italian Wild Rye plant communities, at a minimum 1:1 mitigation to
impact ratio (estimated at 0.09 acre total based on current design). The
project applicant shall contract with a County-approved qualified
biologist to prepare a Mitigation Plan that must include restoring these
impacted communities occurring in the wetland features within the
construction footprint. Planting palettes shall approximate existing
species composition, except that non-native species such as Bermuda
grass shall not be planted. The Mitigation Plan shall include, but not be
limited to, the following components:
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Impact

Mitigation Measure(s)

A description of the purpose and goals of the mitigation plan,
including the improvement of specific physical, chemical, and/or
biological functions at the mitigation site.

A description of the plant community type(s) and amount(s) that
shall be provided by the mitigation and how the mitigation method
shall achieve the mitigation project goals.

A plant palette and methods of salvaging, propagating, and planting
the site to be restored.

Methods of soil preparation.

Method and timing of irrigation.

Best Management Practices (BMPs) that shall be utilized to avoid
erosion and excessive runoff before plant establishment.

Maintenance and monitoring necessary to ensure that the restored
plant communities meet the success criteria.

Schedule for restoration activities, including weed abatement,
propagating and planting, soil preparation, irrigation, erosion
control, qualitative and quantitative monitoring, and reporting to
the County.

Identification of measurable performance standards for each
objective to evaluate the success of the compensatory mitigation.

Identification of contingency and adaptive management measures
to address unforeseen changes in site conditions or other
components of the mitigation project.

The Jurisdictional Waters Mitigation Plan shall provide for monitoring to
be conducted for five years or until the performance criteria are met,
whichever occurs sooner. The success criteria are as follows:

The mitigation site shall attain a native percent cover that reflects
that of the target communities occurring in unimpacted reference
sites;

Non-native species shall comprise less than five percent cover and
zero percent cover of species listed as “High” on the California
Invasive Plant Council’s Invasive Plant Inventory Database (or its
successor); and

Residual Impact
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Impact

Impact BIO-4. No direct impact to local or regional wildlife movement or
habitat connectivity would occur. Indirect impacts associated with
intimidation of wildlife would be less than significant.

Impact BIO-5. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura
County General Plan goals and policies. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Cultural Resources — Historical

Impact CUL-1. The project would not demolish, relocate, or alter in an
adverse manner the physical characteristics of historical resources on the
project site. Impacts to historical resources would be less than significant.

Impact CUL-2. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura
County General Plan goals and policies. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Noise and Vibration

Impact. N-1. Construction noise and stationary noise and off-site traffic
noise from operation of the project would not exceed Ventura County
standards at the nearby noise-sensitive receptors. Impacts would be less
than significant.

Impact N-2. Project-related vibration would not result in excessive
ground-borne vibration or noise. Impacts would be less than significant

Impact N-3. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura
County General Plan goals and policies. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Public Health

Impact PH-1. Operation of the CWWTF would require routine transport,
storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials for purposes of
treatment of wastewater and solids. Facility operation would be subject
to existing and future federal, State, and local health and safety
requirements, including those established for the handling, storage,
transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure(s)

= |rrigation of the native plantings shall cease no later than the end of
the third year of restoration monitoring.

None required

None required

None required

None required

None required

None required

None required

None required

Executive Summary

Residual Impact

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s)

Impact PH-2. The CWWTF would treat wastewater to tertiary treatment None required
standards and produce recycled water for agricultural irrigation. Excess

recycled water and treated wastewater effluent from the CWWTF not

meeting recycled water quality standards would be dispersed through a

series of underground seepage pits. Regulatory compliance would

minimize public health risks associated with recycled water use and

effluent dispersal. Impacts would be less than significant.

Impact PH-3. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura None required
County General Plan goals and policies. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Transportation

Impact T-1. Implementation of the project would not result in a None required
substantial increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) because the project

would provide 100 percent affordable residential units and would be

consistent with the County NCZO farmworker employment criteria.

Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Impact T-2. The project would not modify or otherwise impact the design  None required
of any public roads or intersections. Therefore, this impact would be less
than significant.

Impact T-3. Implementation of the project would not modify or block None required
existing or planned pedestrian/bicycle facilities or otherwise have an

adverse impact on existing pedestrian or bicycle facilities. Therefore, this

impact would be less than significant.

Impact T-4. The project’s affordable farmworker housing would not None required
interfere with existing bus transit facilities or routes or create a

substantial increase in demand for additional or new bus transit

facilities/services. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Impact T-5. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura None required
County General Plan goals and policies. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Residual Impact

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s)

Waste Treatment and Disposal Facilities — Solid Waste Facilities

SW-1. The CWWTF design would be subject to review by and approval None required
from the Environmental Health Division of the County’s Resource

Management Agency. The project would comply with applicable state

and local requirements as set forth in the County’s Initial Study

Assessment Guidelines. Impacts would be less than significant.

Impact SW-2. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura None required
County General Plan goals and policies. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Water Resources — Surface Water Quality

Impact WQ-1. Construction and operation of the proposed project would  None required
increase contaminants in stormwater runoff due to ground disturbance

and changes in ground cover. However, with regulatory compliance,

project impacts to surface water quality from construction and operation

of the project would be less than significant.

Impact WQ-2. Recycled water would be produced at the CWWTF and None required
blended with local groundwater supplies for agricultural irrigation uses.

The incorporation of recycled water into the area’s existing agricultural

irrigation uses would result in improved quality of the applied irrigation

water, which would result in improved surface water quality in the area.

With regulatory compliance, the project’s impacts to surface water

quality would be less than significant.

Impact WQ-2. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura None required
County General Plan goals and policies. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Land Use and Planning

LU-1. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura County None required
General Plan goals and policies for air quality. Impacts would be less than
significant.

LU-2. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura County None required
General Plan goals and policies for agricultural resources related to soils.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Executive Summary

Residual Impact

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant
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Impact Mitigation Measure(s)

LU-3. The project would be consistent with the County’s Save Open Space  None required
and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) Ordinance. Impacts would be less than
significant.

LU-4. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura County None required
General Plan goals and policies for biological resources. Impacts would be
less than significant.

LU-5. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura County None required
General Plan goals and policies for historic cultural resources. Impacts
would be less than significant.

LU-6. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura County None required
General Plan goals and policies for noise and vibration. Impacts would be
less than significant.

LU-7. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura County None required
General Plan goals and policies for public health. Impacts would be less
than significant.

LU-8. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura County None required
General Plan goals and policies for transportation. Impacts would be less
than significant.

LU-9. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura County None required
General Plan goals and policies for solid waste facilities. Impacts would be
less than significant.

LU-10. The project would be consistent with applicable Ventura County None required
General Plan goals and policies for surface water quality. Impacts would
be less than significant.

Other CEQA-Required Discussions

Population growth associated with the proposed project would not cause  None required
the County to exceed Southern California Association of Governments’

(SCAG) 2040 population forecast. The purpose of the project is to provide

housing for current farmworkers in the County and, therefore, the project

would not cause an exceedance in the regional population or

employment growth forecasts. Impacts would be less than significant.

The project would not use unusual amounts of energy or construction None required
materials and impacts related to consumption of non-renewable and
slowly renewable resources would be less than significant.

Residual Impact

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant
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Introduction

1 Introduction

This document is an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Somis Ranch Farmworker
Housing Complex (hereafter referred to as the “proposed project” or “project”) located at 2789
Somis Road in unincorporated Ventura County, immediately north of the City of Camarillo (City).
The proposed project would be constructed on a site currently used for agricultural production. The
proposed project would involve the construction and occupation of an affordable multi-family
housing complex for farmworkers (housing complex) on three proposed parcels totaling 18.43 acres
and the continuation of agricultural use on a 17.93-acre continued agricultural use parcel. The
proposed housing complex would include 360 dwelling units (apartments) and associated amenities.
The project would also include construction of a community wastewater treatment facility
(CWWTF), which would serve the proposed housing complex and produce recycled water for
irrigation of adjacent agricultural fields. The proposed project would not involve demolition or
alteration of the existing on-site residences and agricultural buildings.

This section discusses (1) the EIR background; (2) the legal basis for preparing an EIR; (3) the scope
and content of the EIR; (4) the lead, responsible, and trustee agencies; and (5) the environmental
review process required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The proposed
project is described in detail in Section 2, Project Description.

1.1 Environmental Impact Report Background

The County of Ventura distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR for a 30-day agency and
public review period starting on April 13, 2020 and ending on May 13, 2020. CEQA §21092(b)(3)(C)
requires, as one of three options, “direct mailing to the owners and occupants of contiguous
property shown on the latest equalized assessment roll” regarding distributing the NOP for an EIR.
The NOP for this EIR was distributed on April 7, 2020 to the owners and occupants of parcels
adjacent to the project site, as well as interested parties. The NOP was published in a local
newspaper, VC Star, on April 13, 2020, including the notice of a public EIR Scoping Meeting to be
held on April 22, 2020. The NOP was also posted at the Ventura County Resource Management
Agency office, the Ventura County Clerk-Recorder office, and online at the Ventura County Resource
Management Agency website.

The County held an EIR Scoping Meeting on April 22, 2020. The meeting, held from 6:00 p.m. to
7:30 p.m., was aimed at providing information about the proposed project to members of public
agencies, interested stakeholders, and residents/community members. The meeting was held
remotely via Zoom webinar. The County received letters from 5 state, regional, and local agencies; 1
non-government organization; and 16 individuals in response to the NOP during the public review
period, as well as various verbal comments during the EIR Scoping Meeting. The NOP is presented in
Appendix A of this EIR, along with the NOP responses received. Table 1-1 and Table 1-2 summarize
the content of the written and verbal comments and where the issues raised are addressed in the
EIR.

1 CEQA §21083.9 requires lead agencies to call scoping meetings for: (1) a proposed project that may affect highways or other facilities
under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportation if the meeting is requested by the department, or (2) a project of
statewide, regional, or areawide significance. The proposed project would not affect California Department of Transportation highways or
other facilities, and is not a project of statewide, regional, or areawide significant. Nevertheless, a scoping meeting was held to collect
public input.
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1.2 Purpose and Legal Authority

The proposed project requires the discretionary approval of the County of Ventura; therefore, the
project is subject to the environmental review requirements of CEQA. In accordance with Section
15121 of the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14), the purpose of this EIR
is to serve as an informational document that “will inform public agency decision makers and the
public generally of the significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to
minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.”

This EIR has been prepared as a project EIR pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines. A
Project EIR is appropriate for a specific development project. As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, “This
type of EIR should focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would result from the
development project. The EIR shall examine all phases of the project, including planning,
construction, and operation.”

This EIR serves as an informational document for the public and County of Ventura decision makers.
The CEQA process will conclude with public hearings before the Planning Commission and the Board
of Supervisors to consider certification of a Final EIR and approval of the proposed project.

Table 1-1 Agency Comments on the NOP and EIR Responses

Response/Where Comments
Commenter Comment/Request are Addressed in the EIR

California Department  CDFW is a Responsible Agency under CEQA for the project CDFW have been identified as

of Fish and Wildlife for lake and streambed alteration regulatory authority and a responsible agency under
(CDFW) any species protected under the California Endangered Section 1.4, Lead, Responsible,
Species Act. and Trustee Agencies..
Project activities during the bird breeding season could See Section 4.3, Biological
impact birds covered by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Resources, of the EIR.

Act (MBTA) and/or California Fish and Game Code.
Suggestions mitigation measures for impacts to nesting
birds.

Project landscaping should avoid invasive/exotic plants.

A complete assessment and impact analysis of the flora and
fauna within and adjacent to the project area should be
conducted.

The Arroyo Las Posas River is an important riparian corridor
in the vicinity of the project site that serves as an important
wildlife movement corridor. A thorough discussion of direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts to biological resources
should be included in the EIR.

If the project would result in potential take of a species listed
or a candidate for listing under the California Endangered
Species Act, the project would require an Incidental Take
Permit for the CDFW prior to project construction.

The EIR should include mitigation measures for adverse
impacts to sensitive plants, animals, and habitats.

For proposed preservation and/or restoration, the EIR
should include measures to protect the targeted habitat
values from direct and indirect negative impacts in
perpetuity.
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Comment/Request

Commenter

Introduction

Response/Where Comments
are Addressed in the EIR

Limit translocation and transplantation is discouraged as
mitigation for impacts to sensitive plants and animals.

To avoid direct mortality, it is recommended that a qualified
biological monitor approved by CDFW be on-site prior to and
during ground and habitat disturbing activities to move out
of harm’s way special status species or other wildlife of low
mobility that would be injured or killed by grubbing or
construction activities.

The EIR should include a complete discussion of the
proposed project and a range of feasible alternatives to
avoid or otherwise minimize impacts to sensitive biological
resources and wildlife movement areas.

The project should be evaluated to assure compatibility with
surrounding land uses in the City and be designed to
complement existing surrounding development.

City of Camarillo

The EIR should consider the City’s Community Design
Element. In particular:

® Residential areas should be compatible with surrounding
land use and neighborhoods;

" The Residential Design Guidelines should be reviewed for
consistency;

® Beatifying SR 34;

® |dentification of the intersection of SR 34/Los Posas
Road/Upland Drive as a primary gateway into the City; and

® |dentification of SR 34 as a scenic corridor by the City.

The EIR should address construction noise at Rancho
Campana High School and the Camarillo Public Library.

The EIR should address safety and security related to the
adjacent City’s Desalter Facility.

The project site plan does not include an agricultural buffer
at the southeast corner of the project housing complex.

See Section 2, Project
Description, and Section 6,
Alternatives, of the EIR.

The project site is within
unincorporated Ventura
County; therefore, the project
is not required to comply with
City of Camarillo design
policies.

See Section 4.5, Noise and
Vibration, of the EIR.

Safety and security issues for
the City’s Desalter Facility
should be included in the
CEQA documentation for the
Desalter Facility. Which is
currently under construction.

An agricultural buffer is not
required between non-
agricultural land uses. See
Section 2, Project Description,
of the EIR for the landscape
plan, which shows landscaping
between the project housing
complex and the City’s
Desalter Facility.

Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Commenter

Comment/Request

Response/Where Comments
are Addressed in the EIR

Pleasant Valley
Recreation & Park
District (PVRPD)

Somis Municipal
Advisory Council
(MAC)

The EIR should address security and fencing between the
proposed project and the adjacent high school and City’s
Desalter Facility.

The EIR should address transportation routes and modes of
transportation for the proposed project.

Ensure that the two access project driveways along Somis
Road are not too close together and are acceptable for
emergency access. Include traffic signals as necessary.

The project must include the minimum state requirements
with regard to off-street parking spaces.

The project cannot connect to the Calleguas Municipal
Water District’s Salinity Management Pipeline (SMP) brine
line.

Provide a copy of Appendix A of the Supplemental
Information & Project Description by Jensen Design &
Survey.

Provide copies of all agreements reference in the project
applicant’s submittal documents.

The EIR should include a more detailed analysis of impacts to

parks and recreation spaces and programming, as the
project would disproportionately impact PVRPD resources
due to proximity and expected population.

Patrick Richards comments that a number of his questions
raised at the Scoping Meeting were not addressed.

Patrick Richards comments that the project appears to be
subject to popular vote under the County’s Save Open space
and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) Ordinance.

Patrick Richards comments that the noticing for the Scoping
Meeting did not meet the state minimum requirement.

See Section 2, Project
Description, of the EIR for the
project site plan and
landscape plan. A 29-foot-
wide landscaped buffer is
proposed to the north, west,
and east of the proposed
housing complex. Security is
not an environmental issue
under CEQA.

See Section 4.7,
Transportation, of the EIR.

See Section 2, Project
Description, of the EIR.

See Section 4.9, Water
Resources — Surface Water
Quality, of the EIR.

The County is coordinating
with the City and has provided
the requested information to
the City.

See Section 4.11, Less Than
Significant Environmental
Effects, of the EIR.

Table 1-1 and Table 1-2
include the comments
received during the NOP
scoping period, including the
Scoping Meeting, as well as
the locations in this EIR where
the comments are addressed.

The project is not subject to
the County’s SOAR Ordinance.
See Section 4.2, Agricultural
Resources — Soils, and Section
4.10, Land Use and Planning,
of the EIR.

The County followed the
requirements included in
Section 15082(a) and (c) of the
CEQA Guidelines for sending a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of
an EIR and related Scoping
Meeting(s). See Section 1.1,
Environmental Impact Report
Background.
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Commenter

Comment/Request

Introduction

Response/Where Comments
are Addressed in the EIR

Ventura County Air
Pollution Control
District (VCAPCD)

The air quality assessment should consider consistency with
the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).

The Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines
should also be used to evaluate all potential air quality
impacts.

The proposed CWWTF may need to obtain an APCD Permit
to Operate for any odor control equipment and/or if the site
is proposing to install an emergency diesel generator over 50
brake horsepower (BHP).

The VCAPCD will review the EIR’s air quality impact section,
based on the CEQA Guideline’s Appendix G significance
thresholds for Air Quality.

Regarding the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions analysis, the
VCAPCD has concluded that using the neighboring South
Coast Air Pollution Control District’'s recommended GHG
emissions thresholds, as neither the County nor the VCAPCD
have adopted GHG thresholds.

See Section 4.1, Air Quality, of
the EIR.

See Section 4.11, Less Than
Significant Environmental
Effects, of the EIR.

Table 1-2 Public Comments on the NOP and EIR Responses

Where Comments are

Comment/Request

Several written and verbal comments were received in
support of the proposed project because it would provide
“essential” farmworkers with affordable housing.

Support for Project

CWWTF The public agency that would operate the proposed CWWTF

needs to be included in the EIR.

Effluent from the proposed CWWTF must be in compliance
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
requirements and other applicable requirements.

Schools The project would impact local school districts, including
Somis Union School District and Oxnard Union High School

District.

The existing Somis School would not be able to support the
proposed housing complex.

Transportation The project would impact traffic.

The project’s location would cause a contribution to
substantial impacts to vehicular traffic on SR 34 and SR 118.

The potential project-related and cumulative traffic impacts
to Somis Road and the community of Somis should be
analyzed.

Concerns for the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists in the
project’s vicinity.
Will the project require a new bus stop of facilities?

Public Services The project would impact the police and fire departments

and hospitals.

Addressed in the EIR

Comments noted and will be
presented to decisions
makers.

See Section 2, Project
Description, of the EIR.

See Section 4.9, Water
Resources — Surface Water
Quality, of the EIR.

See Section 4.11, Less Than
Significant Environmental
Effects, of the EIR.

See Section 4.7,
Transportation, of the EIR.

See Section 4.11, Less Than
Significant Environmental
Effects, of the EIR.
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Comment/Request

Where Comments are
Addressed in the EIR

Utilities

Water Quality

Community Character

Glare

Geology/Soils

Growth Inducement

Agricultural Land

SOAR Ordinance

General Plan
Consistency

Alternatives

Inadequate Scoping

The project would impact water supply, specifically Water
District No. 19.

The EIR should address project-related and cumulative
impacts on the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin.

The EIR should address how NPDES requirements would be
met.

The EIR should analyze possible drainage impacts from the
project.

The project and cumulative projects would impact the
community character of Somis.

The EIR should consider the Somis Road viewshed. No three-
story buildings currently exist along SR 34 from U.S. Highway
101 to SR 118.

The EIR should include a discussion of potential glare
impacts to surrounding residences, to Rancho Campana High
School, and from Somis Road.

The EIR should address hazards such as liquefaction and
subsidence because the project site is located near Calleguas
Creek.

The EIR should include a discussion of growth inducement
and related impacts.

The project would result in the loss of productive agricultural
land.

The EIR should address the loss of Prime, Statewide, Unique,
and Local Farmlands.

The project appears to be subject to popular vote under the
County’s SOAR Ordinance.

The project needs to be analyzed for consistency with the
County General Plan.

Alternative should include alternative sites, including within
other cities in Ventura County.

The format of the Scoping Meeting (i.e., a virtual meeting)
did not provide for adequate public input.

The County is taking advantage of the COVID-19 pandemic to
move the project forward without adequate public input.

Public noticing for the EIR and the Scoping Meeting was
inadequate (i.e., not enough nearby property
owners/tenants were noticed).

Why was no Initial Study included with the NOP?

See Section 4.11, Less Than
Significant Environmental
Effects, of the EIR.

See Section 4.9, Water
Resources — Surface Water
Quality, of the EIR.

See Section 4.11, Less Than
Significant Environmental
Effects, of the EIR.

See Section 4.11, Less Than
Significant Environmental
Effects, of the EIR.

See Section 4.11, Less Than
Significant Environmental
Effects, of the EIR.

See Section 5.1, Growth
Inducement, of the EIR.

See Section 4.2, Agricultural
Resources — Soils, of the EIR.

See Section 4.2, Agricultural
Resources — Soils, and Section
4.10, Land Use and Planning,
of the EIR.

The project’s consistency with
the County General Plan is
discussed throughout this EIR
and specifically in Section
4.10, Land Use and Planning.

See Section 6, Alternatives, of
the EIR.

CEQA §21092(b)(3)(C)
requires, as one of three
options, “direct mailing to the
owners and occupants of
contiguous property shown on
the latest equalized
assessment roll” regarding
distributing the NOP for an
EIR. The County followed
these requirements. See
Section 1.1, Environmental
Impact Report Background.
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Where Comments are

Issue Comment/Request Addressed in the EIR
Non-CEQA-Related The qualifying income for farmworkers seems high. See Section 2.5.1.1,
Issues Residential Buildings and

Dwelling Units, of the EIR.

Concerns that the project applicant would sell the project in Not CEQA-related. Concern to
a few years as high-priced condominiums. be addressed in Conditions of

Concerns that the owner of the property would be the same Approval for the project.

as the employer of workers residing at the proposed housing
complex.

Will there be controls on the number of people that can live
in a rental unit?

How long will the large number of farm workers be viable, Not a CEQA-related issue.
given the constant advances in technology? Is the project Concerns are speculative.
then housing for the homeless?

Will the City of Camarillo be indirectly subsidizing the Not a CEQA-related issue. The

project? project would be not
subsidized by the County or
the City of Camarillo.

1.3 Scope and Content

This EIR addresses impacts identified as potentially significant. The following issues were found to
include potentially significant impacts and have been studied in the EIR:
= Air Quality

=  Agricultural Resources — Soils

= Biological Resources

= Cultural Resources — Historic

= Noise and Vibration

= Public Health

=  Transportation

=  Waste Treatment and Disposal Facilities — Solid Waste

=  Water Resources — Surface Water Quality

= Land Use and Planning

In preparing the EIR, use was made of pertinent County policies and guidelines, certified EIRs and
adopted CEQA documents, and other background documents. A full reference list is contained in
Section 7, References and Preparers.

The alternatives section of the EIR (Section 6) was prepared in accordance with Section 15126.6 of
the CEQA Guidelines and focuses on alternatives that are capable of eliminating or reducing
significant adverse effects associated with the project while feasibly attaining most of the basic
project objectives. In addition, the alternatives section identifies the “environmentally superior”
alternative among the alternatives assessed. The alternatives evaluated include the CEQA-required
“No Project” alternative and one alternative development scenario for the project area.
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The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA and
applicable court decisions. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the standard of adequacy
on which this document is based. The CEQA Guidelines state:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of the proposed
project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked
not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

1.4 Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies

The CEQA Guidelines define lead, responsible, and trustee agencies. The County of Ventura is the
lead agency for the project because it holds principal responsibility for approving the project.

A responsible agency refers to a public agency other than the lead agency that has discretionary
approval over the project. Responsible agencies include the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), which regulates waters of the U.S.; the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW),
which regulates waters of the state; the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB), which regulates water quality in the region; and the Ventura County Air Pollution Control
District (VCAPCD), which regulates air quality in the region. The VCAPCD submitted responses to the
NOP that are included in Appendix A. The EIR will be submitted to the Los Angeles RWQCB and the
VCAPCD for review and comment.

A trustee agency refers to a state agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected
by a project. There are no trustee agencies for the proposed project.

1.5 Environmental Review Process

The environmental impact review process, as required under CEQA, is summarized below and
illustrated in Figure 1-1. The steps are presented in sequential order.

1. Notice of Preparation (NOP). After deciding that an EIR is required, the lead agency (County of
Ventura) must file a NOP soliciting input on the EIR scope to the State Clearinghouse, other
concerned agencies, and parties previously requesting notice in writing (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15082; Public Resources Code Section 21092.2). The NOP must be posted in the County
Clerk’s office for 30 days.

2. Draft EIR Prepared. The Draft EIR must contain: (1) table of contents or index; (2) summary; (3)
project description; (4) environmental setting; (5) discussion of significant impacts (direct,
indirect, cumulative, growth-inducing and unavoidable impacts); (6) a discussion of alternatives;
(7) mitigation measures; and (8) discussion of irreversible changes.

3. Notice of Completion (NOC). The lead agency must file an NOC with the State Clearinghouse
when it completes a Draft EIR and prepare a Public Notice of Availability of a Draft EIR. The lead
agency must place the NOC in the County Clerk’s office for 30 days (Public Resources Code
Section 21092) and send a copy of the NOC to anyone requesting it (CEQA Guidelines Section
15087). Additionally, public notice of Draft EIR availability must be given through at least one of
the following procedures: (1) publication in a newspaper of general circulation; (2) posting on
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and off the project site; and (3) direct mailing to owners and occupants of contiguous
properties. The lead agency must solicit input from other agencies and the public and respond
in writing to all comments received (Public Resources Code Sections 21104 and 21253). The
minimum public review period for a Draft EIR is 30 days. When a Draft EIR is sent to the State
Clearinghouse for review, the public review period must be 45 days unless the State
Clearinghouse approves a shorter period (Public Resources Code 21091).

4. Final EIR. A Final EIR must include: (1) the Draft EIR; (2) copies of comments received during
public review; (3) list of persons and entities commenting; and (4) responses to comments.

5. Certification of Final EIR. Prior to making a decision on a proposed project, the lead agency
must certify that: (1) the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA,; (2) the Final
EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency; and (3) the decision making
body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to approving a project
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15090).

6. Lead Agency Project Decision. The lead agency may: (1) disapprove the project because of its
significant environmental effects; (2) require changes to the project to reduce or avoid
significant environmental effects; or (3) approve the project despite its significant
environmental effects, if the proper findings and statement of overriding considerations are
adopted (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15042 and 15043).

7. Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations. For each significant impact of the project
identified in the EIR, the lead agency must find, based on substantial evidence, that either: (1)
the project has been changed to avoid or substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact; (2)
changes to the project are within another agency’s jurisdiction and such changes have or should
be adopted; or (3) specific economic, social, or other considerations make the mitigation
measures or project alternatives infeasible (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091). If an agency
approves a project with unavoidable significant environmental effects, it must prepare a written
Statement of Overriding Considerations that sets forth the specific social, economic, or other
reasons supporting the agency’s decision.

8. Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program. When the lead agency makes findings on significant
effects identified in the EIR, it must adopt a reporting or monitoring program for mitigation
measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval to mitigate significant
effects.

9. Notice of Determination (NOD). The lead agency must file a NOD after deciding to approve a
project for which an EIR is prepared (CEQA Guidelines Section 15094). A local agency must file
the NOD with the County Clerk. The NOD must be posted for 30 days and sent to anyone
previously requesting notice. Posting of the NOD starts a 30-day statute of limitations on CEQA
legal challenges (Public Resources Code Section 21167[c]).
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Figure 1-1 Environmental Review Process
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2 Project Description

This section describes the proposed project, including the project applicant, the project site and
surrounding land uses, major project characteristics, project objectives, and discretionary actions
needed for approval.

2.1 Project Applicant

Somis Ranch Partners, LLC
P.O. Box 6045

Oxnard, California 93030
(805) 310-5070

2.2 Lead Agency Contact Person

Justin Bertoline, Senior Planner

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

Ventura, California 93009-1740

(805) 654-2466

2.3 Project Location

The approximately 36.4-acre project site is located 2789 Somis Road on Assessor Parcel Number
(APN) 156-0-180-48. The project site is situated just north of the intersection of Somis Road/Las
Posas Road, immediately north of and adjacent to the City of Camarillo (City), and outside the City’s
sphere of influence and the Camarillo Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB). Figure 2-1 shows the
regional location of the project site.

The project site is currently predominantly used for agricultural production. The project site also
currently contains two residences and ancillary agricultural buildings located immediately south of
Bell Ranch Road. An unpaved road provides access to the project site from Somis Road. The existing
residential area covers approximately 2.7 acres (seven percent) of the project site. Figure 2-2 shows
the location of the project site within the surrounding neighborhood.

The project site is regionally accessible from U.S. Highway 101 and locally accessible from the south
via State Route (SR) 34 (i.e., North Lewis Road, which turns into Somis Road when traveling north
from U.S. Highway 101) or from the north via SR 118 (i.e., East Los Angeles Avenue) to Somis Road.

2.4 Existing Site Characteristics

2.4.1 Existing Land Uses on the Project Site

The project site is currently predominantly used for agricultural production. The project site also
currently contains two residences and ancillary agricultural buildings located immediately south of
Bell Ranch Road. An unpaved road provides access to the project site from Somis Road (Figure 2-2).
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Figure 2-1 Regional Location
Sespe Condor
Sanctuary
na Los Padres
150, National Forest
Fillmore
126
Santa Paula 2t
23
Moorpark
118
232 ﬁ Simi Valley
Camarillo
Oxnard
24 Thousand Oaks
Oak Park
Port Hueneme )
Agoura Hills
Naval Base
Ventura
County
Point Mugu
State Park
Malibu Creek
State Park
1 %
0 2.5 5 Miles
Imagery provided by Esri and its licensors © 2020.
N Bakersfield
ﬁ Project Location A 59 *
Santa Maria
Los Padres
Lompoc National L 5 J Langatthr
5ok Forest
santa Barbara éan_ta w
arita b
Simi Angeles National
*Valley Forest
w x5
Los Angeles &
110445054 91
Long
Beach o
o

2-2




Project Description

Figure 2-2 Project Site Location
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2.4.2 Surrounding Land Uses

The project site is bordered by agricultural lands to the northwest, north, and east. The
southeastern edge of the project site abuts Somis Road, across which lies additional agricultural
land.

Immediately southwest of the project site is the location of the City’s planned North Pleasant Valley
Groundwater Desalter Facility (Desalter Facility). It is estimated the construction of the Desalter
Facility will continue through mid-2021. Operation of the Desalter Facility is expected to begin in
late 2021 (City of Camarillo 2019, 2020). The 4.6-acre Desalter Facility site was annexed from the
proposed project parcel (under the County’s jurisdiction) into the City of Camarillo in December
2017, with subsequent approval of the Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission in April 2018.

The Oxnard Union High School District’s Rancho Campana High School, for grades 9 through 12, is
located approximately 300 feet west of the project site at 4235 Mar Vista Drive. A religious
institution is located at 4345 Las Posas Road, approximately 450 feet southwest of the project site.
The City of Camarillo Public Library is located at 4101 Las Posas Road, just west of the adjacent
religious institution and approximately 850 feet southwest of the project site. Figure 2-2 shows the
locations of surrounding land uses.

2.4.3 Land Use and Zoning Designations on the Project Site

The General Plan land use designation of the project site is Agricultural (County of Ventura 2019)
and the zoning designation of the site is AE (Agricultural Exclusive), which has a 40-acre minimum
lot size (County of Ventura 2020). However, Section 8103-2.7 of the Ventura County Ordinance Code
states, “Parcels of less than the prescribed minimum lot area may be allowed for Farmworker
Housing Complexes on land zoned AE within or adjacent to a city Sphere of Influence, provided the
remaining non-farmworker housing complex parcel is a minimum of 10 acres” (County of Ventura
2020).

The proposed project is an allowed use under the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance, as
the project would involve the construction and occupation of a farmworker housing complex on
approximately 18.43 acres of the project site and continuation of agricultural use on a 17.93-acre
continued agricultural use parcel.

2.5 Project Characteristics

The proposed project would involve the construction and operation of an affordable multi-family
housing complex for farmworkers (housing complex) on three proposed parcels totaling 18.43 acres
and the continuation of agricultural use on a 17.93-acre continued agricultural use parcel. The
proposed housing complex would include 360 dwelling units (apartments) and associated amenities.
The project also would include the construction of a community wastewater treatment facility
(CWWTF), which would serve the proposed housing complex and produce recycled water for
irrigation of adjacent agricultural fields. The proposed project would not involve demolition or
alteration of the existing on-site residences and agricultural buildings. Discussion of the details of
the proposed project follows.

2.5.1 Housing Complex

The proposed 360-unit housing complex would include a variety of one-, two-, and three-bedroom
apartments, as well as associated amenities such as community centers, play fields, tot
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lots/playgrounds, a basketball court, a community garden area, and a network of meandering
pedestrian walkways (RRM Design Group 2019). The majority of the apartment buildings would be
three stories in height, with a maximum building height of 35.0 feet from ground level. The housing
complex would provide the required number of off-street parking spaces, as required by Article 8 of
the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance (NCZO). In addition, 379 bicycle parking spaces
would be available throughout the complex. Internal pathways would provide pedestrian circulation
throughout the housing complex. The housing complex would also include a landscape agricultural
buffer around the perimeter of the development site to minimize potential effects between the
proposed housing complex and adjacent land uses. Table 2-1 summarizes the general characteristics
of the housing complex.

Table 2-1 General Characteristics of Proposed Housing Complex
Address 2789 Somis Road, Somis, Ventura County, California 93066
APN 156-0-180-48
Lot Area 802,810 sf (18.43 acres)

Proposed Site Coverage Square Footage
Buildings 153,974 sf (19%)
Parking 229,012 sf (29%)
Hardscaping 24,364 sf (3%)
Landscaping 395,460 sf (49%)
Total 802,810 sf (100%)

sf = square feet

2.5.1.1 Residential Buildings and Dwelling Units

The housing complex would include a total of 30 apartment buildings with six building types. In
addition to the six residential building types, an additional four residential units would be included
in each of the proposed community center buildings. The architectural style of the residential
buildings would be “Spanish Colonial.” Dwelling units would range in size from 576 to 1,104 gross
square feet. Table 2-2 includes a summary of the different types of residential buildings and
dwelling units within the housing complex. Figure 2-3a and Figure 2-3b show the site plan of the
proposed housing complex. Figure 2-4 shows the typical elevations of three-story residential
buildings and Figure 2-5 shows the typical elevations of the two-story community centers.
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Table 2-2 Summary of Types of Residential Buildings and Dwelling Units in Proposed
Housing Complex

No. of Dwelling Units per Building Type in Complex

No. of Total DUs
Buildings 1-BR/1-BA 2-BR/1-BA 3-BR/2-BA per No. of Stories
Proposed Residential per Typein (576 gross (816 gross (1,104 Building (Max. Building
Building Types Complex sf) sf) gross sf) Type Height)
Building Type A 7 12 12 3(35.0ft)
Building Type B 14 12 12 3 (35.0ft)
Building Type C 3 12 12 3 (35.0 ft)
Building Type D 1 1 2 1 4 2 (27.0 ft)
Building Type E 2 24 48 3 (35.0 ft)
Building Type F 1 3 6 3 12 3 (35.0ft)
Community Center 2 1 2 1 4 2 (28.4 ft)
Buildings with DUs
Summary of Buildings/Dwelling Units
Total Residential Buildings 30
No. of DUs in Complex
Total 1-BR DUs 90
Total 2-BR DUs 180
Total 3-BR DUs 90
Grand Total DUs 360

BA = bathroom(s); BR = bedroom(s); DU = dwelling unit(s); ft = feet; sf = square feet
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Figure 2-3b
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Figure 2-4 Typical Three-Story Residential Building Elevations
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Figure 2-5 Typical Community Center Building Elevations
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2.5.1.2 Vehicular Access and Parking

The housing complex would be accessible from two driveways from Somis Road. The southern
driveway would be located within an existing 40-foot-wide easement over a road built by others
that provides access to the City’s Desalter Facility site. The southern driveway would include a
bicycle/pedestrian pathway. The eastern driveway would follow a proposed 50-foot-wide easement
north of the existing Bell Ranch residences and agricultural buildings and would provide access to
the housing complex from the east. The eastern driveway would be constructed as part of the
proposed project and would include an off-site portion of the driveway to connect the housing
complex to Somis Road. The off-site portion of the driveway would occur on a 0.42-acre area east of
the project site. The driveways have been designed to meet the Ventura County Fire Department’s
minimum design standards and requirements. The housing complex would also include an internal,
looping access road that has been designed to meet Ventura County Fire Department’s fire aerial
apparatus standards. Fire access roads would be modified for each construction phase of the
project. Each implementation phase would meet Ventura County Fire Department’s fire aerial
apparatus standards.

Under Article 8 of the Ventura County NCZO, the housing complex would be required to provide 654
parking spaces, including 19 accessible spaces for persons with disabilities. The proposed housing
complex would include 655 parking spaces, 19 of which would be designated as accessible spaces. In
addition, 379 bicycle parking spaces would be available throughout the complex.

2.5.1.3 Utilities

The housing complex would be served potable water by Ventura County Water Works District No.
19 (Water District). The project site is currently located in the Water District’s service area. On May
8, 2019, the County of Ventura issued a Water Availability Letter for the proposed project,
confirming the availability of water supplies from the Water District.

Wastewater (sewage) generated by the housing complex would be treated by the proposed CWWTF
(see Section 2.5.2, Community Wastewater Treatment Facility, for details regarding the CWWTF).

The housing complex, including the CWWTF, would require electrical service, which would be
provided by Southern California Edison. Cable and telephone service would be provided to the
housing complex by Spectrum. No natural gas service would be provided to or required by the
housing complex.

2.5.1.4 Landscaping, Stormwater Detention, and Hardscaping

The residential buildings would overlook core community spaces such as play fields, a community
garden, playgrounds, and community centers. Internal meandering pathways would provide
pedestrian circulation throughout the housing complex.

Figure 2-6 shows the landscape plan for the housing complex. The housing complex would be
surrounded by a 29-foot-wide landscaped area along the western and eastern perimeters, which
would serve as a buffer between the proposed housing complex and existing surrounding
agricultural operations. Additionally, the housing complex would involve landscaped areas
throughout the complex, totaling approximately 281,000 square feet. The landscaping plant palette
would be comprised of drought-tolerant tree and shrub species. A weather-sensing “smart
controller” would be used to monitor irrigation water and manage daily water consumption.
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Landscaping would be irrigated using bubblers, drip irrigation, or other water-efficient irrigation
systems.
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Figure 2-6

Landscape Plan
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As discussed in the Preliminary Hydrology Memo (Appendix |), the housing complex would include
two stormwater detention basins on the east side of the project site. Runoff from impervious
surfaces within the housing complex would be directed toward one of the stormwater detention
basins. Outflow from the basins would be released into an existing drainage channel along the
western side of the project site.

2.5.1.5 Requirements and Verification Process for Residences

Affordable Housing Income Levels and Farmworker Housing Verification
Process

The proposed project would consist of 100 percent affordable housing units. The project applicant
intends for the proposed housing complex to serve individuals and families with lower incomes,
including the subcategories of very low and extremely low incomes. Per the California Department
of Housing and Community Development, “lower income” is defined as those who earn less than 80
percent of the local area median income (AMI). At the time of publication of this Draft EIR, the final
affordability breakdown had not been determined. However, the project applicant tentatively
estimates that the majority of apartments would be available to those earning 60 percent of the
AMI or below. It is also anticipated that some apartments would be available to very low (30 to 50
percent of the AMI) and extremely low (0 to 30 percent of the AMI) income individuals/families.

Section 8107-41.1 of the Ventura County NCZO provides the farmworker employment criteria and
states:

In a Farmworker Housing Complex, dwelling units shall only be rented to... persons who are
principally employed within the County of Ventura for activities associated with Crop and
Orchard production (Sec. 8105-4) and all uses listed there under. A qualified farmworker who
has been renting a dwelling unit in a Farmworker Housing Complex and who subsequently
retires or becomes disabled, may continue to reside in the dwelling unit. Members of the
farmworker’s household, if any, may also occupy said dwelling unit.

Accordingly, to qualify for an apartment in the proposed housing complex, potential residents
would be required to demonstrate that they either: (1) earn at least 51 percent of their annual
income from qualifying agriculture; and/or (2) are employed in agriculture for at least 51 percent of
the total days employed on an annual basis.

The development would be managed by a qualified affordable housing provider that would be
responsible for verifying resident incomes initially and annually. The housing complex would not be
owned or controlled by any agricultural employers.

Density Bonus and Affordable Housing Incentive

Article 16 of the Ventura County NCZO and Government Code Section 65915 requires the County to
provide incentives for affordable housing projects. The number of incentives is based on the
affordability of the project, in addition to any waivers that may be necessary, consistent with
Government Code Section 65915(e). Because the proposed housing complex would be 100 percent
affordable, the project qualifies for three incentives, as well as a waiver of development standards
that would physically preclude construction of the project at the permitted densities or with the
incentives.

The types of incentives that can be granted for this project include:
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A. Areduction in site development standards; and

B. Other regulatory incentives proposed by the Affordable Housing Developer or the County that
result in identifiable, financially sufficient, and actual cost reductions.

In accordance with Sections 8116-3.1 and 8116-7 of the Ventura County NCZO, the proposed
housing complex has requested the following Affordable Housing Incentives:

1. Anincrease in maximum building lot coverage from 5 percent, as established in Figure 3.4 of the
General Plan Goals, Policies, and Programs, to 25 percent.

Justification: By increasing maximum building lot coverage to 25 percent, the density of the
proposed housing complex would be financially feasible.

2. Areduction in the side yard setbacks for structures 25 to 35 feet in height from 15 feet, as
established in Section 8106-1.1 of the Ventura County NCZO, to 10 feet.

Justification: By reducing side yard setback requirements for two- and three-story structures
from 15 feet to 10 feet, the project applicant would avoid potentially costly revisions or
modifications to the standard building types proposed within the housing complex, resulting in a
substantial cost savings, as several proposed three-story buildings (35 feet in height) would be
located within 10 to 15 feet of side yard property lines.

3. Areduction and or waiver of Quimby Fees, as required by Section 8209-6 of the Ventura County
Subdivision Ordinance.

Justification: A reduction or waiver of Quimby Fees would substantially reduce the financial
burden on the project applicant, thus resulting in a housing complex that would be fiscally
feasible. Additionally, the project may be entitled to an offset to the Quimby Fees, based on the
amount of proposed open space areas (i.e., play fields), playgrounds, and other recreational
areas/facilities within the housing complex, thus reducing the need for off-site park/recreational
areas.

Proposed Development Funding

Funding for the proposed affordable housing complex is anticipated through a variety of potential
sources. Such sources may due to availability and anticipated timing of construction for each of the
three proposed phases (see “Construction” below regarding the construction phases). Anticipated
funding sources may include the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, Tax Exempt Bonds and
Four Percent Low-Income Housing Tax Credits, the Federal Home Loan Bank Affordable Housing
Program, the California Department of Housing and Community Development’s Multi-Family
Housing Program, the Joe Serna Jr. Farmworker Housing Grant Program, Ventura County’s
Community Development Block Grant and Home Investment Partnerships Program funds, and/or
other sources.

2.5.2 Community Wastewater Treatment Facility

Because the project site is outside the Camarillo Sanitary District service area, the project includes
on-site wastewater treatment. The housing complex would include the construction and operation
of a CWWTF on an approximately 5,000- to 7,000-square-foot area in the northwest corner of the
project site. The proposed CWWTF would include a conventional membrane bioreactor package
with a footprint of approximately 1,488 square feet.2 The CWWTF would be designed to treat

2The proposed CWWTF is an MEMPAC-M model, such as those manufactured by Cloacina in Arroyo Grande, California.
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wastewater (sewage) generated by the housing complex to tertiary treatment standards. The on-
site CWWTF would treat all wastewater generated by the housing complex. At full occupancy of the
housing complex, the CWWTF would treat an estimated average daily flow of 99,000 gallons of
wastewater per day (Water Resource Engineering Associates [WREA] 2019).

Collection of on-site wastewater (influent) would occur through gravity system sewer drainage
pipelines. The gravity collector would terminate at a concrete shaft wet-well in a lift station. From
the lift station, an influent force main would discharge to a 2-millimeter influent screen. Screened
influent would discharge to the transfer chamber, where influent would be pumped to two 25,000-
gallon equalization storage basins. Screened influent would be returned to the anoxic chamber
(denitrification) and mixed with return activated sludge to the anoxic chamber, which includes
monitoring equipment such as a dissolved oxygen sensor. From the anoxic chamber, effluent would
enter the aeration chamber by gravity, where effluent would be monitored by dissolved oxygen and
suspended solids sensors (WREA 2019).

Activated sludge from the aeration chamber would be transferred to the membrane chambers at
four times the average daily flow rate, or approximately 275 gallons per minute. The CWWTF would
utilize Fibracast, FibrePlate TM FPC500 membrane cassettes. Activated sludge would be returned via
gravity to the anoxic chamber, where activated sludge would be mixed with raw influent.
Membrane permeate would discharge through in-line ultraviolet (UV) disinfection units prior to
entering the clear well chamber (WREA 2019).

Effluent stored in the clear well chamber would be pumped through each membrane cassette to
perform a Backflash or Clean in Place, which would be conducted at routine intervals, according to
the manufacturer’s requirements. Biosolid concentration would be monitored by a suspended solids
meter located in the aeration chamber. Sludge wasting pumps would remove a portion of the
activated sludge to two 12,000-gallon sludge storage tanks for appropriate removal and off-site
disposal at a facility licensed to accept such waste (WREA 2019).

The CWWTF site would be enclosed by a masonry block wall, which would reduce noise generated
by the CWWTF (WREA 2019).

The proposed CWWTF would be active (i.e., via aeration treatment method); therefore, the only
potential source of undesirable odors would be at the inlet to the facility. Air scrubbers attached to
the anoxic chamber would incorporate advanced odor control technology. Specifically, the air
scrubbers would minimize odors from hydrogen sulfide, mercaptans, ammonia, amines, and other
odors generated in wastewater collection and treatment systems (WREA 2019).

The CWWTF would be designed to treat wastewater generated on-site to meet Disinfected Tertiary
Recycled Water requirements in accordance with California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 22.
Treated wastewater effluent, referred to as “recycled water,” would be beneficially reused for off-
site agricultural irrigation. The project site is situated adjacent to approximately 70 acres of
orchards. Currently, the adjacent orchards are irrigated with relatively low-quality groundwater
pumped from a private well. If the proposed project is approved and built, higher-quality recycled
water generated by the CWWTF would be blended with pumped groundwater to improve the
quality of agricultural irrigation water (WREA 2019).

Recycled water generated by the CWWTF would be temporarily stored in an approximately 25,000-
gallon recycled water/irrigation water storage tank. The CWWTF would also include pump stations
and recycled water pipelines that would deliver recycled water to off-site irrigation systems. Excess
recycled water and treated wastewater effluent not meeting recycled water quality standards
would be dispersed through a series of underground seepage pits along the western boundary of
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the housing complex. Biosolids generated by the CWWTF would be stored on-site in two
approximately 12,000-gallon sludge storage tanks until the biosolids are transported for disposal at
a facility licensed to accept this type of waste (WREA 2019).

Per Section 8204-8 of the County of Ventura Subdivision Ordinance, a public sewer agency is
required to operate the CWWTF. The Ventura Regional Sanitation District (VRSD) would be
responsible for operation of the CWWTF.

2.5.3 Continued Agricultural Use Parcel

Under the proposed project, the eastern portion of the project site would continue to operate as an
agricultural field for crops on a 17.93-acre continued agricultural use parcel. The proposed project
would not result in any physical changes to the continued agricultural use parcel.

2.5.4 Construction

The housing complex would be constructed in three phases. The CWWTF would be constructed as
part of Phase 1 and would be expanded to accommodate the needs of the housing complex as
additional apartments are constructed during Phases 2 and 3. Figure 2-7 illustrates the proposed
phasing plan. The phases of the housing complex would include the following features:

= Phase 1: Phase 1 would include 100 dwelling units, comprised of 25 one-bedroom apartments,
50 two-bedroom apartments, and 25 three-bedroom apartments. Proposed amenities
associated with Phase 1 would include a community center building, a play field, a basketball
court, landscaping, pedestrian walkways, trash enclosures, and 182 parking spaces (including 6
accessible spaces).

= Phase 2: Phase 2 would also include 100 dwelling units, comprised of 25 one-bedroom
apartments, 50 two-bedroom apartments, and 25 three-bedroom apartments. Proposed
amenities associated with Phase 2 would include a play field, tot lots/playgrounds, landscaping,
pedestrian walkways, trash enclosures, and 182 parking spaces (including 6 accessible spaces).

= Phase 3: Phase 3 would include 160 dwelling units, comprised of 40 one-bedroom apartments,
80 two-bedroom apartments, and 40 three-bedroom apartments. Proposed amenities
associated with Phase 3 would include a community center building, a play field, a community
garden area, landscaping, pedestrian walkways, trash enclosures, and 290 parking spaces (7
accessible spaces).

Construction of Phase 1 is anticipated to begin in August 2021. Phases 2 and 3 would be constructed
as needed, once the previous phase of the housing complex is occupied. Construction of Phases 1, 2,
and 3 of the housing complex is expected to take approximately eight, six, and eight months,
respectively.

Construction activities for Phases 1, 2, and 3 would require a total of approximately 1,500 cubic
yards (cy) of cut soil and 35,100 cy of fill soil, resulting in the import of approximately 33,600 cy of
soil to the project site. No soil export would be necessary. Construction staging and construction
work parking would occur on the project site.
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Figure 2-7

Housing Complex Phasing Plan
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2.6 Project Objectives

The objectives of the proposed project are as follows:
1. Develop a financially viable affordable residential community for lower-income farmworkers
and their families in Ventura County to accommodate broad market needs.

2. Provide affordable housing units for farmworkers that will help meet the identified need
assigned to Ventura County pursuant to California State Law and adopted in the County’s
Housing Element.

3. Support the local agricultural industry by providing local farmworker housing proximate to
agricultural operations in Ventura County.

Provide a variety of apartment sizes to meet various family sizes.

5. Arrange the proposed apartment buildings and on-site amenities in a manner that is logical and
promotes efficient use of the housing complex property.

6. Provide recreational opportunities for future project residents with on-site play fields, tot
lots/playgrounds, active recreation opportunities, a community garden area, meeting rooms,
and a network of meandering pedestrian walkways.

7. Minimize proposed building footprints and other impervious surfaces to accommodate on-site
landscaped common space for future project residents.

Design an efficient internal circulation system that is safe for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Locate affordable housing in a location that provides convenient access to nearby services such
as library, schools, commercial centers, and religious institutions.
10. Develop the project site in a manner that would not adversely affect neighboring land uses or
infrastructure, including with regard to:
= Water and sanitation services;
= lLand use compatibility; and
= The scale of the project.

11. Develop the project site in a manner that would minimize affects from neighboring land uses to
the proposed housing complex and future project residents.

12. Avoid modification to the existing Bell Ranch residences and agricultural buildings.

2.7 Required Approvals

The proposed project would require the discretionary approval of the County of Ventura. Pursuant
to NCZO (§§8105-4 and 8111-1.2 et seq.), the Planning Commission is the decision-maker for the
requested Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) and Planned Development Permit (PD Permit) and the Board
of Supervisors are the decision-maker for the requested Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the
CWWTF. However, these decisions can be consolidated to streamline the decision-making process.
Pursuant to NCZO §8111-4.1.1, the Planning Director has the authority to defer the final decision-
making authority to the Board of Supervisors if the cause is deemed justifiable by the Planning
Director.

Table 2-3 includes the approvals/permits required for the proposed project.
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Table 2-3 Required Approvals/Permits

Agency Approval/Permit Type

County of Ventura Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) to authorize the four-lot subdivision of an existing
legal lot

Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to authorize the construction of the CWWTF

Planned Development (PD) Permit to authorize the construction of the 360-unit
farmworker housing complex

System Construction Permitting, Plumbing, Electrical, and Structural Permits and
Approvals (for the CWWTF)

Grading Permit(s)

Various access and utilities easements to be recorded by others (including for the
proposed southern and eastern access roads)

Los Angeles Regional Water Water Reclamation Requirement (WRR)* and waste discharge requirements
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) (WDR)?3 permits and approval to construct
California State Water Resources WRR?

Control Board (SWRCB)

Jany

. The “beneficial reuse” of the recycled water for agricultural irrigation requires a WRR and an “approval to construct” from RWQCB.

N

. The application for approval includes, but is not limited to, system plans and calculations, percolation test results showing soils
suitability for subsurface dispersal, demonstration that dispersal field meets setback requirements, and information regarding the
water supply system.

w

. Ongoing operation and reporting: As a requirement of the WDR, a designated site supervisor would be responsible for the
maintenance of the CWWTF and including sampling and analytical procedures for reporting for proper treatment system
performance. The CWWTF owner is required to retain the services of a Certified Operator to perform the overall management of the
CWWTF.

2-20



Environmental Setting

3 Environmental Setting

This section provides a general overview of the environmental setting for the proposed project.
More detailed descriptions of the environmental setting for each environmental issue area can be
found in Section 4, Environmental Impact Analysis.

3.1 Regional Setting

The project site is located in the County of Ventura, immediately north of and adjacent to the City of
Camarillo, and outside the City’s sphere of influence and CURB. The project site is approximately 11
miles east of the County of Ventura government center in the city of Ventura and 3 miles northeast
of the civic center of the City of Camarillo. The site is just north of the intersection of Somis Road
and Las Posas Road.

South of the project site, a system of roadways, including arterials, collectors, and local streets,
provide vehicular access throughout the City of Camarillo. North of the project site is a system of
two-lane and four-lane highways and County local roads. Nearby major roadways include Somis
Road/SR 34, Las Posas Road, and East Los Angeles Avenue/SR 118. The closest freeway is U.S.
Highway 101, which is located two miles south of the project site.

The project site is located approximately 11 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean. The climate and the
coastal influence produce moderate temperatures year-round, with rainfall concentrated in the
winter months. Although air quality in the area has steadily improved in recent years, the region is
identified as being in nonattainment for ozone (smog) and particulate matter less than 10 microns
in diameter (PMjo).

3.2  Project Site Setting

As shown in Figure 2-2 in Section 2, Project Description, the project site and surrounding properties
are predominantly used for agricultural production. The project site is bordered by agricultural lands
to the northwest, north, and east. The southeastern edge of the project site abuts Somis Road,
across which lies additional agricultural land. The Oxnard Union High School District’s Rancho
Campana High School is located immediately west of the project site and a religious institution is
located immediately southwest of the project site.

The project site is currently used for agricultural production, with ancillary residences and
agricultural buildings located immediately south of Bell Ranch Road. The project site has a General
Plan land use designation of Agricultural and a zoning designation of Agricultural Exclusive (AE).
Uses permitted in the AE designation seek to preserve and protect agriculture and commercial
agriculture uses. Farmworker housing is an allowed use in the AE zone pursuant to Section 8103-2.7
of the Ventura County Ordinance Code.

3.3 Cumulative Development

In addition to the specific impacts of individual projects, CEQA requires EIRs to consider potential
cumulative impacts. CEQA defines “cumulative impacts” as two or more individual impacts that,
when considered together, are substantial or will compound other environmental impacts.
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Cumulative impacts are the combined changes in the environment that result from the incremental
impact of development of the proposed project and other nearby projects. For example, noise
impacts of two nearby projects may be less than significant when analyzed separately, but could be
significant when analyzed together. Cumulative impact analysis allows the EIR to provide a
reasonable forecast of future environmental conditions and can more accurately gauge the effects
of a series of projects.

CEQA requires cumulative impact analysis in EIRs to consider either a list of planned and pending
projects that may contribute to cumulative effects or a forecast of future development potential.
Currently planned and pending projects in the County of Ventura and surrounding areas, including
the City of Camarillo, are listed in Table 3-1. The locations of the cumulative projects are shown on
Figure 3-1. These projects are considered in the cumulative analyses in Section 4, Environmental
Impact Analysis.

Table 3-1

Project No.

Cumulative Projects List
Land Use

Project Location?

Case No.!

City of Camarillo

1 CPD-77M(5) 4444 Central Ave Hotel conversion, renovation, and minor
addition
2 IPD-403 950 W. Verdulera St New industrial building
3 South side of Verdulera St, 175' Architectural modification and expansion
IPD-385M(1) west of W. Ventura Blvd
4 RPD-195, TT- Northwest corner of U.S. Highway  Single-family residential
5671M(3) 101 and Springyville Drive
6 CUP-350 Southwest corner of Ponderosa Mixed-use rental
Drive and Camino Tierra Santa
6 CUP-350 Southwest corner of Ponderosa Mixed use
Dr and Camino Tierra Santa
(Springville)
7 TT-5903, South side of Ponderosa Drive Condominiums
RPD-177 between Camino Tierra Santa and
Earl Joseph Drive
8 CPD-226M(3)  Northeast corner of W. Ventura Commercial center
Blvd and Springyville Dr
9 CUP-334 South of W. Ventura Blvd East of Bowling alley and ice rink
Springville Dr
10 CUP-403 Crestview Estates/Las Posas Hills Well Pump and Pump House
on Crestview Ave
11 IPD-404 375 Willis Ave Energy storage facility
12 CUP-402 25 Las Posas Rd New wireless facility in a tower
13 CPD-245 301 E. Daily Dr Automated carwash
14 CUP-384/ Northeast corner of Las Posas Rd Hotel and conference center
CPD-246 and Ventura Blvd
15 IPD-398 T- South side of Camarillo Center Dr,  Multi-tenant industrial (four condo
5890 between Las Posas Rd and buildings)
Factory Stores Dr
16 CPD-5M(27) 323 Carmen Dr New drive-thru building
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Case No.!

Project Location?

Environmental Setting

Land Use

17

18
19

19

20
21
21
22

23
24

25
26

27

27

28

29

30

30

31

32

33

34

35
36

37
38
40

LD-537, RPD-
199

CPD-2M(3)
CUP-330

CUP-330
CUP-392
CUP-391
CUP-391
RPD-202

CUP-397

LD-544, RPD-
203

IPD-5M(1)
TT-5969,

RPD-196
CUP-369
CUP-369
RPD-188
RPD-189M(2)
CUP-307M(2)

CPD-232M(2)

CPD-236

CPD-236M(1)

CUP-404

IPD-53M(11)

IPD-53M(9)
IPD-405

LD-545
CUP-379
CUP-401

Southerly terminus of Barcelona
Street

1641 Daily Dr
2024 Ventura Boulevard

2024 Ventura Blvd between
Cedar and Oak Streets (Old Town)

2275 Las Posas Rd
99 South Glenn Drive
99 South Glenn Dr

Southeast corner of Glenn Drive
and Chapel Drive

2255 Pleasant Valley Rd, Unit K
2521 Barry Street

575 Dawson Dr

Northeast corner of Pleasant
Valley Road and Lewis Road

Northeast corner of Pleasant
Valley Road and Lewis Road

Northeast corner of Pleasant
Valley and Lewis Roads

350 Lewis Road

Park Drive between Petit Street
and Westpark Court

Between Village at the Park Drive
and Westpark Court

Northwest corner of Santa Rosa
Rd and Oak Canyon Rd

Between Village at the Park Dr
and Westpark Ct (Village at the
Park)

Between Village at the Park Dr
and Westpark Ct (Village at the
Park)

3201 Corte Malpaso, Unit 310
3233 E. Mission Oaks Blvd

3233 E. Mission Oaks Blvd

South side of Calle Tecate west of
Flynn Rd

201 Flynn Rd
2411 Ponderosa Dr
1330 Flynn Rd, Unit E

Four single-family residential lots

Facade remodel

Mixed-use (one low and 22 moderate
income units)

Mixed use

New roof-mounted wireless facility
Mixed-use, 12 apartments
Mixed use, 12 apartments, 2 retail spaces

Rental townhomes (one low income)

Dog and cat rescue center

Residential (two low income)

Addition of new elevator

285 for-sale townhomes (includes 29
moderate income units)

24 mixed-use apartments (includes three
low income units)

24 mixed-use apartments (including 3 low
income)

Townhomes (includes nine moderate
income units)

Rental unit apartments

Mixed-use rental

Two office/retail buildings

Commercial mixed-use center

Two commercial pads

Wine production facility

Demolition of office building, construction
of new multi-tenant industrial

Industrial building modification

New industrial building

Subdivision of parcel into two parcels
Desalter

Winery
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Project No.

Case No.!

Project Location?

Land Use

41
42

43

44

45

47
48

50

51

52
54

54

54

54

54

54

56

58

CUP-387
CUP-394

IPD-23M(25)

TT-6015

TT-5976,
RPD-198

CPD-99M(4)/
CuP-381

LD-539
RPD-201

IPD-396

TT-5979

CUP-312
IPD-390

IPD-391

IPD-392

IPD-393

IPD-394

IPD-395

RPD-204, TT-

601
CUP-371M(1)

County of Ventura

59
60

61

62
63

64
65

PL19-0039
PL19-0016

PL20-0007

PL19-0026
PL15-0058

PL19-0099
LU10-0003

4053 Calle Tesoro

Northwest of the intersection of
Las Posas and Lewis Rd

4530 Adohr Ln

Northeast corner of Somis Road
and Upland Road

4676 Adolfo Rd

5151, 5153, 5155 Camino Ruiz

Southeast corner of Camino Ruiz
and Verdugo Way

West side of Camino Carillo,
approximately 230' south of
Verdugo Way

Terminus of Camino Carillo, west
of Conejo Creek

5575 Santa Rosa Rd

Northeast corner of Camino
Carillo and Camino Ruiz

Southeast corner of Camino
Carillo and Camino Ruiz

Southeasterly terminus of Camino
Carillo west of Conejo Creek

Southerly terminus of Camino
Carillo west of Conejo Creek

Southerly terminus of Balboa
Circle, west of Conejo Creek

West side of Balboa Circle at the
end of the cul-de-sac

791 Camarillo Spring Road

795 Camarillo Springs Rd, Ste F

Alviso Drive

131 San Miguel Drive

540 Marissa Lane

APN 2300063375
723 Alosta Drive

3450 Pleasant Valley Road
APN 2340060220

New wireless facility

North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Desalter
Facility

Fagade renovations and eight new condo
units

281 senior, single- and multi-family
residential

Conversion of auto repair facility to a
convenience store

Land division

Rental apartments, mix of studio, one-, and
two-bedroom units

Industrial (one-unit building)

Tentative Tract Map for Lots 4-7

Church (total of 31,240 sf in three phases)

Multi-tenant industrial (two buildings)

Multi-tenant industrial (two buildings)

Multi-tenant industrial (two-unit building)

Multi-tenant industrial (two-unit building)

Industrial (one-unit building)

Multi-tenant industrial

248 senior for-sale residential units

Modification to conditions of approval

Replacement of water well infrastructure

Subdivision of one discrete legal lot into two
residential lots

Lot line adjustment between two residential
parcels

Agricultural storage yard

Lot line adjustment between three
residential lots

Wireless telecommunications facility

Extended use of existing hard rock mining
operation and processing facility
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Land Use

66

67

68

69

70
71

PL19-0078

PL15-0014

PL20-0003

PL19-0125

PL18-0109
SD4410

3356 Somis Road

3100 Somis Road

4800 North Street

8626 Santa Rosa Road

5500 Grimes Canyon Road
APN 5500030020

Fire Station No. 57 expansion and
improvements

General Plan amendment for continued use,
operation, and expansion of a wholesale
lumber yard

Continued use of an existing wireless
communications facility

Expanded use of existing outdoor event
venue

Dog kennel and sales facility

Subdivision of five residential lots into 15
lots

1 See Figure 3-1 for the locations of the cumulative projects in reference to the proposed project site.

2 Assessor Parcel Numbers or a location description is provided when an address is not available.
Sources: County 2020 and City of Camarillo 2020
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Figure 3-1 Cumulative Projects
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4 Environmental Impact Analysis

This section discusses the possible environmental effects of the Somis Ranch Farmworker Housing
Complex for the specific issue areas that were identified through the scoping process as having the
potential to experience significant effects. A “significant effect” as defined by the CEQA Guidelines
Section 15382:

means a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions
within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself
shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change
related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is
significant.

The assessment of each issue area begins with a discussion of the environmental setting related to
the issue, which is followed by the impact analysis. In the impact analysis, the first subsection
identifies the methodologies used and the “significance thresholds,” which are those criteria
adopted by the County and other agencies, universally recognized, or developed specifically for this
analysis to determine whether potential effects are significant. The next subsection describes each
impact of the proposed project, mitigation measures for significant impacts, and the level of
significance after mitigation. Each impact under consideration for an issue area is separately listed in
bold text with the discussion of the impact and its significance. Each bolded impact statement also
contains a statement of the significance determination for the environmental impact as follows:

= Significant and Unavoidable. An impact that cannot be reduced to below the threshold level
given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact requires a
Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved per Section
15093 of the CEQA Guidelines.

= Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. An impact that can be reduced to below the
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures. Such an impact
requires findings under Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines.

= Less than Significant. An impact that may be adverse but does not exceed the threshold levels
and does not require mitigation measures. Mitigation measures that could further lessen the
environmental effect may be suggested if readily available and easily achievable.

* No Impact. The proposed project would have no effect on environmental conditions or would
reduce existing environmental problems or hazards.

Following each environmental impact discussion is a list of mitigation measures (if required) and the
residual effects or level of significance remaining after implementation of the measure(s). In cases
where implementation of the mitigation measure for an impact could have a significant
environmental impact in another issue area, this impact is discussed and evaluated as a secondary
impact. The impact analysis concludes with a discussion of cumulative effects, which evaluates the
impacts associated with the proposed project in conjunction with other planned and pending
developments in the area listed in Section 3, Environmental Setting.

The Executive Summary of this EIR summarizes all impacts and mitigation measures that apply to
the proposed project.
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Environmental Impact Analysis
Air Quality

4.1  Air Quality

This section analyzes the effects of the proposed project on air quality. It considers both the
temporary impacts relating to construction activity and potential long-term impacts associated with
project operation. The analysis in this section is based in part on modeling using the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod); modeling outputs are included in Appendix C of this EIR.

4.1.1 Setting
4.1.1.1 Existing Air Quality Setting

Local Climate and Meteorology

The project site is located in the South Central Coast Air Basin (Basin), which covers San Luis Obispo,
Santa Barbara, and Ventura counties. The Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD)
monitors and regulates the local air quality in Ventura County and manages the Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP). The analysis presented in this section is based upon information found
in the Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines, adopted by the VCAPCD in 2003.

Air quality is affected by stationary sources (e.g., industrial uses and oil and gas operations) and
mobile sources (e.g., motor vehicles). Air quality at a given location is a function of several factors,
including the quantity and type of pollutants emitted locally and regionally, and the dispersion rates
of pollutants in the region. Primary factors affecting pollutant dispersion are wind speed and
direction, atmospheric stability, temperature, the presence or absence of inversions, and
topography. The project site is located in the southeastern portion of the Basin, which has moderate
variability in temperatures, tempered by coastal processes. The air quality in the Basin is influenced
by a wide range of emission sources, such as dense population centers, heavy vehicular traffic,
industry, and weather.

Air Quality Standards

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has set primary national ambient air quality
standards (NAAQS) for ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO), sulfur dioxide (SO,),
Particulate Matter (PM1o, PM5s), and lead (Pb). Primary standards are those levels of air quality
deemed necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect public health. In addition,
California has established health-based ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) for these and other
pollutants, some of which are more stringent than federal standards. Table 4.1-1 lists the current
federal and state standards for regulated pollutants.

If the standards are met, the Basin is classified as being in “attainment.” If the standards are not
met, the Basin is classified as being in “nonattainment,” and the local air pollution control district is
required to develop strategies to meet the standards. According to the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) Area Designation Maps, the project site is located in a region identified as being in
nonattainment for ozone NAAQS and CAAQS and nonattainment for particulate matter less than 10
microns in diameter (PMio) CAAQS (CARB 2019). In February 2017, the VCAPCD adopted the 2016
Ventura County AQMP, which provides a strategy for the attainment of federal ozone standards
(VCAPCD 2017).
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Table 4.1-1 Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Primary Standards California Standard
Ozone 1-Hour - 0.09 ppm
8-Hour 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm
Carbon Monoxide 8-Hour 9.0 ppm 9.0 ppm
1-Hour 35.0 ppm 20.0 ppm
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual 0.053 ppm 0.030 ppm
1-Hour 0.100 ppm 0.18 ppm
Sulfur Dioxide 24-Hour - 0.04 ppm
1-Hour 0.075 ppm 0.25 ppm
PM1o Annual - 20 pg/m3
24-Hour 150 ug/m?3 50 pg/m3
PMys Annual 12 pg/m?3 12 pug/m3
24-Hour 35 ug/m?3 -
Lead 30-Day Average - 1.5 pg/m3
3-Month Average 0.15 pg/m3 -

ppm = parts per million, pg/m? = micrograms per cubic meter
Source: CARB 2016

Air Pollutants of Primary Concern

The federal and state clean air acts mandate the control and reduction of certain air pollutants.
Under these laws, USEPA and CARB have established ambient air quality standards for certain
“criteria” pollutants. Ambient air pollutant concentrations are affected by the rates and
distributions of corresponding air pollutant emissions, and by the climate and topographic
influences discussed above. A discussion of each primary criteria pollutant is provided below.

Ozone

Ozone is produced by a photochemical reaction (i.e., triggered by sunlight) between nitrogen oxides
(NOx) and reactive organic gases (ROG).3 NOxy is formed during the combustion of fuels, while
reactive organic gases are formed during combustion and evaporation of organic solvents. Because
ozone requires sunlight to form, it mostly occurs in substantial concentrations between the months
of April and October. Ozone is a pungent, colorless, toxic gas with direct health effects on humans
including respiratory and eye irritation and possible changes in lung functions. Groups most
sensitive to ozone include children, the elderly, people with respiratory disorders, and people who
exercise strenuously outdoors.

3 Organic compound precursors of ozone are routinely described by variations of three terms: hydrocarbons (HC), organic gases (0G), and
organic compounds (OC). These terms are often modified by adjectives such as total, reactive, or volatile, and result in a rather confusing

array of acronyms. Those important from an air quality perspective are: HC, THC (total hydrocarbons), RHC (reactive hydrocarbons), ROG

(reactive organic gases), ROC (reactive organic compounds), and VOC (volatile organic compounds). VCAPCD uses the term ROC to denote
organic precursors.
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Carbon Monoxide

COis an odorless, colorless gas and causes a number of health problems including fatigue,
headache, confusion, and dizziness. The incomplete combustion of petroleum fuels in on-road
vehicles and at power plants is a major cause of CO. CO is also produced during the winter from
wood stoves and fireplaces. CO tends to dissipate rapidly into the atmosphere; consequently,
violations of the state CO standards are associated generally with major roadway intersections
during peak-hour traffic conditions.

Localized CO “hotspots” can occur at intersections with heavy peak-hour traffic. Specifically,
hotspots can be created at intersections where traffic levels are sufficiently high that the local CO
concentration exceeds the NAAQS of 35.0 parts per million (ppm) or the CAAQS of 20.0 ppm.

Nitrogen Dioxide

Nitrogen dioxide (NO,) is a by-product of fuel combustion, with the primary source being motor
vehicles and industrial boilers and furnaces. Nitric oxide is the principal form of nitrogen oxide
produced by combustion, but nitric oxide reacts rapidly to form NO,, creating the mixture of NO and
NO, commonly called NOx. Nitrogen dioxide is an acute irritant. A relationship between NO; and
chronic pulmonary fibrosis may exist, and an increase in bronchitis may occur in young children at
concentrations below 0.3 ppm. Nitrogen dioxide absorbs blue light and causes a reddish brown cast
to the atmosphere and reduced visibility. It can also contribute to the formation of PMyo and acid
rain.

Suspended Particulate Matter

Suspended particulate matter (PMyo) is particulate matter measuring no more than 10 microns in
diameter; PM,sis fine particulate matter measuring no more than 2.5 microns in diameter.
Suspended particulates are mostly dust particles, nitrates, and sulfates. Both PMyp and PM; s are by-
products of fuel combustion and wind erosion of soil and unpaved roads, and are directly emitted
into the atmosphere through these processes. Suspended particulates are also created in the
atmosphere through chemical reactions. The characteristics, sources, and potential health effects
associated with the small particulates (those between 2.5 and 10 microns in diameter) and fine
particulates (those 2.5 microns and below) can be very different. The small particulates generally
come from windblown dust and dust kicked up by mobile sources. The fine particulates are
generally associated with combustion processes, and form in the atmosphere as a secondary
pollutant through chemical reactions. Fine particulate matter is more likely to penetrate deeply into
the lungs and poses a health threat to all groups, but particularly to the elderly, children, and those
with respiratory problems. More than half of the small and fine particulate matter inhaled into the
lungs remains there. These materials can damage health by interfering with the body’s mechanisms
for clearing the respiratory tract or by acting as carriers of an adsorbed toxic substance.

Toxic Air Contaminants

The California Health and Safety Code defines a toxic air contaminant (TAC) as “an air pollutant
which may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or in serious illness, or which may pose a
present or potential hazard to human health.” The majority of the estimated health risks from TACs
can be attributed to relatively few compounds, the most important being particulate matter from
diesel-fueled engines. According to CARB, diesel engine emissions are believed to be responsible for
about 70 percent of California’s estimated known cancer risk attributable to TACs and they make up
about 8 percent of outdoor PM; s (CARB 2019).
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Lead

Lead (Pb) is a metal found in the environment and in manufacturing products. The major sources of
Pb emissions historically have been mobile and industrial sources. In the early 1970s, the USEPA set
national regulations to gradually reduce the lead content in gasoline. In 1975, unleaded gasoline
was introduced for motor vehicles equipped with catalytic converters. The USEPA completed the
ban on the use of leaded gasoline in highway vehicles in December 1995. As a result of the USEPA’s
regulatory efforts to remove lead from gasoline, atmospheric lead concentrations have declined
substantially over the past several decades. The most dramatic reductions in lead emissions
occurred prior to 1990 due to the removal of lead from gasoline sold for most highway vehicles.
Lead emissions were further reduced substantially between 1990 and 2008, with reductions
occurring in the metals industries at least in part as a result of national emissions standards for
hazardous air pollutants (USEPA 2014). Because of the phase out leaded gasoline, metal processing
is now the primary source of lead emissions. The highest level of lead in the air is found generally
near lead smelters. Other stationary sources include waste incinerators, utilities, and lead-acid
battery manufacturers.

Current Ambient Air Quality

The VCAPCD operates a network of air quality monitoring stations throughout the Basin that
measure ambient concentrations of pollutants and determine whether ambient air quality meets
federal and state standards. The monitoring station closest to the project site is the El Rio-Rio Mesa
School #2 monitoring station, which is located approximately 7.5 miles east of the project site.
Table 4.1-2 indicates the number of days each air quality standard was exceeded at the Rio Mesa
School #2 station for years in which data is available. As shown therein, the state and federal eight-
hour ozone standard was exceeded in 2016 and 2017; the federal PMo and PM, s standards were
exceeded in 2017 and 2018; and the state PMo standard was exceeded each year from 2016 to
2018.
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Table 4.1-2 Ambient Air Quality at the Mira Loma Van Buren Monitoring Station

Pollutant 2016 2017 2018
8-Hour Ozone (ppm), 8-Hr Maximum 0.071 0.071 0.062
Number of Days of State exceedances (>0.070) 1 1 0
Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.070) 1 1 0
Ozone (ppm), Worst Hour 0.084 0.084 0.072
Number of days of State exceedances (>0.09 ppm) 0 0 0
Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.112 ppm) 0 0 0
Nitrogen Dioxide (ppb) - Worst Hour 33.0 36.0 49.0
Number of days of State exceedances (>0.18 ppm) 0 0 0
Number of days of Federal exceedances (0.10 ppm) 0 0 0
Particulate Matter 10 microns, mg/m?3, Worst 24 Hours 105.0 287.9 209.0
Number of days above Federal standard (>150 mg/m3) 0 1 2
Number of days above State standard (>50 mg/m3) 14 29 21
Particulate Matter <2.5 microns, mg/m?3, Worst 24 Hours 22.7 81.3 41.2
Number of days above Federal standard (>35 mg/m?3) 0 4 1

Source: CARB 2020

Sensitive Receptors

Ambient air quality standards have been established to represent the levels of air quality considered
sufficient, with a margin of safety, to protect public health and welfare. They are designed to
protect segment of the public that are most susceptible to respiratory distress, such as children
under 14, the elderly over 65, persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise, and people with
cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. The majority of sensitive receptor locations are,
therefore, schools, hospitals, and residences. The sensitive receptors nearest to the project site are
Rancho Campana High School, located immediately adjacent to the west, and single-family
residences located 250 feet to the southeast across Somis Road.

San Joaquin Valley Fever

San Joaquin Valley Fever (Valley Fever), formally known as Coccidioidomycosis, is an infectious
disease caused by the fungus Coccidioides immitis. Valley Fever is a disease of concern in the Basin.
Infection is caused by inhalation of Coccidioides immitis spores that have become airborne when
dry, dusty soil or dirt is disturbed by natural processes, such as wind or earthquakes, or by human-
induced ground-disturbing activities, such as construction, farming, or other activities (VCAPCD
2003). From 2012 to 2017, the number of cases of Valley Fever reported in California averaged
4,314 per year, with an average of 87 cases per year reported in Ventura County (California
Department of Public Health 2018).
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4.1.1.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal Regulations

Federal Clean Air Act

The USEPA is charged with implementing national air quality programs. USEPA’s air quality
mandates are drawn primarily from the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), passed in 1963 by the U.S.
Congress and amended several times. The 1970 federal CAA amendments strengthened previous
legislation and laid the foundation for the regulatory scheme of the 1970s and 1980s. In 1977,
Congress again added several provisions, including non-attainment requirements for areas not
meeting NAAQS and the Prevention of Significant Deterioration program. The 1990 federal CAA
amendments represent the latest in a series of federal efforts to regulate air quality in the United
States. The federal CAA allows states to adopt more stringent standards or to include additional
pollution species.

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

The federal CAA requires USEPA to establish primary and secondary NAAQS for a number of criteria
air pollutants. The air pollutants for which standards have been established are considered the most
prevalent air pollutants known to be hazardous to human health. NAAQS have been established for
ozone, CO, NO,, SO,, PM1g, PM>5, and Pb.

State Regulations

California Clean Air Act

The California CAA, signed into law in 1988, requires all areas of the state to achieve and maintain
the CAAQS by the earliest practical date. CARB is the state air pollution control agency and is a part
of CalEPA. CARB is the agency responsible for coordination and oversight of state and local air
pollution control programs in California, and for implementing the requirements of the California
CAA. CARB overseas local district compliance with federal and California laws, approves local air
quality plans, submits the state implementation plans to the USEPA, monitors air quality,
determines and updates area designations and maps, and sets emissions standards for new mobile
sources, consumer products, small utility engines, off-road vehicles, and fuels.

California Ambient Air Quality Standards

The California CAA requires CARB to establish CAAQS. Similar to the NAAQS, CAAQS have been
established for ozone, CO, NO3, SO3, PMio, PM3s, Pb, vinyl chloride, hydrogen sulfide, sulfates, and
visibility-reducing particulates. In most cases, the CAAQS are more stringent than the NAAQS. The
California CAA requires all local air districts to endeavor to achieve and maintain the CAAQS by the
earliest practical date. The California CAA specifies that local air districts should focus particular
attention on reducing the emissions from transportation and area-wide emission sources and
provides districts with the authority to regulate indirect sources.

Assembly Bill 1493

Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (2002), California’s Advanced Clean Cars program (Pavley), requires CARB to
develop and adopt regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible and cost-effective reduction of
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from motor vehicles.” On June 30, 2009, USEPA granted the waiver
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of CAA preemption to California for its GHG standards for motor vehicles beginning with the 2009
model year. Pavley | took effect for model years starting in 2009 to 2016 and Pavley II, which is now
referred to as “LEV (Low Emission Vehicle) Ill GHG” will cover 2017 to 2025. Fleet average emission
standards would reach 22 percent reduction from 2009 levels by 2012 and 30 percent by 2016. The
Advanced Clean Cars program coordinates the goals of the LEV, Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEV), and
Clean Fuels Outlet programs and would provide major reductions in GHG emissions. By 2025, when
the rules will be fully implemented, new automobiles will emit 34 percent fewer GHGs and

75 percent fewer smog-forming emissions from their model year 2016 levels.

Regional and Local Regulations

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District

As noted previously, the project site is within the jurisdiction of the VCAPCD, which has adopted Air
Quality Assessment Guidelines (2003) for quantifying and determining the significance of air quality
emissions. Thresholds of significance contained in the Air Quality Assessment Guidelines are
discussed in Section 4.1.3.

The VCAPCD also implements rules and regulations for emissions generated by various uses and
activities. The rules and regulations detail pollution-reduction measures, which must be
implemented during construction and operation of projects. Relevant rules and regulations to the
project include those listed below.

Rule 50 (Opacity)

@ This rule sets opacity standards on the discharge from sources of air contaminants. This rule
would apply during construction of the proposed project.

=  Rule 51 (Nuisance)

@ This rule prohibits any person from discharging air contaminants or any other material from
a source that would cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable
number of persons or the public or which endangers the comfort, health, safety, or repose
to any considerable number of persons or the public. The rule would apply during
construction and operational activities.

=  Rule 55 (Fugitive Dust)

o This rule requires fugitive dust generators, including construction and demolition projects,
to implement control measures limiting the amount of dust from vehicle track-out, earth
moving, bulk material handling, and truck hauling activities. The rule would apply during
construction and operational activities.

= Rule 55.1 (Paved Roads and Public Unpaved Roads)

o This rule requires fugitive dust generators to begin the removal of visible roadway
accumulation within 72 hours of any written notification from the VCAPCD. The use of
blowers is expressly prohibited under any circumstances. This rule also requires controls to
limit the amount of dust from any construction activity or any earthmoving activity on a
public unpaved road. This rule would apply throughout all construction activities.

= Rule 55.2 (Street Sweeping Equipment)

@ This rule requires the use of PMy, efficient street sweepers for routine street sweeping and
for removing vehicle track-out pursuant to Rule 55. This rule would apply during all
construction activities.
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Ventura County General Plan

Per the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, Ventura County General Plan Goals 1.2.1-1
and 1.2.1-2 and Policies 1.2.2-1 through 1.2.2-3 and 1.2.2-5 pertain to air quality.

= Goals

o

1.2.1-1. Diligently seek and promote a level of air quality that protects public health, safety,
and welfare, and seek to attain and maintain the State and Federal Ambient Air Quality
standards.

1.2.1-2. Ensure that any adverse air quality impacts, both long-term and short-term,
resulting from discretionary development are mitigated the maximum extent feasible.

= Policies

[m]

1.2.2-1. Discretionary development that is inconsistent with the Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP) shall be prohibited, unless overriding considerations are cited by the decision-
making body.

1.2.2-2. The air quality impacts of discretionary development shall be evaluated by use of
the Guidelines for the Preparation of Air Quality Impact Analysis.

1.2.2-3. Discretionary development that would have a significant adverse air quality impact
shall only be approved if it is conditioned with all reasonable mitigation measures to avoid,
minimize, or compensate (offset) for the air quality impact. Developers shall be encouraged
to employ innovative methods and technologies to minimize air pollution impacts.

1.2.2-5. Development subject to APCD permit authority shall comply with all applicable
APCD rules and permit requirements, including the use of best available control technology
(BACT) as determined by the APCD.

Additionally, several Elements of the Draft Ventura County 2040 General Plan recognize the
importance of achieving regional air quality objectives. The Draft Plan includes the following
additional policies related to air quality:

CIRCULATION, TRANSPORTATION, AND MOBILITY ELEMENT

=  Policy CTM-2.11: Efficient Land Use Patterns. The County shall establish land use patterns that
promote shorter travel distances between residences, employment centers, and retail and
service-oriented uses to support the use of public transportation, walking, bicycling, and other
forms of transportation that reduce reliance on single-passenger automobile trips.

=  Policy CTM-4.1: Reduce VMT. The County shall work with Caltrans and VCTC to reduce VMT by:

o

o

o

o

facilitating the efficient use of existing transportation facilities,

striving to provide viable modal choices that make driving alone an option rather than a
necessity,

supporting variable work schedules to reduce peak period VMT, and

providing more direct routes for pedestrians and bicyclists

=  Policy CTM-4.2: Alternative Transportation. The County shall encourage bicycling, walking,
public transportation, and other forms of alternative transportation to reduce VMT, traffic
congestion, and greenhouse gas emissions.
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Policy CTM-6.1: Routine Use of Alternative Transportation Options. The County shall support
the integration of emerging technologies that increase the routine use of alternative
transportation options to decrease single-passenger automobile travel.

PUBLIC FACILITIES, SERVICES, AND INFRASTRUCTURE ELEMENT

Policy PFS-2.5: County Employee Trip Reduction. The County shall encourage its employees to
reduce the number and distance of single-occupancy vehicle work trips.

Policy PFS-2.6: County Alternative Fuel Vehicle Purchases. The County shall review market-
available technologies for alternative fuel vehicles and prioritize purchase of vehicles to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions where economically feasible.

HAZARDS AND SAFETY ELEMENT

Policy HAZ-10.1: Air Pollutant Reduction. The County shall strive to reduce air pollutant from
stationary and mobile sources to protect human health and welfare, focusing efforts on shifting
patterns and practices that contribute to the areas with the highest pollution exposures and
health impacts.

Policy HAZ-10.2: Air Quality Management Plan Consistency. The County shall prohibit
discretionary development that is inconsistent with the most recent adopted AQMP, unless the
Board of Supervisors adopts a statement of overriding considerations.

Policy HAZ-10.3: Air Pollution Control District Rule and Permit Compliance. The County shall
ensure that discretionary development subject to VCAPCD permit authority complies with all
applicable APCD rules and permit requirements, including the use of Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) as determined by the VCAPCD.

Policy HAZ-10.4: Engagement with Air Quality Management Plan. When the VCAPCD updates
the AQMP, the County shall actively engage continuously and throughout the process.

Policy HAZ-10.5: Air Pollution Impact Mitigation Measures for Discretionary Development.
The County shall work with applicants for discretionary development projects to incorporate
bike facilities, solar water heating, solar space heating, incorporation of electric appliances and
equipment, and the use of zero and/or near zero emission vehicles and other measures to
reduce air pollution impacts and reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Policy HAZ-10.6: Transportation Control Measures Programs. The County shall continue to
work with the VCAPCD and VCTC to develop and implement Transportation Control Measures
(TCM) programs consistent with the AQMP to facilitate public transit and alternative
transportation modes within the county.

Policy HAZ-10.7: Fuel Efficient County Vehicles. When purchasing new County vehicles, the
County shall give strong preference to fuel efficient vehicles, include the use of zero emission
vehicles when feasible.

Policy HAZ-10.8: Alternative Transportation Modes. The County shall promote alternative
modes of transportation that reduce single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) travel and enhance “last-
mile” transportation options to improve air quality.

Policy HAZ-10.9: Mitigation of Objectionable Odors. The County shall require that discretionary
development which will create objectionable odors that could affect a substantial number of
people are appropriately mitigated. The project, pursuant to state law, shall be required to
operate in accordance with the Rules and Regulations of the VCAPCD, with emphasis on Rule 51,
Nuisance throughout the life of the permit.
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Policy HAZ-10.11: Air Quality Assessment Guidelines. In evaluating air quality impacts, the
County shall consider total emissions from both stationary and mobile sources, as required by
the California Environmental Quality Act. The County shall evaluate discretionary development
for air quality impacts using the Air Quality Assessment Guidelines as adopted by the Ventura
County Air Pollution Control District (APCD), except that emissions from APCD-permitted
sources shall also be included in the analysis. The County shall revise the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines to implement this policy.

Policy HAZ-10.12: Conditions for Air Quality Impacts. The County shall require that
discretionary development that would have a significant adverse air quality impact shall only be
approved if it is conditioned with all reasonable mitigation measures to avoid, minimize or
compensate (offset) for the air quality impact. The use of innovative methods and technologies
to minimize air pollution impact shall be encouraged in project design.

4.1.2 Impact Analysis

4.1.2.1 Significance Thresholds

Significance Thresholds

Per the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (County 2011), impacts related to air quality would be
potentially significant if the proposed project would:

1.

Exceed any of the thresholds set forth in the air quality assessment guidelines as adopted and
periodically updated by the VCAPCD, or be inconsistent with the Air Quality Management Plan;
and/or

Be inconsistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for “Air Quality” in the
County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.

The VCAPCD (2003) has adopted Air Quality Assessment Guidelines for quantifying and determining
the significance of air quality emissions. Thresholds of significance contained in the Air Quality
Assessment Guidelines include:

The VCAPCD considers operational air quality impacts to be significant if the project would
generate more than 25 pounds per day of the ozone precursors ROC or NOx.

The VCAPCD states that construction-related emissions of ROC and NOy are not counted toward
the two significance thresholds above, since these emissions are temporary. However,
construction-related emissions should be mitigated if estimates of ROC and NOx emissions from
the heavy-duty construction equipment anticipated to be used for a particular project exceed
the 25 pounds per day threshold.

A project with operational emissions in excess of two pounds per day of ROC or NOx that is
found inconsistent with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) would have a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative air quality impact. Inconsistent projects are
typically those that cause the existing population to exceed the population forecasts contained
in the most recently adopted AQMP.

The VCAPCD has not established quantitative thresholds for particulate matter for either
construction or operation. However, the VCAPCD states a project would have a significant
impact if it would be reasonably expected to generate fugitive dust emissions in such quantities
as to cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or
to the public, or which may endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such person
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or the public. The VCAPCD recommends implementation of fugitive dust measures described in
Section 7.4.1 of the Air Quality Assessment Guidelines as part of all project-related dust-
generating operations and activities.

= The VCAPCD has not established quantitative thresholds for CO for either construction or
operation. However, the VCAPCD states that a CO hotspot screening analysis should be
conducted for any project with indirect CO emissions greater than the applicable ozone project
significance thresholds (i.e., 25 pounds per day) that may significantly impact roadway
intersections currently operating at, or that are expected to operate at, Level of Service (LOS) E
or F. A CO hotspot screening analysis should also be conducted for any project-impacted
roadway intersection at which a CO hotspot might occur. If project emissions do not meet these
criteria, then the project would have a less than significant impact related to CO hotspots.

= A project would result in significant impacts from odor emissions if it may reasonably be
expected to generate odorous emissions in such quantities as to cause detriment, nuisance, or
annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which may endanger the
comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such person or the public, or which may cause, or have
a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.

Methodology

Criteria pollutant emissions for project construction and operation were calculated using CalEEMod,
Version 2016.3.2. CalEEMod is a statewide land use emissions computer model designed to provide
a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals to
guantify potential criteria pollutant emissions associated with both construction and operations
from a variety of land use projects. The model was developed for the California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association (CAPCOA) in collaboration with the California air districts. CalEEMod allows for
the use of default data (e.g., emission factors, trip lengths, meteorology, source inventory) provided
by the various California air districts to account for local requirements and conditions, and/or user-
defined inputs. The model calculates criteria pollutant emissions of CO, PMig, PM,s, SO3, and the
ozone precursors, ROG and NOx. The calculation methodology and input data used in CalEEMod can
be found in the CalEEMod User’s Guide Appendices A, D, and E (CAPCOA 2017). The input data and
subsequent construction and operation emission estimates for the proposed project are discussed
below. CalEEMod output files for the project are included in Appendix C to this report.

Construction Emissions

Project construction would primarily generate temporary criteria pollutant emissions from
construction equipment operation on-site, construction worker vehicle trips to and from the site,
and export of materials off-site. Construction input data for CalEEMod include, but are not limited
to: (1) the anticipated start and finish dates of construction activity; (2) inventories of construction
equipment to be used; (3) areas to be excavated and graded; and (4) volumes of materials to be
exported from and imported to the project site. The analysis assessed maximum daily emissions
from individual construction activities, including site preparation, grading, building construction,
paving, and architectural coating. Construction would require heavy equipment during site
preparation, grading, building construction, and paving. Construction equipment estimates are
based on surveys of construction projects in California conducted by members of CAPCOA.
Approximately 1,500 cubic yards of soil would be cut and 35,100 cubic yards would be filled during
project construction, with 33,600 cubic yards imported to the project site. Construction was
modeled over three phases, with the soil import split across grading activities of three phases.
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The quantity, duration, and the intensity of construction activity influences the amount of
construction emissions and their related pollutant concentrations that occur at any one time. The
emission forecasts modeled for this report reflect conservative assumptions where a relatively large
amount of construction is occurring in a relatively intensive manner. If construction is delayed or
occurs over a longer period, emissions could be reduced because of (1) a more modern and cleaner-
burning construction equipment fleet mix than assumed in the CalEEMod, and/or (2) a less intensive
buildout schedule (i.e., fewer daily emissions occurring over a longer time interval).

CalEEMod can calculate reductions in construction emissions from the effects of dust control, diesel-
engine classifications, and other selected emissions reduction measures. Emissions calculations
assume application of water twice daily and a 15-mph speed limit on unpaved surfaces in
compliance with VCAPCD Rule 55. Based on CalEEMod version 2016.3.2, the PM3p and PM;s
reduction for watering twice per day is 55 percent.

Operational Emissions
In CalEEMod, operational sources of criteria pollutant emissions include area, energy, and mobile
sources.

ENERGY SOURCES

Emissions from energy use include natural gas use. The emissions factors for natural gas combustion
are based on EPA’s AP-42 (Compilation of Air Pollutant Emissions Factors) and California Climate
Action Registry (CCAR) General Reporting Protocol (CCAR 2009).

AREA SOURCES

Emissions associated with area sources, including consumer products, landscape maintenance, and
architectural coating were calculated in CalEEMod and utilize standard emission rates from CARB,
U.S. EPA, and emission factor values provided by the local air district (CAPCOA 2017).

MOBILE SOURCES

Mobile source emissions are generated by the increase in vehicle trips to and from the project site
associated with operation of onsite development. Vehicle trips for the project inputted into the
model were taken from the project’s Traffic Study (ATE 2020).
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4.1.2.2 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Threshold 1: Would the project exceed any of the thresholds set forth in the air quality
assessment guidelines as adopted and periodically updated by the VCAPCD, or be
inconsistent with the Air Quality Management Plan?

IMPACT AQ-1 EMISSIONS ASSOCIATED WITH PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WOULD BE LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT. HOWEVER, BECAUSE ROC AND NOX EMISSIONS WOULD EXCEED 25 POUNDS PER DAY,
IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURE AQ-1 IS RECOMMENDED.

Table 4.1-3 summarizes the estimated maximum daily emissions of pollutants associated with
project construction. The VCAPCD’s 25 pounds per day thresholds for ROC and NOxdo not apply to
construction emissions because such emissions are temporary. Therefore, construction air quality
impacts would be less than significant. However, as stated in Section 4.1.2.1, Significance
Thresholds, VCAPCD recommends that mitigation be required if ROC and NOx emissions exceed 25
pounds per day.

Table 4.1-3 Estimated Maximum Construction Emissions
ROC NO, co | s0, PMyp  PMas

Maximum Construction Emissions (Ibs/day) 75 54 33 <1 10 6

ROC = reactive organic compounds, NOx = nitrogen oxides, CO = carbon monoxide, SO; = sulfur dioxide, PM1o = particulate matter 10
microns in diameter or less, PM, s = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; Ibs/day = pounds per day

See Appendix C for model output results.

Construction-related air quality impacts would be less than significant. As shown in Table 4.1-3, ROC
and NOx emissions would exceed 25 pounds per day. Therefore, per VCAPCD’s Guidelines,
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is recommended to reduce project construction emissions to below 25
pounds per day of ROC and NOx.

With respect to fugitive dust emissions, the VCAPCD states that significant construction-related air
quality impacts result if fugitive dust emissions are generated in such quantities as to cause injury,
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which
may endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such person or the public. For
construction impacts, the VCAPCD recommends minimizing fugitive dust through dust control
measures. Fugitive dust control measures are required by VCAPCD Rule 55. Such measures include
securing tarps over truck loads, removing vehicle track-out using PMjg efficient sweepers, and
watering bulk material to minimize fugitive dust. As a result, compliance with Rule 55 would ensure
that construction emissions would not be generated in such quantities as to cause injury, detriment,
nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or that may
endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such person or the public. Impacts from
fugitive dust emissions would be less than significant.

Toxic Air Contaminants

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are a diverse group of air pollutants that may cause or contribute to
an increase in deaths or serious illness or that may pose a present or potential hazard to human
health. Emissions of TACs may occur from construction or operation of a project.
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Construction-related activities would result in short-term, project-generated emissions of diesel
particulate matter (DPM) exhaust emissions from off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment for site
preparation grading, building construction, and other construction activities. DPM was identified as
a toxic air contaminant (TAC) by CARB in 1998. The potential cancer risk from the inhalation of DPM
(discussed in the following paragraphs) outweighs the potential non-cancer health impacts

(CARB 2017). At this time, VCAPCD has not adopted a methodology for analyzing such impacts.

Generation of DPM from construction projects typically occurs in a single area for a short period.
Construction of the proposed project would occur over approximately five years. The dose to which
the receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. Dose is a function of
the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the extent of exposure that
person has with the substance. Dose is positively correlated with time, meaning that a longer
exposure period would result in a higher exposure level for the Maximally Exposed Individual. The
risks estimated for a Maximally Exposed Individual are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a
longer period of time. According to the OEHHA, health risk assessments, which determine the
exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, should be based on a 30-year exposure period
(assumed to be the approximate time that a person spends in a household). OEHHA recommends
this risk be bracketed with 9-year and 70-year exposure periods. Health risk assessments should be
limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the project.

The maximum PM; s emissions, which is used to represent DPM emissions for this analysis, would
occur during site preparation and grading activities. While site preparation and grading emissions
represent the worst-case condition, such activities would only occur for about six months, less than
25 percent of the overall construction period and less than five percent, one percent, and 0.5
percent of the typical health risk calculation period of 9 years, 30 years, and 70 years, respectively.
PM; s emissions would decrease for the remaining construction period because construction
activities such as building construction and paving would require less construction equipment.
Therefore, given the aforementioned, DPM generated by project construction is not expected to
create conditions where the probability that the Maximally Exposed Individual would contract
cancer is greater than 10 in one million or to generate ground-level concentrations of
noncarcinogenic TACs that exceed a Hazard Index greater than one for the Maximally Exposed
Individual. This impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is recommended to reduce construction emissions of ROC and NOy in
accordance with VCAPCD guidance.

AQ-1 ROC and NOx Construction Reduction Measures

Per the VCAPCD Guidelines, when construction emissions exceed 25 pounds per day for ROC and
NOy, the following measures shall be implemented:

=  Minimize equipment idling time.

= Maintain equipment engines in good condition and in proper tune as per manufacturers’
specifications.

= Lengthen the construction period during smog season (May through October) to minimize the
number of vehicles and equipment operating at the same time.
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= Use alternatively fueled construction equipment, such as compressed natural gas, liquefied
natural gas, or electric, if feasible.

® |n addition, per recent VCAPCD guidance on other projects, project construction shall use Tier 3
or above construction equipment for all off-road diesel equipment that has greater than 50
horsepower. A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification shall be provided at the time of
mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment.

Significance After Mitigation

Air pollutant emissions impacts associated with project construction would be less than significant.
Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is recommended to reduce construction emissions of ROC
and NOx accordance with VCAPCD guidance. Project construction emissions with implementation of
recommended Mitigation Measure AQ-1 are shown in Table 4.1-4. As shown in the table, emissions
of NOx would be reduced approximately 30 percent and ROC by approximately 1 percent from the
use of Tier 3 equipment as compared to no specified tier. The VCAPCD does not require a project to
mitigate below 25 pounds per day and instead requires the implementation of the specified
measures outlined in recommended Mitigation Measure AQ-1. Therefore, implementation of
recommended Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would further reduce impacts that are already less than
significant due to their temporary nature to the maximum degree feasible.

Table 4.1-4 Project Construction Emissions - Mitigated

Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day)

Emission Source

Construction Emissions — Unmitigated 75 54 33 <1 10 6
Construction Emissions — Mitigated 74 38 39 <1 9 5
Percent Change -1% -30% +18% 0% -10% -17%

ROC = reactive organic compounds, NOx = nitrogen oxides, CO = carbon monoxide, SO = sulfur dioxide, PM1o = particulate matter 10
microns in diameter or less, PM.s = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; Ibs/day = pounds per day, VCAPCD = Ventura
County Air Pollution Control District

Note: See Appendix C for model output results.

Threshold 1: Would the project exceed any of the thresholds set forth in the air quality
assessment guidelines as adopted and periodically updated by the VCAPCD, or be
inconsistent with the Air Quality Management Plan?

IMPACT AQ-2 AIR POLLUTANT EMISSION IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH PROJECT OPERATION WOULD BE
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

Table 4.1-5 summarizes the project’s operational emissions by emission source (area, energy, and
mobile). As shown below, the emissions generated by operation of the proposed project would not
exceed VCAPCD regional thresholds for ROC or NOx. Impacts from the project’s operational criteria
pollutant emissions would be less than significant.
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Table 4.1-5 Project Operational Emissions

Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day)

Emission Source

Area 7 <1 30 <1 <1 <1
Energy <1 1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Mobile 3 12 39 <1 15 4
Emergency Generator <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Total Project Emissions 10 14 69 <1 15 5
VCAPCD Thresholds 25 25 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Threshold Exceeded? No No N/A N/A N/A N/A

ROC = reactive organic compounds, NOx = nitrogen oxides, CO = carbon monoxide, SO = sulfur dioxide, PM1o = particulate matter 10
microns in diameter or less, PM.s = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; Ibs/day = pounds per day, VCAPCD = Ventura
County Air Pollution Control District

N/A = Not available. The VCAPCD has not established recommended quantitative thresholds for CO, SO, PM1o, and PM:s.

Note: See Appendix C for model output results.

Toxic Air Contaminants

Operational TACs include both organic and inorganic chemical substances that may be emitted from
a variety of common sources, including gasoline stations, motor vehicles, dry cleaners, industrial
operations, painting operations, and research and teaching facilities. Operational equipment
associated with the CWWTF and other project components would not generate TAC emissions
because they would not involve use of substances known to emit TACs; therefore, no operational
impacts from TAC emissions would occur.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Threshold 1: Would the project exceed any of the thresholds set forth in the air quality
assessment guidelines as adopted and periodically updated by the VCAPCD, or be
inconsistent with the Air Quality Management Plan?

IMPACT AQ-3 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT EXPOSE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS TO SUBSTANTIAL POLLUTANT
CONCENTRATIONS FROM CO HOTSPOTS, VALLEY FEVER, OR TACS. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT.

CO Hot Spots

A CO hotspot is a localized concentration of CO that exceeds a CO ambient air quality standard.
Localized CO hotspots can occur at intersections with heavy peak hour traffic. Specifically, hotspots
can be created at intersections where traffic levels are sufficiently high such that the local CO
concentration exceeds the federal one-hour standard of 35.0 parts per million (ppm) or the federal
and state eight-hour standard of 9.0 ppm. Ventura County is in conformance with state and federal
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CO standards; no stations in Ventura County have monitored CO in the last 15 years because it is
considered a non-issue. The VCAPCD recommends conducting a CO hotspot screening analysis for
any project with indirect CO emissions greater than 25 pounds per day that may generate traffic
that would significantly impact congestion levels at roadway intersections currently operating at, or
that are expected to operate at, LOS E or F. As shown in Table 4.1-5, operation of the proposed
project would generate approximately 39 pounds of indirect CO emissions (i.e., mobile source
emissions) per day. However, per the project’s Traffic Study (ATE 2020), under the existing plus
project or cumulative plus project scenario, no analyzed intersections would operate at LOS E or F.
Therefore, the project would not generate substantial traffic volumes that would cause or
contribute to a CO hotspot or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations
related to CO hotspots. Impacts would be less than significant.

San Joaquin Valley Fever

Construction activities, including site preparation and grading, would have the potential to release
Coccidioides immitis spores, which cause Valley Fever. the VCAPCD recommends consideration of
the following factors that may indicate a project’s potential to result in impacts related to Valley
Fever (VCAPCD 2003):

= Disturbance of the top soil of undeveloped land (to a depth of about 12 inches)

= Dry, alkaline, sandy soils

=  Virgin, undisturbed, non-urban areas

=  Windy areas

= Archaeological resources probable or known to exist in the area (Native American midden sites)

= Special events (fairs, concerts) and motorized activities (motocross track, All Terrain Vehicle
activities) on unvegetated soil (non-grass)

= Non-native population (i.e., out-of-area construction workers)

Construction of the Project would disturb areas that are disturbed in conjunction with farming
activities. Due to the previous and continuous soil disturbance at the site, disturbance of soils during
construction activities is unlikely to pose a substantial risk of infection. Furthermore, due to the size
of the proposed project, it is anticipated that construction workers would be from the local or
regional area and would therefore have previous exposure to and immunity from Valley Fever. In
addition, substantial increases in the number of reported cases of Valley Fever tend to occur only
after major ground-disturbing events such as the 1994 Northridge earthquake. Construction of the
proposed project would also comply with VCAPCD Rule 55 (Fugitive Dust) to limit dust generation
and movement. Therefore, construction of the proposed project would not result in a substantial
increase in entrained fungal spores that cause Valley Fever above existing background levels and
impacts related to Valley Fever would be less than significant.

Toxic Air Contaminants

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are a diverse group of air pollutants that may cause or contribute to
an increase in deaths or serious illness or that may pose a present or potential hazard to human
health. Emissions of TACs from construction and operation of the proposed project are previously
discussed under Impact AQ-1 and Impact AQ-2. No impacts from TAC emissions would occur.
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Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Threshold 1: Would the project exceed any of the thresholds set forth in the air quality
assessment guidelines as adopted and periodically updated by the VCAPCD, or be
inconsistent with the Air Quality Management Plan?

IMPACT AQ-4 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROJECT WOULD NOT CREATE OBJECTIONABLE ODORS THAT
COULD AFFECT A SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER OF PEOPLE. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

Based on the VCAPCD Air Quality Assessment Guidelines, a project may have a significant impact if it
would generate an objectionable odor to a degree that would cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or
annoyance to a considerable number of persons or to the public, or which would endanger the
comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a
natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property. Land uses and industrial
operations known to emit objectionable odors include wastewater treatment facilities, food
processing facilities, coffee roasters, fiberglass operations, refineries, feed lots/dairies, and
composting facilities.

The project would include the CWWTF to provide wastewater treatment for the project. The
primary source of odors associated with wastewater treatment plants is hydrogen sulfide (H,S),
which produces an odor similar to rotten eggs (Baranksi 2017). For the CWWTF, a vent port is
supplied on the Anoxic Chamber for connection to an air scrubber that would incorporate advanced
odor control technology. Air scrubbers would provide two stage chemistry for the control of odors
from hydrogen sulfide (H,S), mercaptans, ammonia, amines, and other odors generated in
wastewater collection and treatment systems. The proposed treatment system is designed to
achieve an H,S reduction of 99 percent and would also remove a majority of volatile mercaptans,
organic amines, and organic sulfurs. By removing these substances from vented air, this system
would remove the primary contributors to odorous air, thereby minimizing the potential for
objectionable odors to be released (Baranski 2017). With incorporation of these project design
features, odors would not generate an objectionable odor to a degree that would cause injury,
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to a considerable number of persons or to the public, or that
would endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such persons or the public, or which
cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property. In addition,
solid waste generated by the proposed on-site uses would be collected by a contracted waste
hauler, ensuring that any odors resulting from on-site waste would be managed and collected in a
manner to prevent the proliferation of odors. Operational odor impacts would be less than
significant.

For construction activities, odors would be short-term in nature and are subject to SCAQMD Rule
Construction activities would be temporary and transitory and associated odors would cease upon
construction completion. Accordingly, the proposed project would not create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of people during construction, and short-term impacts would be less
than significant.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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Threshold 2: Would the project be inconsistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and
Policies for “Air Quality” in the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

IMPACT AQ-5 THE PROJECT WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE VENTURA COUNTY GENERAL
PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

The project would be consistent with the County General Plan goals and policies listed previously
under Regulatory Setting. The project’s consistency is analyzed in detail in Section 4.10, Land Use
and Planning. Impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

4.1.2.3 Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative context for air quality is regional. The Basin is designated as being in nonattainment
for ozone NAAQS and CAAQS and nonattainment for particulate matter less than 10 microns in
diameter (PM1o) CAAQS; therefore, there are existing significant cumulative air quality impacts
related to these pollutants. The Basin is in attainment of all other federal and state standards. The
project would contribute particulate matter and the ozone precursors ROG and NOx to the area
during construction and operation.

In accordance with VCAPCD guidance, a project with emissions in excess of two pounds per day of
ROC or NOy that is found inconsistent with the AQMP would have a significant cumulative air quality
impact. Inconsistent projects are typically those that cause the existing population to exceed the
population forecasts contained in the most recently adopted AQMP (VCAPCD 2003). The VCAPCD
adopted the 2016 Ventura County AQMP to demonstrate a strategy for and reasonable progress
toward attainment of the federal 8-hour ozone standard. The 2016 Ventura County AQMP relies on
the Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 2016 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) forecasts of regional population growth in its
projections for managing Ventura County’s air quality. The population growth forecasts in SCAG’s
2016 RTP/SCS for the unincorporated Ventura County estimate that the population would increase
from 96,700 in 2012 to 113,600 in 2040, for a population increase of 16,900. The increase in
population from the project, estimated by CalEEMod at 1,102 persons, would be within the SCAG’s
projected 2040 population increase of 16,900 and the project would not cause the unincorporated
Ventura County’s population to exceed official regional population projections. As discussed under
Impact AQ-3, operation of the project would generate emissions of ROC and NOx that exceed two
pounds per day. However, because the project’s population would be within SCAG 2016 forecasts,
the project would be consistent with the 2016 Ventura County AQMP. Therefore, the project would
not have a cumulative considerable contribution to a cumulative air quality impact.

As identified under Impact AQ-3, the project would not have a significant impact from CO hotspots,
TACs, or valley fever. Discussion of these impacts considers the cumulative nature of the pollutants
in the region; e.g., the cancer risk and non-cancer risk thresholds have been set per existing cancer
risks in the area and exceeding those thresholds would be considered a cumulative impact. Because
the project would not have impacts exceeding those thresholds, it would not expose sensitive
receptors to a cumulatively considerable amount of substantial pollutant concentrations from CO
hotspots, TACs, or valley fever.
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As identified under Impact AQ-4, the project would not have a significant impact from odor
emissions. The consideration of cumulative odor impacts is limited to cases when projects
constructed simultaneously are within a few hundred yards of each other because of the short
range of odor dispersion. It is unlikely that project construction would occur within a few hundred
yards of major off-site construction due to the developed nature of the existing area. Therefore, the
project would not result in a cumulatively considerable odor impact.
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4.2  Agricultural Resources - Soils

This section analyzes the proposed project’s impacts to land designated as Prime, Statewide
Importance, Unique, and/or Local Importance (defined as “Farmland” or “Important Farmland” in
CEQA, pursuant to guidance in CEQA Section 21095 and CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, and the
County).

4.2.1 Setting
4.2.1.1 Agricultural Context

Regional

Ventura County’s temperate climate with warm, wet winters and hot, dry summers coupled with
fertile soils, supports the cultivation of a diversity of agricultural commaodities, including
strawberries, celery, lemons, raspberries, avocados, nursery stock, tomatoes, peppers, cut flowers,
cabbage, and kale. According to the State of California, Ventura County ranked eighth among
California counties in total crop value in 2017 based on data from the County Agricultural
Commissioner’s Annual Crop and Livestock Report (County 2019a). The estimated gross value of
Ventura County’s agriculture for calendar year 2018 was approximately $2.1 billion.

Areas that sustain agricultural commodity growth have a broad range of characteristics. For
example, berry production requires a temperate moist climate, so most strawberry production is
found close to the coast, surrounding the cities of Ventura, Oxnard, Camarillo, and Port Hueneme.
The climate tends to be dryer and warmer further from the coast, favoring citrus crops. Specifically,
the U.S. Highway 126 and U.S. Highway 150 corridors are prime areas for citrus growth. Fertile soil
combined with ideal temperate seasonal temperatures allow lemons, oranges, and mandarins to
thrive. Some commodity types, such as avocados, can grow in a variety of climate regions, allowing
them to flourish countywide (County 2019a).

Project Site

The 36.4-acre project site is currently used for agricultural production, specifically celery, cabbage,
and strawberries. The project site is also adjacent to active agricultural fields to the north,
northwest, and east. The project site is designated as Agricultural in County General Plan and is
zoned as AE (Agricultural Exclusive). Agriculture infrastructure includes irrigation throughout the
project site.

4.2.1.2 Agricultural Soils and Farmland Characteristics of the
Project Site

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS)
assesses the agricultural capacity of soils through its utilization of the Land Capability Classification
System and the Storie Index. Capability Classes provide insight into the suitability of a soil for field
crop uses based on factors that include texture, erosion, wetness, permeability, and fertility. The
Storie Index is a soil rating based on soil properties that govern a soil’s potential for cultivated
agriculture in California. The Storie Index assesses the productivity of a soil based on the following
four characteristics:
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=  Factor A — degree of soil profile development
=  Factor B — texture of the surface layer
= Factor C—slope

= Factor X — manageable features, including drainage, micro relief, fertility, acidity, erosion, and
salt content

Under the California Revised Storie Index, these four factors translate into one of four soil grades:
Grade 1 (excellent), Grade 2 (good), Grade 3 (fair) and Grade 4 (poor). In addition, the NRCS
farmland classification identifies the location and extent of the soils that are best suited to food,
feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed crops and identifies map units as “Prime Farmland, if irrigated,”
“Farmland of Statewide Importance” and “Not Prime Farmland.” The project site includes California
Revised Storie Index Grade 1 (excellent) soils, including Mocho Loam, 0-2 percent slopes; Sorrento
silty clay loam, 0-2 percent slopes; and Pico Loam, sandy substratum, 0-2 percent slopes.

In addition to the NRCS system, the California Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) compiles Important Farmland maps for each county in
the State. Maps and statistics are produced biannually using a process that integrates aerial photo
interpretation, field mapping, a computerized mapping system, and public review. The FMMP
Important Farmland differs from the NRCS farmland classification because the NRCS farmland
classifications are based solely on soil quality, while the FMMP Important Farmland designations are
based on both soil quality and current land use.

The Important Farmland types present on the project site include Prime Farmland and Farmland of
Statewide Importance, which are defined by the FMMP as follows:

= Prime Farmland: The project site includes 26.1 acres of Prime Farmland, which is Farmland with
the best combination of physical and chemical features able to sustain long-term agricultural
production. The land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to
produce sustained high yields. Land must have been used for irrigated agricultural production at
some time during the four years prior to the mapping date.

= Farmland of Statewide Importance: The project site includes 6.5 acres of Farmland of Statewide
Farmland, which is Farmland similar to Prime Farmland but with minor shortcomings, such as
greater slopes or less ability to store soil moisture. Land must have been used for irrigated
agricultural production at some time during the four years prior to the mapping date.

Table 4.2-1 summarizes the acreage of Important Farmland categories on the project site and Figure
4.2-1 shows the types of Important Farmland present on the project site.
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Figure 4.2-1 Important Farmland on the Project Site
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Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.2-3



Ventura County Resources Management Agency
Somis Ranch Farmworker Housing Complex

Table 4.2-1 Important Farmland on the Project Site

Important Farmland Inventory Classification On-Site Acreage
Prime Farmland 26.1

Farmland of Statewide Importance 6.5

Total 32.6

4.2.1.3 Regulatory Setting
State Regulations

California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program

As previously discussed, the California DOC FMMP produces maps and statistical data used for
analyzing impacts on California’s agricultural resources. Agricultural land is categorized according to
soil quality and irrigation status. The maps are updated every two years through the review of aerial
photographs, a computer mapping system, public review, and field reconnaissance.

California Code of Regulations (Title 3 Food and Agriculture)

California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 3, Sections 6000—6920 regulate the registration,
management, use, and application of pesticides on agricultural lands. These regulations are
enforced by the Ventura County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office. Generally, specific regulations
vary for each pesticide, its method of application, and use. However, Sections 6600 and 6614
contain some general regulations relating to the application of pesticide, as well as general
standards of care and protection of persons, animals, and property.

California Land Conservation Act (Wiliamson Act) Contract

Preservation of agricultural, recreational, and open space lands through agricultural preserve
contracts between the County and property owners is a technique encouraged by the State of
California for implementing the general plan. Agricultural preserve contracts are executed through
procedures enabled by the California Land Conservation Act of 1965, also known as the Williamson
Act. A contract may be entered into for property with agricultural, recreational, and open space
uses in return for decreased property taxes. Land Conservation Act contracts preserve agriculture
and open space over a rolling term 10-year contract. The inclusion of a parcel in a Williamson Act
contract is entirely voluntary and must have the consent of the property owner. The project site is
not subject to a Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) contract; therefore, this subject is not
further discussed in this EIR.

Local Regulations

Ventura County General Plan

The County has adopted various programs designed to preserve agriculture. Agricultural
preservation has been integrated into overall land use planning strategy and consequently is a
reciprocal beneficiary of many interagency regional land use planning and resource conservation
programs. Specific County agricultural preservation programs include the Agriculture Land Use
Designation, which establishes an Agriculture designation for lands identified in the Important
Farmland Inventory and subjects all parcels to the Agricultural Exclusive (A-E) zone (County 2019b).
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Per the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, Ventura County General Plan Goal 1.6.1-1 and
Policies 1.6.2-1 and 1.6.2-6 pertain to agricultural soils.

= Goals

@ 1.6.1-1. Preserve and protect agricultural lands as a nonrenewable resource to assure the
continued availability of such lands for the production of food, fiber, and ornamentals.

= Policies
@ 1.6.2-1. Discretionary development located on land designated as Agricultural and identified
as Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance on the State’s Important Farmland
Inventory shall be planned and designed to remove as little land as possible from potential
agricultural production and to minimize impacts on topsoil.

@ 1.6.2-6. Discretionary development adjacent to Agricultural-designated lands shall not
conflict with agricultural use of those lands.

SOAR Ordinance

The County’s Save Open Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) Ordinance was initially adopted
by the County Board of Supervisors in 1998. The SOAR Ordinance requires a majority vote of the
people for development of land currently designated as Open Space, Agricultural, or Rural in the
County General Plan and requiring a General Plan amendment. The project site is designated
Agricultural in the County General Plan. In 2016, two new sections were added to SOAR to assist the
agricultural industry by providing exemptions from a vote of the people for farmworker housing and
processing of locally grown food. Further exemptions exist for affordable housing projects.

Additionally, the Ventura County NCZO allows for the development of farmworker housing
complexes on parcels smaller than the prescribed minimum lot area on land zoned AE within or
adjacent to a city Sphere of Influence, provided the remaining non-farmworker housing complex
parcel is a minimum of 10 acres (Ventura County NCZO Section 8103-2.7). The project would include
the continuation of agricultural use on a 17.93-acre continued agricultural use parcel on a project
site zoned AE that is adjacent to the City of Camarillo (and its Sphere of Influence).

4.2.2 Impact Analysis
4.2.2.1 Significance Thresholds

Per the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (County 2011), impacts related to agricultural soils
would be potentially significant if the proposed project would:

1. Resultin the direct and/or indirect loss of soils designated Prime, Statewide Importance,
Unique, or Local Importance, beyond the threshold amounts set forth in Table 4.2-2 (from
Section 5a.C of the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines);

Involve a General Plan amendment that will result in the loss of agricultural soils; and/or

Be inconsistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for “Agricultural Resources —
Soils” in the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.
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Table 4.2-2 Significance Thresholds Based on Impacted Farmland

General Plan Land Use

Designation Farmland Inventory Classification Significance Threshold (acres)
Agricultural Prime/Statewide 5
Unique 10
Local 15
Open Space/Rural Prime/Statewide 10
Unique 15
Local 20
All Others Prime/Statewide 20
Unique 30
Local 40

Source: County 2011

4.2.2.2 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Threshold 1: Would the project result in the direct and/or indirect loss of soils designated Prime,
Statewide Importance, Unique, or Local Importance, beyond the threshold amounts
set forth in Table 4.2-2?

IMPACT AG-1 THE PROJECT WOULD RESULT IN THE DIRECT LOSS OF 18.2 ACRES OF PRIME FARMLAND
OR FARMLAND OF STATEWIDE IMPORTANCE TO NONAGRICULTURAL USE. NO FEASIBLE MITIGATION IS
AVAILABLE TO REDUCE THIS IMPACT TO A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT LEVEL; THEREFORE, THE IMPACT DUE TO LOSS
OF FARMLAND SOILS WOULD BE SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE.

As previously described, the project site is predominantly used for agricultural production. As shown
in Table 4.2-3, the proposed project would result in the direct loss of 18.2 acres of Prime Farmland
or Farmland of Statewide Importance to nonagricultural use, which exceeds the 5-acre significance
threshold for impacts to Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance (from Table 4.2-2).
The project would include continuation agricultural crop production on a 17.93-acre continued
agricultural use parcel on the project site. Nonetheless, because the proposed project would result
in a loss of Farmland that exceeds the County’s significance thresholds, the permanent and direct
loss of Important Farmland soils would result in a significant impact.

Table 4.2-3 Project Impacts to Important Farmland

Important Farmland Inventory Classification Impact Acreage

Prime Farmland 15.8
Farmland of Statewide Importance 2.4
Total 18.2

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is proposed. There is no feasible mitigation currently available. The remaining
agricultural land on the project site would be under different ownership and, therefore, not
available for an agricultural conservation easement. In addition, an agricultural conservation
easement would not reduce Impact AG-1 to a less than significant level. It is noted that the project
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would include continuation agricultural crop production on a 17.93-acre continued agricultural use
parcel.

Significance After Mitigation

Impact AG-1 would remain significant and unavoidable.

Threshold 2: Would the project involve a General Plan amendment that would result in the loss of
agricultural soils?

IMPACT AG-2 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT REQUIRE A GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT. THEREFORE, NO
IMPACT WOULD OCCUR.

As discussed throughout Section 4 of this EIR, the project would comply with applicable General
Plan goals and policies. The Ventura County NCZO allows for the development of farmworker
housing complexes on parcels smaller than the prescribed minimum lot area on land zoned AE
within or adjacent to a city Sphere of Influence, provided the remaining non-farmworker housing
complex parcel is a minimum of 10 acres (Ventura County NCZO Section 8103-2.7). The project
would include the continuation of agricultural use on a 17.93-acre continued agricultural use parcel
on a project site zoned AE that is adjacent to the City of Camarillo (and its Sphere of Influence).
Therefore, the project would comply with applicable requirements of the Ventura County NCZO and
the County General Plan.

In addition, because the project does not require a General Plan amendment and involves the
development of affordable farmworker housing, the proposed project would not require inclusion
on the ballot for approval by the majority of voters, as set forth in the County’s SOAR Ordinance.
Accordingly, the County’s SOAR ordinance does not apply to the project.

Because the project would not require a General Plan amendment, no impact would occur.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Threshold 3: Would the project be inconsistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and
Policies for “Agricultural Resources — Soils” in the County’s Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines?

IMPACT AG-3 THE PROJECT WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE VENTURA COUNTY GENERAL
PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

The project would be consistent with the County General Plan goals and policies listed previously
under Regulatory Setting. The project’s consistency is analyzed in detail in Section 4.10, Land Use
and Planning. Impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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4.2.2.3 Cumulative Impacts

Table 3-1 in Section 3, Environmental Settings, identifies currently planned and pending projects in
the vicinity of the project site. Project PL15-0014, located at 3100 Somis Road in Camarillo, would
involve a General Plan amendment to change the land use designation from Agricultural (40-acre
minimum) to Existing Community, and a rezoning of the same area from Agricultural Exclusive (AE
40) to Limited Industrial (M2) for the continued use, operation, and expansion of a wholesale
lumber yard. Although this project area is designated as an agricultural area in the General Plan and
zoning ordinance, it does not contain any FMMP Important Farmland types. The site is designated
by FMMP as Urban and Built-Up Land (DOC 2016).

Project PL18-0109 would involve the construction of a new dog kennel and sales facility on a 20-acre
lot in the Agricultural Exclusive zone at 5500 Grimes Canyon in Moorpark. This project area contains
both Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance, as designated by the FMMP (DOC
2016). Areas of existing farmland would be removed and covered by a proposed dog kennel and
sales facility. Consequently, it would also result in a direct loss of soils designated Prime and
Farmland of Statewide Importance.

Nonetheless, as stated in the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, any project that would
result in the direct and/or indirect loss of agricultural soils would contribute to a significant
cumulative impact. However, the cumulative loss of agricultural soils was discussed in the Final EIR
for the Comprehensive Amendment to the County General Plan (1988).* That EIR concludes that
there will be a significant loss of agricultural soils and, although the General Plan contains policies
and programs that serve to partially mitigate the cumulative impact, the impact cannot be reduced
to a less than significant level. In accordance with Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines, although
the project would result in a significant impact related to agricultural land conversion, additional
cumulative environmental analysis is not required for any project that is consistent with the General
Plan, including the proposed project (County 2011).

4 A Subsequent EIR was certified by the County Board of Supervisors in 2005.
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4.3 Biological Resources

This section analyzes the effects of the proposed project on biological resources. The analysis is
based on the Initial Study Biological Assessment prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc. and included
in Appendix D.

4.3.1 Setting
4.3.1.1 Biological Survey

The project site and 100-foot buffer (biological survey area) was surveyed by a qualified biologist on
May 4, 2020 and August 28, 2020.

Natural Communities and Land Cover Types

Three natural communities and five other land cover types were mapped in the biological survey
area (Figure 4.3-1). None of the natural communities or land cover types within the biological survey
area are considered to be an environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA).

Giant Scouring Rush

This herbaceous alliance typically occurs in riparian areas, including streambanks, floodplains, edges
of levees, seeps, ponds, and riparian forest openings between sea level and to 10,000 feet in
elevation. The soils where it occurs are alluvial and may be seasonally or intermittently flooded. The
herbaceous canopy cover may be intermittent to continuous, and native giant scouring rush
(Equisetum hyemale) comprises at least 50 percent relative cover in the herbaceous layer. Giant
scouring rush is identified by CDFW and the County as a sensitive plant community.

In the biological survey area, giant scouring rush occurs in two small patches in the channelized
ephemeral stream (Grove’s Place Drain; see “Waters and Wetlands” below) near the northeast
corner of the project site (Figure 4.3-1). In these areas, the species forms a closed canopy with no
understory. The biological survey area contains less than 0.1 acre of this land cover type,
representing less than one percent of the biological survey area.

Bermuda Grass - Italian Wild Rye

This provisional herbaceous stand occurs in Grove’s Place Drain along the east side of the survey
area. Non-native Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon) and Italian wild rye (Festuca perennis) are
dominant in the herbaceous layer. Other species observed include native smooth willowherb
(Epilobium ciliatum), rescue grass (Bromus catharticus), non-native annual beard grass (Polypogon
monspeliensis), and castor bean (Ricinus communis).

The biological survey area contains approximately 0.8 acre of this land cover type, representing two
percent of the biological survey area.

Wild Oat

This herbaceous stand occurs in a variety of settings, including waste places, rangelands, and
openings in woodlands between sea level and 7,000 feet in elevation. The herbaceous canopy cover
ranges from open to continuous, and non-native wild oat (Avena fatua) comprises at least 50
percent relative cover.
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Figure 4.3-1 Natural Communities/Land Cover Types Within the Biological Survey Area
and Project Impacts
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In the biological survey area, this community occurs near the western boundary of the project site.
Wild oat dominates the herbaceous layer. Other non-native herbaceous species are also present,
including ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum), and bull mallow
(Malva nicaeensis). The survey area contains approximately 0.4 acre of this land cover type,
representing one percent of the biological survey area.

Non-Native Ornamental Landscaping

Non-native ornamental landscaping occurs near the center of the biological survey area in the
immediate vicinity of the existing structures and at the southwest corner of the biological survey
area bordering the adjacent high school parking lot. Near the existing structures is a tree canopy
composed of several large ornamental species, including Peruvian pepper tree (Schinus molle),
Brazilian pepper tree (Schinus terebinifolius), blue gum (Eucalyptus globulus), orange tree (Citrus
sp.), avocado (Persea americana), and myoporum (Myoporum laetum). The understory is composed
primarily of grass lawns, plantain (Musa sp.), and garden rose (Rosa sp.). At the southwest corner of
the biological survey area, the dominant species is kangaroo vine (Cissus antarctica), which covers a
chain link fence. The understory is composed primarily of non-native ruderal species, including
cheeseweed (Malva parviflora), prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola), and bristly ox-tongue
(Helminthotheca echioides). Two native western redbud (Cercis occidentalis) and a California
sycamore (Platanus racemose) are also present in this area.

The biological survey area contains approximately 1.9 acres of non-native ornamental landscaping,
representing four percent of the biological survey area.

Planted Agricultural Field

This land cover type is engaged in active agricultural production. The primary crops growing in the
survey area at the time of the survey include celery (Apium graveolens), cabbage (Brassica
oleracea), strawberries (Fragaria ananassa), and squash (Cucurbita sp.).

The biological survey area contains approximately 32.7 acres of this land cover type, representing 65
percent of the biological survey area.

Cleared Land (Fallow Field)

This land cover type is associated with disturbed areas and characterized by dense growth of non-
native herbaceous species. It occurs in parts of the survey area that were recently in active
agricultural production but were fallow at the time of the survey. Observed species included
common sow thistle (Sonchus oleraceus), Shepherd’s purse (Capsella bursa pastoris), and nettle leaf
goosefoot (Chenopodium murale).

The biological survey area contains approximately 2.3 acre of fallow field, representing five percent
of the biological survey area.

Bare Ground

This land cover type in the biological survey area includes the dirt roads, gravel areas, and the active
construction zone for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Desalter Facility. These areas are kept
free of vegetation for human use.

The biological survey area contains approximately 9.22 acre of this land cover type, representing 18
percent of the biological survey area.
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pPaved

Asphalt-paved land is present in the survey area on SR 34 adjacent to the southern boundary of the
project site and in the high school parking lot adjacent to the western boundary. No vegetation is
present in these areas.

The biological survey area contains 2.7 acres of paved land, representing five percent of the
biological survey area.

Waters and Wetlands

The biological survey area was evaluated for the presence of potential waters and wetlands subject
to regulatory agency jurisdiction, including by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB), and the County under General Plan Policy 1.5.2-4. Two channelized intermittent channels
and one ephemeral agricultural drainage ditch were observed in the biological survey area

(Figure 4.3-2).

Channelized Intermittent Stream

The channelized intermittent stream (Grove’s Place Drain; “W1” on Figure 4.3-2) runs parallel to and
immediately outside the eastern boundary of the project site within the biological survey area. The
stream is mapped by the National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS 2020) as Riverine habitat. The stream
receives flows from the hills to the north and from surrounding agricultural fields, and empties into
Arroyo Las Posas, a seasonal stream with associated riparian vegetation, approximately 325 feet
southeast of the survey area. It is engineered to follow a straight-line course. The length of the
channel adjacent to the project site has a soft bed and banks composed of native soil. A portion of
the channel in the survey area on the opposite (south) side of SR 34 is concrete-lined. Ordinary High
Water Mark (OHWM) indicators were observed, including changes in vegetation cover and species
composition and presence of surface water and soil saturation. The channel is disturbed by regular
maintenance of the channel for agricultural activities to allow continued flow. The length of the
channel north of SR 34 was primarily dry at the time of the survey, but wet soil and small pools of
water were present in some areas. The concrete-lined section contained significant standing water.
Review of historical aerial imagery (Google Earth 2020) indicates that the channel lacks relatively
permanent flow of water; however, the channel provides surface flow during and immediately after
rain events, and receives regular runoff from agriculture. Therefore, the channel may contribute
surface flow to nearby Arroyo Las Posas intermittently during a typical year. Vegetation observed in
the channel during the survey is described as bermuda grass — Italian wild rye plant community,
consisting primarily of non-native, weedy species including Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon),
bentgrass (Agrostis sp.), poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), Mexican strangletop (Leptochloa
fusca ssp. uninervia), sedge (Cyperus sp.), and castor bean (Ricinus communis). However, some areas
to the north of the biological study area were dominated by giant scouring rush (Equisetum hyemale
ssp. dffine), a native species that is designated by USDA (USDA 2020b) as a facultative wetland
indicator.

Wetland indicators for hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and hydrology were present in Grove’s
Place Drain and the RWQCB would likely assert jurisdiction. Due to the connectivity of Grove’s Place
Drain to the nearby Arroyo Las Posas and the presence of all three wetland indicators, the USACE
would likely assert jurisdiction (Figure 4.3-3).
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Approximately 281 linear feet/0.13 acre of Grove’s Place Drain occurs within the biological survey
area.

Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.3-5



Ventura County Resources Management Agency
Somis Ranch Farmworker Housing Complex

Figure 4.3-2 Waters and Wetlands Within the Biological Survey Area
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Figure 4.3-3 Jurisdictional Limits of Waters
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Ephemeral Agricultural Drainage Ditch

The W2 (see Figure 4.3-2) feature is a human-made agricultural drainage ditch. It is not mapped by
the National Wetlands Inventory or the Ventura County Wetland Inventory. No water was present in
the ditch at the time of the survey. No OHWM or other signs of flow or wetland indicator plants
were observed. The ditch turns to the west at the southwestern corner of the project site and
enters a stormwater drain outside the survey area. The ditch conveys irrigation runoff from upland
agricultural areas and has limited function and value. Therefore, this feature is not likely subject to
USACE, CDFW, or RWQCB jurisdiction.

Approximately 730 linear feet/0.07 acre of the W2 feature occurs within the biological survey area.

Intermittent Agricultural Ditch

The unnamed intermittent agricultural drainage ditch (“W3"” on Figure 4.3-2) provides water
intermittently, similar to Grove’s Place Drain, and provides a direct connection to Grove’s Place
Drain. Vegetation and soils observed in this drainage is consistent with Grove’s Place Drain.

Wetland indicators for hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and hydrology were present in the
unnamed intermittent agricultural drainage ditch and the RWQCB would likely assert jurisdiction.
Due to the connectivity of the drainage ditch to the nearby Arroyo Las Posas and the presence of all
three wetland indicators, the USACE would likely assert jurisdiction (Figure 4.3-3).

Approximately 138 linear feet/0.04 acre of the unnamed intermittent agricultural drainage ditch
occurs within the biological survey area.

Species

Observed Species

A total of 61 plant species were identified in the biological survey area, of which eight are native and
53 are non-native. A total of nine wildlife species were observed, all of which are native. See
Appendix D for a list of all plant and wildlife species observed in the biological survey area during
the survey.

Protected Trees

The Ventura County Non-Coastal Zone Ordinance (NCZO) Section 8107-25 (Tree Protection
Ordinance) defines protected trees as (1) all oaks and sycamores with a circumference of 9.5 inches
or larger (measured at least 4.5 feet above ground); (2) trees with a historical designation; and (3)
trees with a circumference of 90 inches or larger. One protected western sycamore (Platanus
racemosa) was observed in the biological survey buffer outside the western boundary of the project
site. No oaks, sycamores, or any other native tree species were observed in the project site. Several
of the non-native blue gums, Peruvian pepper trees, and Brazilian pepper trees observed near the
existing residential structures on the project site have a girth of greater than 90 inches and,
therefore, are considered heritage trees under the Tree Protection Ordinance.

Special-Status Species and Nests

Observed Species

No special-status species were observed in the biological survey area during the field survey.
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Species with Potential to Occur Within the Biological Survey Area

Review of existing literature and a 10-mile radius California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB)
search identified 21 special-status plant species and 36 special-status wildlife species, including
state- and federally-listed endangered or threatened species (see Appendix Two of the Initial Study
Biological Assessment [EIR Appendix D]). Of these, species that were documented within five miles
of the biological survey area or determined to have a moderate to high potential to occur are listed
in Table 7 of the Initial Study Biological Assessment (Appendix D), including 9 special-status plant
species and 10 special-status wildlife species.

PLANT SPECIES

No special-status plant species are expected to occur in the biological survey area because the
entire survey area is disturbed, developed, or engaged in active agricultural use.

WILDLIFE SPECIES

Five special-status wildlife species have low potential to occur in the biological survey area:
California legless lizard (Anniella spp.), western pond turtle (Emys marmorata), coast horned lizard
(Phrynosoma blainvillii), two-striped gartersnake (Thamnophis hammondii), and burrowing owl
(Athene cunicularia). No special-status wildlife species have moderate or high potential to occur in
the biological survey area due to the disturbance of the survey area and lack of suitable habitat.

Nesting Birds

The field survey was conducted during the nesting season, but no nests or birds exhibiting nesting
behaviors were observed in the biological survey area. The ornamental trees and shrubs associated
with the cluster of existing residential and agricultural structures in the center of the survey area
and the structures themselves are suitable nesting habitat for a number of bird species common in
the project area. The planted fields, fallow fields, and bare ground that occupy most of the
remainder of the biological survey area are marginally suitable nesting habitat for some ground-
nesting bird species. Although the value of nesting habitats in the biological survey area is limited by
the lack of native vegetation and the high level of disturbance due to agricultural operations, there
is a potential for nesting birds protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the
California Fish and Game (CFG) Code 3503 to occur in the biological survey area.

Wildlife Movement and Connectivity Features

The project site is not located in a mapped wildlife corridor. The biological survey area is not located
in the Santa Monica — Sierra Madre Habitat Connectivity Corridor (Spencer et al. 2010) or in an area
zoned by the County as a Habitat Connectivity Wildlife Corridor. Because the biological survey area
is currently used for agriculture, it generally is not attractive to wildlife.

The nearest natural habitat is in Arroyo Las Posas, a seasonal stream with associated riparian
vegetation, approximately 325 feet to the southeast on the opposite side of SR 34 and a railroad
track. The channelized intermittent stream on the eastern edge of the survey area (Grove’s Place
Drain) connects to Arroyo Las Posas and passes beneath the highway and railroad. Grove’s Place
Drain (“W1” on Figure 4.3-2) may serve as a minor corridor facilitating wildlife movement between
Arroyo Las Posas and open space in the Santa Susana Mountains to the north of the survey area.
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4.3.1.2 Regulatory Setting

Federal Regulations

Federal Endangered Species Act

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
share responsibility for implementing the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) (16 USC § 153 et
seq.). Generally, the USFWS implements the FESA for terrestrial and freshwater species, while the
NMFS implements the FESA for marine and anadramous species. Projects that would result in “take”
of any federally threatened or endangered species are required to obtain permits from the USFWS
or NMFS through either Section 7 (interagency consultation with a federal nexus) or Section 10
(Habitat Conservation Plan) of the FESA, depending on the involvement by the federal government
in permitting and/or funding of the project. The permitting process is used to determine if a project
would jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species and what measures would be required
to avoid jeopardizing the species. “Take” under federal definition means to harass, harm (which
includes habitat modification), pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to
attempt to engage in any such conduct. Proposed or candidate species do not have the full
protection of the FESA; however, the USFWS and NMFS advise project applicants that they could be
elevated to listed status at any time.

Clean Water Act

Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the USACE has authority to regulate activities that could
discharge fill of material into wetlands or other “waters of the United States.” Perennial and
intermittent creeks are considered waters of the United States if they are hydrologically connected
to other jurisdictional waters (typically a navigable water). The USACE also implements the federal
policy embodied in Executive Order 11990, which is intended to result in no net loss of wetland
value or acres. In achieving the goals of the Clean Water Act, the USACE seeks to avoid adverse
impacts and offset unavoidable adverse impacts on existing aquatic resources. Any fill of wetlands
that are hydrologically connected to jurisdictional waters would require a permit from the USACE
prior to the start of work. Typically, when a project involves impacts to waters of the United States,
the goal of no net loss of wetland acres or values is met through avoidance and minimization to the
extent practicable, followed by compensatory mitigation involving creation or enhancement of
similar habitats.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 was originally enacted between the United
States and Great Britain (acting on behalf of Canada) for the protection of migratory birds between
the two countries. The MBTA has since been expanded to include Mexico, Japan, and Russia. Under
MBTA provisions, it is unlawful “by any means or manner to pursue, hunt, take, capture (or) kill” any
migratory birds as defined by the MBTA except as permitted by regulations issued by the USFWS.
The term “take” is defined by the USFWS regulation to mean to “pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill,
trap, capture or collect” any migratory bird or any part, nest, or egg of any migratory bird covered
by the conventions, or to attempt those activities.
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State Regulations

California Endangered Species Act

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) derives its authority from the Fish and Game
Code of California. The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish and Game Code Section 2050
et. seq.) prohibits take of state listed threatened or endangered. Take under CESA is restricted to
direct mortality of a listed species and the law does not prohibit indirect harm by way of habitat
modification. Where incidental take would occur during construction or other lawful activities, CESA
allows the CDFW to issue an Incidental Take Permit upon finding, among other requirements, that
impacts to the species have been minimized and fully mitigated.

California Fish and Game Code

The CDFW also enforces Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515 of the Fish and Game Code, which
prohibits take of species designated as Fully Protected. The CDFW is not allowed to issue an
Incidental Take Permit for Fully Protected species; therefore, impacts to these species must be
avoided.

California Fish and Game Code sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 describe unlawful take, possession,
or destruction of native birds, nests, and eggs. Section 3503.5 of the Code protects all birds-of-prey
and their eggs and nests against take, possession, or destruction of nests or eggs. Section 3513
makes it a state-level office to take any bird in violation of the federal MBTA. CDFW administers
these requirements.

Species of Special Concern (SSC) is a category used by the CDFW for those species which are
considered to be indicators of regional habitat changes or are considered to be potential future
protected species. Species of Special Concern do not have any special legal status except that which
may be afforded by the Fish and Game Code as noted above. The CDFW uses the SSC category as a
management tool to include these species in special consideration when decisions are made
concerning the development of natural lands. The CDFW also has authority to administer the Native
Plant Protection Act (NPPA) (Fish and Game Code Section 1900 et seq.). The NPPA requires the
CDFW to establish criteria for determining if a species, subspecies, or variety of native plant is
endangered or rare. Effective in 2015, CDFW promulgated regulations (14 CCR 786.9) under the
authority of the NPPA, establishing that the CESA’s permitting procedures would be applied to
plants listed under the NPPA as “Rare.” With this change, there is little practical difference for the
regulated public between plants listed under CESA and those listed under the NPPA.

Perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral streams and associated riparian vegetation, when present,
also fall under the jurisdiction of the CDFW. Section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code (Lake
and Streambed Alteration Agreements) gives the CDFW regulatory authority over activities that
divert, obstruct, or alter the channel, bed, or bank of any river, stream or lake.

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the local Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) have jurisdiction over “waters of the State,” pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act, which are defined as any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters,
within the boundaries of the State. The SWRCB has issued general Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDRs) regarding discharges to “isolated” waters of the State (Water Quality Order No. 2004-0004-
DWQ, Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Dredged or Fill Discharges to Waters
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Deemed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to be Outside of Federal Jurisdiction). The RWQCB
administers actions under this general order for isolated waters not subject to federal jurisdiction,
and is also responsible for the issuance of water quality certifications pursuant to Section 401 of the
Clean Water Act for waters subject to federal jurisdiction.

Local Regulations

County of Ventura General Plan

Per the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, Ventura County General Plan Goal 1.5.1 and
Policies 1.5.2-1 through 1.5.2-6 pertain to biological resources.

= Goals

[m]

1.5.1. Identify, preserve, and protect significant biological resources in Ventura County from
incompatible land uses and development. Significant biological resources include
endangered, threatened or rare species and their habitats, wetland habitats, coastal
habitats, wildlife migration corridors that facilitate habitat connectivity and wildlife
movement, and locally important species/communities.

=  Policies

[m]

1.5.2-1. Discretionary development which could potentially impact biological resources shall
be evaluated by a qualified biologist to assess impacts and, if necessary, develop mitigation
measures.

1.5.2-2. Discretionary development shall be sited and designed to incorporate all feasible
measures to mitigate any significant impacts to biological resources. If the impacts cannot
be reduced to a less than significant level, findings of overriding considerations must be
made by the decision-making body.

1.5.2-3. Discretionary development that is proposed to be located within 300 feet of a
marsh, small wash, intermittent lake, intermittent stream, spring, or perennial stream (as
identified on the latest USGS 7.5-minute quad map), shall be evaluated by a County
approved biologist for potential impacts on wetland habitats. Discretionary development
that would have a significant impact on significant wetland habitats shall be prohibited,
unless mitigation measures are adopted that would reduce the impact to a less than
significant level; or for lands designated “Urban” or “Existing Community,” a statement of
overriding considerations is adopted by the decision-making body.

1.5.2-4. Discretionary development shall be sited a minimum of 100 feet from significant
wetland habitats to mitigate the potential impacts on said habitats. Buffer areas may be
increased or decreased upon evaluation and recommendation by a qualified biologist and
approval by the decision-making body. Factors to be used in determining adjustment of the
100-foot buffer include soil type, slope stability, drainage patterns, presence or absence of
endangered, threatened or rare plants or animals, and compatibility of the proposed
development with the wildlife use of the wetland habitat area. The requirement of a buffer
(setback) shall not preclude the use of replacement as a mitigation when there is no other
feasible alternative to allowing a permitted use, and if the replacement results in no net loss
of wetland habitat. Such replacement shall be “in kind” (i.e. same type and acreage), and
provide wetland habitat of comparable biological value. On-site replacement shall be
preferred wherever possible. The replacement plan shall be developed in consultation with
California Department of Fish and Game.

4.3-12



Environmental Impact Analysis
Biological Resources

o 1.5.2-5. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Audubon Society, and the California Native Plant Society shall be consulted when
discretionary development may affect significant biological resources. The National Park
Service shall also be consulted regarding discretionary development within the Santa
Monica Mountains or Oak Park Area.

@ 1.5.2-6. Based on the review and recommendation of a qualified biologist, the design and
maintenance of road and floodplain improvements, including culverts and bridges shall
incorporate all feasible measures to accommodate wildlife passage.

4.3.2 Impact Analysis

4.3.2.1 Significance Thresholds

Per the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (County 2011), impacts related to biological resources
would be potentially significant if the proposed project would:

1.

10.
11.

12.

13.

Directly or indirectly, impact one or more plant species by reducing the species’ population,
reducing the species’ habitat, fragmenting its habitat, or restricting its reproductive capacity;
Directly or indirectly, impact one or more animal species by reducing the species’ population,
reducing the species’ habitat, fragmenting its habitat, or restricting its reproductive capacity;
Temporarily or permanently remove sensitive plant communities through construction, grading,
clearing, or other activities;

Result in indirect impacts from project operation at levels that will degrade the health of a
sensitive plant community;

Cause any of the following activities within waters or wetlands: removal of vegetation; grading;
obstruction or diversion of water flow; change in velocity, siltation, volume of flow, or runoff
rate; placement of fill; placement of structures; construction of a road crossing; placement of
culverts or other underground piping; or any disturbance of the substratum;

Result in disruptions to wetland or riparian plant communities that will isolate or substantially
interrupt contiguous habitats, block seed dispersal routes, or increase vulnerability of wetland
species to exotic weed invasion or local extirpation;

Interfere with ongoing maintenance of hydrological conditions in a water or wetland;

Provide an adequate buffer for protecting the functions and values of existing waters or
wetlands;

Remove habitat within a wildlife movement corridor;
Isolate habitat;

Construct or create barriers that impede fish and/or wildlife movement, migration or long-term
connectivity or interfere with wildlife access to foraging habitat, breeding habitat, water
sources, or other areas necessary for their reproduction;

Intimidate fish or wildlife via the introduction of noise, light, development or increased human
presence; and/or

Be inconsistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for “Biological Resources” in
the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.
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4.3.2.2 Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Threshold 1: Would the project, directly or indirectly, impact one or more plant species by
reducing the species’ population, reducing the species’ habitat, fragmenting its
habitat, or restricting its reproductive capacity?

Threshold 2: Would the project, directly or indirectly, impact one or more animal species by
reducing the species’ population, reducing the species’ habitat, fragmenting its
habitat, or restricting its reproductive capacity?

IMPACT BIO-1 THE PROJECT WOULD RESULT IN NO DIRECT OR INDIRECT IMPACTS TO SPECIAL-STATUS
PLANT OR WILDLIFE SPECIES DUE TO THE DISTURBED NATURE OF THE PROJECT SITE. NO PROTECTED TREES OCCUR
WITHIN THE PROJECT CONSTRUCTION FOOTPRINT; THEREFORE, NO PROTECTED TREES WOULD BE IMPACTED.
REGULATORY COMPLIANCE WOULD PROTECT NESTING BIRD SPECIES DURING PROJECT CONSTRUCTION.
IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

The biological survey area is entirely within a site that is currently in active agricultural production.
The project would not result in any loss of special-status species’ habitat. No state- or federally-
listed endangered, threatened, or special-status wildlife or plant species were observed in the
biological survey area during the field survey.

Special-Status Plant Species

As discussed in the Setting, no special-status plant species are expected to occur in the biological
survey area because the entire survey area is disturbed, developed, or engaged in active agricultural
use. Therefore, the project would result in no impact to special-status plant species.

Special-Status Wildlife Species

As discussed in the Setting, no special-status wildlife species have moderate or high potential to
occur in the biological survey area due to the disturbance of the survey area and lack of suitable
habitat. However, five special-status wildlife species have low potential to occur in the biological
survey area, including California legless lizard, western pond turtle, coast horned lizard, two-striped
gartersnake, and burrowing owl.

California legless lizard, western pond turtle, and two-striped garter snake have low potential to
occur in Grove’s Place Drain on the eastern side of the survey area but are not expected to occur in
the project construction footprint, which is located approximately 300 feet from that habitat
(Figure 4.3-2). Coast horned lizard has low potential to occur in Grove’s Place Drain or in a small
area of grassland habitat mapped on the western side of the survey area (Figure 4.3-1 and

Figure 4.3-2). However, coast horned lizard is not expected to occur in the project construction
footprint due to existing agricultural use and disturbance on and near the project site. Additionally,
transient overwintering individuals of burrowing owl have low potential to occur throughout most
of the biological survey area, including the project construction footprint. However, no nesting
burrowing owls are currently expected to occur in the biological survey area because the survey
area is outside the current nesting range of the species. Therefore, the project would result in less
than significant impacts to special-status wildlife species.
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Indirect Effects

Special-status species documented in the vicinity of the project site could occur in Arroyo Las Posas
to the southeast of the project site, but indirect effects related to noise, lighting, human presence,
or dust during project construction and operation are not anticipated due to the distance of project
footprint from Arroyo Las Posas. Indirect impacts to fish and other aquatic species in Arroyo Las
Posas as a result of sedimentation runoff would be avoided through adherence to the County’s
Stormwater Quality Management Ordinance No. 4142. Therefore, the project would result in less
than significant indirect impacts to special-status species.

Protected Trees

As stated in the Setting, eight trees protected by the County’s Tree Protection Ordinance are
present in the biological survey area. These trees are located outside the project construction
footprint (Figure 4.3-3). Additionally, no construction activities would occur within the driplines of
the trees and no tree removal or trimming would occur as part of the project. Therefore, the project
would result in no impact to protected trees.

Nesting Birds

Although birds protected by the CFG Code and MBTA may nest in the biological survey area or
adjacent properties, no special-status bird species are expected to nest in the biological survey area
due to the absence of suitable nesting habitat for avian species. Depending on the distance from
construction activities, nesting bird species could be impacted by project construction noise.
However, the project would comply with the MBTA and CFG Codes 3503, 3503.3, 3511, and 3513,
which protect nesting birds.

In compliance with these regulations, the project applicant would be required to conduct pre-
construction surveys for nesting birds. The following measures would be incorporated into the
project as Conditions of Approval:

= The project applicant/contractor would conduct all demolition, construction, ground
disturbance, and vegetation clearing activities (collectively referred to as “construction
activities”) in such a way as to avoid protected nesting birds. To that end, no construction
activities would occur during the avian breeding and nesting season (February 1 — August 31).

= [f, however, construction activities must occur during the nesting season, a pre-construction
survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist for active bird nests (those containing eggs or
nestlings, or with juvenile birds still dependent on the nest). The survey shall be conducted by a
qualified biologist no more than seven days prior to the initiation of construction activities. The
nesting bird survey shall cover the construction footprint plus a buffer of 100 feet, as feasible.

= Any active nests that are present during the pre-construction survey shall be avoided until
determined by the biologist to no longer be active. The biologist shall determine appropriate
avoidance buffers for each nest based on species, nest location, and types of disturbance
proposed in the vicinity of the nest.

= |f construction activities are delayed after the survey has been conducted, the qualified biologist
shall conduct an additional nesting bird survey such that no more than seven days have elapsed
between the last survey and the commencement of construction activities.

With regulatory compliance, impacts to nesting birds would be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measure

No mitigation is required.

Threshold 3: Would the project temporarily or permanently remove sensitive plant communities
through construction, grading, clearing, or other activities?

Threshold 4: Would the project result in indirect impacts from project operation at levels that will
degrade the health of a sensitive plant community?

IMPACT BIO-2 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT IMPACT ANY SENSITIVE PLANT COMMUNITIES. POTENTIAL
INDIRECT IMPACTS TO SENSITIVE PLANT COMMUNITIES FROM DUST DURING PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WOULD BE
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

Plant communities are considered special-status outside the coastal zone if designated sensitive by
CDFW (CDFW 2020) or if they are considered Locally Important by the lead agency. One sensitive
plant community (giant scouring rush) is present in the biological survey area. It occurs in two small
patches in Grove’s Place Drain near the northeast corner of the project site (Figure 4.3-1 and

Figure 4.3-2). Giant scouring rush is located approximately 300 feet outside the project construction
footprint; therefore, no direct impacts to sensitive plant communities would occur as a result of
project implementation (Table 4.3-1).

Indirect impacts to the giant scouring rush community would be less than significant because no
construction activities would occur within 300 feet of that plant community and run-off from the
project site does not enter Grove’s Place Drain. Potential indirect impacts from dust during
construction would be minimized with adherence to dust control measures in the Ventura County
NCZO. In addition, the project landscape plan does not include plant species identified as invasive by
the California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC; 2020). Therefore, potential indirect impacts to
sensitive plant communities would be less than significant.

Table 4.3-1 Project Impacts to Natural Communities and Land Cover Types
Existing Within the

Biological Survey Area

Natural Community/Land Cover Type (acres) Project Impacts (acres)
Giant Scouring Rush 0.02 0

Bermuda Grass — Italian Wild Rye 0.83 0.07

Wild Oat 0.39 0
Non-Native Ornamental Landscaping 1.95 0

Planted Agricultural Field 32.68 16.91

Cleared Land (Fallow Field) 2.34 0.18

Bare Ground 9.22 1.89

Paved 2.73 0

Total 50.16 19.05

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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Threshold 5: Would the project cause any of the following activities within waters or wetlands:
removal of vegetation; grading; obstruction or diversion of water flow; change in
velocity, siltation, volume of flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill; placement of
structures; construction of a road crossing; placement of culverts or other
underground piping; or any disturbance of the substratum?

Threshold 6: Would the project result in disruptions to wetland or riparian plant communities that
will isolate or substantially interrupt contiguous habitats, block seed dispersal routes,
or increase vulnerability of wetland species to exotic weed invasion or local
extirpation?

Threshold 7: Would the project interfere with ongoing maintenance of hydrological conditions in
a water or wetland?

Threshold 8: Would the project provide an adequate buffer for protecting the functions and
values of existing waters or wetlands?

IMPACT BIO-3 IMPACTS TO POTENTIALLY JURISDICTIONAL WATERS/WETLANDS WITHIN THE BIOLOGICAL
STUDY AREA WOULD BE SIGNIFICANT BUT MITIGATABLE.

Construction of the proposed eastern driveway would temporarily impact approximately 0.08 acre
(281 linear feet) of streambed within RWQCB and CDFW jurisdiction, approximately 0.04 acre (281
linear feet) of wetland waters of the state within RWQCB jurisdiction, and approximately 0.04 acre
(281 linear feet) of wetland and waters of the U.S. within USACE jurisdiction (Figure 4.3-3).
Therefore, impacts to waters and wetlands would result from project implementation, which
constitutes a potentially significant impact.

Indirect impacts to Grove’s Place Drain to the east of the project site would be less than significant
because proposed construction activities would occur more than 300 feet from the stream

(Figure 4.3-2). This buffer would be adequate to attenuate indirect effects such as noise, dust, and
human presence during construction, and the ecological function of the feature would not be
affected. Additionally, the stream would not receive runoff from the project site because the land in
the project site slopes down to the west and project construction would be required to adhere to
the County’s Stormwater Quality Management Ordinance No. 4142,

As discussed in the Setting, Arroyo Las Posas, a seasonal stream with associated riparian vegetation,
occurs approximately 425 feet south of the project site. The project would not directly impact
Arroyo Las Posas. Grove's Place Drain enters Arroyo Las Posas but does not receive flows from the
project site. Therefore, sediment from the project site would not impact the riparian plant
communities in Arroyo Las Posas. Arroyo Las Posas is located more than 500 feet from any proposed
construction activity and is separated from the project site by SR 34 and a railroad track. This buffer
would be adequate to attenuate indirect effects such as noise, dust, and human presence during
construction, and the ecological function of Arroyo Las Posas would not be affected. As stated
above, the project landscape plan does not include plant species identified as invasive by the Cal-IPC
(Cal-IPC 2020). The project site is not adjacent to natural areas, and development of the project
would not interrupt habitat contiguity or block seed dispersal routes. Therefore, no impacts to
Arroyo Las Posas and its riparian plant communities and sensitive species would occur.

Construction and operation of the project would not alter the hydrology of the project site in a
manner that would impact the flows of nearby waterways. Post-construction runoff from the
project site would be treated in proposed on-site stormwater detention basins. Similar to existing
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conditions, outflow from the proposed on-site basins would be released into the City of Camarillo
storm drain system. No impact related to ongoing maintenance of hydrological conditions in
waters/wetlands would occur.

Mitigation Measures
BIO-3 Jurisdictional Waters Mitigation Plan

The project applicant shall restore herbaceous wetland communities temporarily impacted by
project activities, including Giant Scouring Rush and Bermuda Grass — Italian Wild Rye plant
communities, at a minimum 1:1 mitigation to impact ratio (estimated at 0.09 acre total based on
current design). The project applicant shall contract with a County-approved qualified biologist to
prepare a Mitigation Plan that must include restoring these impacted communities occurring in the
wetland features within the construction footprint. Planting palettes shall approximate existing
species composition, except that non-native species such as Bermuda grass shall not be planted. The
Mitigation Plan shall include, but not be limited to, the following components:

= Adescription of the purpose and goals of the mitigation plan, including the improvement of
specific physical, chemical, and/or biological functions at the mitigation site.

=  Adescription of the plant community type(s) and amount(s) that shall be provided by the
mitigation and how the mitigation method shall achieve the mitigation project goals.

= Aplant palette and methods of salvaging, propagating, and planting the site to be restored.

=  Methods of soil preparation.

= Method and timing of irrigation.

= Best Management Practices (BMPs) that shall be utilized to avoid erosion and excessive runoff
before plant establishment.

= Maintenance and monitoring necessary to ensure that the restored plant communities meet the
success criteria.

= Schedule for restoration activities, including weed abatement, propagating and planting, soil
preparation, irrigation, erosion control, qualitative and quantitative monitoring, and reporting
to the County.

= |dentification of measurable performance standards for each objective to evaluate the success
of the compensatory mitigation.

= |dentification of contingency and adaptive management measures to address unforeseen
changes in site conditions or other components of the mitigation project.

The Jurisdictional Waters Mitigation Plan shall provide for monitoring to be conducted for five years
or until the performance criteria are met, whichever occurs sooner. The success criteria are as
follows:

= The mitigation site shall attain a native percent cover that reflects that of the target
communities occurring in unimpacted reference sites;

= Non-native species shall comprise less than five percent cover and zero percent cover of species
listed as “High” on the California Invasive Plant Council’s Invasive Plant Inventory Database (or
its successor); and

= [rrigation of the native plantings shall cease no later than the end of the third year of restoration
monitoring.
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In addition, applicable permits shall be obtained from the appropriate federal, state and local
agencies for work within Grove’s Place Drain (W1) prior to project initiation. Conditions in these
permits may augment or supersede Mitigation Measure BIO-3, if more stringent.
Significance After Mitigation

Impact BIO-3 would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3.

Threshold 9: Would the project remove habitat within a wildlife movement corridor?
Threshold 10: Would the project isolate habitat?

Threshold 11: Would the project construct or create barriers that impede fish and/or wildlife
movement, migration or long-term connectivity or interfere with wildlife access to
foraging habitat, breeding habitat, water sources, or other areas necessary for their
reproduction?

Threshold 12: Would the project intimidate fish or wildlife via the introduction of noise, light,
development or increased human presence?

IMPACT BIO-4 NO DIRECT IMPACT TO LOCAL OR REGIONAL WILDLIFE MOVEMENT OR HABITAT
CONNECTIVITY WOULD OCCUR. INDIRECT IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH INTIMIDATION OF WILDLIFE WOULD BE
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

As previously discussed, the project site is not located in a mapped wildlife corridor. Little wildlife
movement is expected to occur in the project site due to the lack of native habitats and high level of
disturbance. Grove’s Place Drain is identified as a potential corridor for wildlife movement along the
eastern edge of the survey area. However, Grove's Place Drain is located entirely outside the
construction footprint (more than 300 feet from any proposed construction activity). The proposed
project would not remove or alter any native habitats or impede wildlife movement at a level
substantially greater than the existing conditions. Therefore, the project would not isolate habitat or
interfere with wildlife movement patterns and no impact would occur.

During construction and operation of the project, the project site would have increased activity,
human presence, and noise that could affect wildlife. Wildlife use of the project site is expected to
be low under existing conditions, as the project site and vicinity are used for agriculture.
Additionally, any animals occurring in the area are likely accustomed to the higher levels of noise
and other disturbance from agricultural operations. The nearest natural habitat (in Arroyo Las
Posas) is approximately 325 feet to the southeast of the biological survey area, across a busy
roadway (SR 34) and a railroad track. Grove’s Place Drain is located more than 300 feet from
proposed construction activity. Due to the distance and high level of existing disturbance, the
project would not substantially elevate noise, light, or human presence in the project area.
Therefore, indirect impacts associated with intimidation of wildlife would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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Threshold 13: Would the project be inconsistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and
Policies for “Biological Resources” in the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

IMPACT BIO-5 THE PROJECT WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE VENTURA COUNTY GENERAL
PLAN GOALS AND POLICIES. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

The project would be consistent with the County General Plan goals and policies listed previously
under Regulatory Setting. The project’s consistency is analyzed in detail in Section 4.10, Land Use
and Planning. Impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

4.3.2.3 Cumulative Impacts

The project area is highly disturbed by agricultural crop production and urbanized development
(e.g., residential, commercial, and institutional uses). The cumulative projects included in Table 3-1
would result in minimal impacts to biological resources due to required implementation of
regulatory requirements and mitigation measures related to sensitive biological resources. As
discussed above, the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts to biological
resources, with the exception of potential jurisdictional waters under Impact BIO-3. Mitigation for
waters of the U.S./waters of the state would be similar to the minimum required for other
cumulative projects that may result in impacts to such features. Therefore, the project would not
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a cumulative biological resources impact.
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4.4 Cultural Resources — Historic

This section evaluates potential impacts to cultural resources associated with the proposed project.
This section is based in part on the Cultural Resources Assessment prepared by Rincon Consultants,
Inc. (Rincon) and included in Appendix E.

4.4.1 Setting

4.4.1.1 Prehistoric Context

The prehistoric chronology for southern California is generally divided into the following periods:
the Early Man Horizon (ca. 10,000-6,000 BCE), the Milling Stone Horizon (6,000-3,000 BCE), the
Intermediate Horizon (3,000 BCE-CE 500), and the Late Prehistoric Horizon (CE 500-Historic Contact;
Wallace 1955, 1978). The project site lies in the Santa Barbara Subregion of the Southern Coast
(Archaeological) Region, one of eighteen organizational subdivisions of the state (Moratto 1984:Fig.
1).

Early Man Horizon (ca. 10,000-6,000 BCE)

Early Man Horizon sites are generally associated with a greater emphasis on hunting than later
horizons. Recent data indicate that the Early Man economy was a diverse mixture of hunting and
gathering, including a significant focus on aquatic resources in coastal areas (e.g., Jones et al. 2002)
and on inland Pleistocene lakeshores (Moratto 1984). A warm and dry 3,000-year period called the
Altithermal began around 6,000 BCE. The conditions of the Altithermal are likely responsible for the
change in human subsistence patterns at this time, including a greater emphasis on plant foods and
small game.

Milling Stone Horizon (6,000-3,000 BCE)

Wallace (1955:219) defined the Milling Stone Horizon as “marked by extensive use of milling stones
and mullers, a general lack of well-made projectile points, and burials with rock cairns.” The
dominance of these artifact types indicate a subsistence strategy oriented around collecting plant
foods and small animals. Lithic artifacts associated with Milling Stone Horizon sites are dominated
by locally available tool stone. In addition to ground stone tools such as manos and metates,
chopping, scraping, and cutting tools were very common during this period (Kowta 1969). The
mortar and pestle, associated with acorns or other foods processed through pounding, were first
used during the Milling Stone Horizon and increased dramatically in later periods (Wallace 1955,
1978; Warren 1968).

Intermediate Horizon (3,000 BCE-CE 500)

The Intermediate Horizon is characterized by a shift toward a hunting and maritime subsistence
strategy, as well as greater use of plant foods. During the Intermediate Horizon, a noticeable trend
occurred toward greater adaptation to local resources including a broad variety of fish, land
mammal, and sea mammal remains along the coast. Tool kits for hunting, fishing, and processing
food and materials reflect this increased diversity, with flake scrapers, drills, various projectile
points, and shell fishhooks being manufactured. Mortars and pestles became more common during
this transitional period, gradually replacing manos and metates as the dominant milling equipment
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(e.g., Glassow et al. 1988; True 1993). Mortuary practices during the Intermediate Horizon typically
included fully flexed burials oriented toward the north or west (Warren 1968:2-3).

Late Prehistoric Horizon (CE 500-Historic Contact)

During the Late Prehistoric Horizon, the diversity of plant food resources and land and sea mammal
hunting increased even further than during the Intermediate Horizon. More classes of artifacts were
observed during this period and high quality exotic lithic materials were used for small finely worked
projectile points associated with the bow and arrow. Steatite containers were made for cooking and
storage and an increased use of asphalt for waterproofing is noted. More artistic artifacts were
recovered from Late Prehistoric sites and cremation became a common mortuary custom. Larger,
more permanent villages supported an increased population size and social structure (Wallace
1955:223).

The period between 500 CE and European contact is divided into three regional patterns: the
Chumash Tradition present mainly in the region of Santa Barbara and Ventura counties; the Takic or
Numic Tradition present mainly in the Los Angeles and Orange Counties region; and the Yuman
Tradition present mainly in the San Diego region (Warren 1968). After 500 CE, a wealth of
ornaments, ceremonial, and artistic items characterize the Chumash Tradition (Warren 1968) along
the central coast and offshore islands. Characteristic mortuary practices during the Chumash
Tradition included burial in crowded cemeteries. Burials are normally flexed, placed face down, and
oriented toward the north or west (Warren 1968:5).

4.4.1.2 Ethnographic Context

The project site lies in an area historically occupied by the Venturefio Chumash, so called after their
historic period association with Mission San Buenaventura (Grant 1978a). The Chumash spoke six
closely related Chumashan languages, which have been divided into three branches: Northern
Chumash (consisting only of Obispefio); Central Chumash (consisting of Purisimefio, Inesefio,
Barbarefio, and Venturefio); and Island Chumash (Jones and Klar 2007:80). Groups neighboring
Chumash territory included the Salinan to the north, the Southern Valley Yokuts and Tataviam to
the east, and the Gabrielino-Tongva to the south.

Early Spanish accounts describe the Santa Barbara Channel as heavily populated at the time of
contact. Estimates of the total Chumash population range from 8,000-10,000 (Kroeber 1925:551) to
18,000-22,000 (Cook and Heizer 1965: 21). The village of Sukuw (or shuku), at Rincon Point, was
encountered by Gaspar de Portola in 1769. This village had 60 houses and seven canoes, with an
estimated population of 300 (Grant 1978b).

The tomol, or wooden plank canoe, was an especially important tool for the procurement of marine
resources and for maintaining trade networks between Coastal and Island Chumash. Sea mammals
were hunted with harpoons, while deep-sea fish were caught using nets and hooks and lines.
Shellfish were gathered from beach sands using digging sticks, and mussels and abalone were pried
from rocks using wood or bone wedges. The acorn was an especially important resource for many
California tribes. Acorn procurement and processing involved the manufacture of baskets for
gathering, winnowing, and cooking and the production of mortars and milling stones for grinding.
Bow and arrow, spears, traps and other various methods were used for hunting (Hudson and
Blackburn 1983). The Chumash also manufactured various other utilitarian and non-utilitarian items.
Eating utensils, ornaments, fishhooks, harpoons, and other items were made using bone and shell.
Olivella shell beads were especially important for trade.
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The Spanish missions and later Mexican and American settlers dramatically altered traditional
Chumash manners of life. Chumash population was drastically reduced by the introduction of
European diseases. Nevertheless, many Chumash descendants still inhabit the region.

4.4.1.3 Historic Context

Post-European contact history for the state of California is generally divided into three periods: the
Spanish Period (1769-1822), the Mexican Period (1822-1848), and the American Period (1848-
present).

Spanish Period (1769-1822)

Spanish exploration of California began when Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo led the first European
expedition into the region in 1542. During this expedition, Cabrillo anchored in Malibu Lagoon and
named the area Pueblo de las Canoas for the Chumash canoes. For more than 200 years after the
initial expedition, Spanish, Portuguese, British, and Russian explorers sailed the California coast and
made limited inland expeditions, but they did not establish permanent settlements (Bean 1968;
Rolle 2003). In 1769, Gaspar de Portola and Franciscan Father Junipero Serra established the first
Spanish settlement at Mission San Diego de Alcala. This was the first of 21 missions erected by the
Spanish in what was then known as Alta (upper) California between 1769 and 1823. Mission San
Buenaventura was founded in 1782. It was during this time that initial Spanish settlement of the
project vicinity began.

Mexican Period (1822-1848)

The Mexican Period commenced when news of the success of the Mexican Revolution (1810-1821)
against the Spanish crown reached California in 1822. This period saw the privatization of mission
lands in California with the passage of the Secularization Act of 1833. This Act enabled Mexican
governors in California to distribute mission lands to individuals in the form of land grants.
Successive Mexican governors made more than 700 land grants between 1822 and 1846, putting
most of the state’s lands into private ownership for the first time (Shumway 2007). About 20 land
grants (ranchos) were located in Ventura County. The approximately 26,623-acre Rancho Las Posas,
originally granted to Jose Carrillo in 1824 (or 1834, depending on the source) and later confirmed to
Jose de la Guerra y Noriega (Mason 1883; Stork 1891; Westergaard 1920), includes the project site.

In 1846, the Mexican-American War was initiated following the annexation of Texas by the United
States and a dispute over the boundary of the state between the United States and Mexico. On
January 10, leaders of the pueblo of Los Angeles surrendered peacefully after Mexican General Jose
Maria Flores withdrew his forces. Shortly thereafter, newly appointed Mexican Military Commander
of California, Andrés Pico, surrendered all of Alta California to U.S. Army Lieutenant Colonel John C.
Fremont in the Treaty of Cahuenga (Nevin 1978).

American Period (1848-Present)

The Mexican Period officially ended in February 1848 with the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo, formally concluding the Mexican-American War. Per the treaty, the United States agreed to
pay Mexico $15 million for conquered territory, including California, Nevada, Utah, and parts of
Colorado, Arizona, New Mexico and Wyoming. California gained statehood in 1850, and this political
shift set in motion a variety of factors that began to erode the rancho system.
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In 1848, the discovery of gold in northern California led to the California Gold Rush, though the first
gold was found in 1842 in San Francisquito slightly east of Ventura County (Workman 1935: 107;
Guinn 1977). The presence of commercial grade oil in Ventura County was recognized in 1852 at
Rancho Ojai (Franks and Lambert 1985).

By 1853, the population of California exceeded 300,000. Horticulture and livestock continued to
dominate the southern California economy through 1850s. Despite a severe drought in the 1860s,
which decimated cattle herds and drastically affected rancheros’ source of income, thousands of
settlers and immigrants continued to pour into the state after the completion of the
transcontinental railroad in 1869. Property boundaries that were loosely established during the
Mexican era led to disputes with new incoming settlers, problems with squatters, and lawsuits. Due
to the initiation of property taxes, many southern California ranchers became encumbered by debt
and the cost of legal fees to defend their property, and much of the rancho lands were sold or
otherwise acquired by Americans. Most of these ranchos were subdivided into agricultural parcels
or towns (Dumke 1944).

Ventura County was officially divided from Santa Barbara County in 1873. The Saugus to Santa
Barbara Branch (or Santa Paula Branch) of the Southern Pacific Railroad was constructed in the mid-
1880s, encouraging travel through, and settlement of the Santa Clara River Valley, as well as
creating a large distribution network for its citrus and other products (Sperry 2006). In the 1880s, a
dramatic boom arrived in southern California, fueled by various factors including increasingly
accessible rail travel, agricultural development and improved shipment methods, and favorable
advertisement (Dumke 1944). The first version of the Southern Pacific’s Coast Line, between Los
Angeles and Santa Barbara, was completed in 1900 through the Santa Clara Valley. A later version
through Santa Susana Pass and bypassing the Saugus Branch was completed in 1904, offering a
coastal alternative to the Central Valley mainline.

4.4.1.4 Local Context - Town of Somis

The town of Somis was developed on the lands of Rancho Las Posas. Thomas Bard and David T.
Perkins, in pursuing land development, formed the Las Posas Land and Water Company in 1888 and
leased Rancho Las Posas land to farmers who grazed sheep, and grew barley, wheat, beans, beets
and walnuts, among other crops (Triem 1985; Gidney 1917; Storke 1891). The wharf in Hueneme
served these farmers in shipping their products. In 1892 Thomas Bard had a survey completed and
the town site laid out; its name is said to have come from the Chumash name for scrub oak spring
(Triem 1985). Running through the center of the town was Central Avenue (today called Somis
Road) and intersecting streets included North Street, and Rice Street and Bell Street, named after
the farming families who owned the nearby land: Peter Rice and Robert Bell (Ventura County
Recorder 1892). Sale of town lots carried a stipulation prohibiting the use of alcohol for
manufacture, sale or consumption. In 1900, the Southern Pacific Railroad extended a branch line
through Somis which was completed through Santa Susanna in 1904, improving local farmers’
access to outside markets (Triem 1985).

Somis remained an agricultural community with slow growth, with a population of approximately 75
residents reported before World War Il. Shortly after the war ended, subdivision of land created
additional town lots, expanding the town size (Ventura County Recorder 1948 and 1953). Somis’
population grew to 400 residents by 1992 (McClellan 1992). The current Somis population is
approximately 3,000.
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4.4.1.5 Cultural Resources Records Search

A records search of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) was conducted at
South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University, Fullerton on April 3,
2020 to identify previously recorded cultural resources, as well as previously conducted cultural
resources studies within the project site and a 0.5-mile radius surrounding it. The National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP), the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), the California
Historical Landmarks list, and Built Environment Resources Directory, as well as its predecessor the
California State Historic Property Data File, were also reviewed. These records did not identify any
cultural resources on the project site or immediate vicinity. Additionally, the Archaeological
Determination of Eligibility list was reviewed. Results of the records search can be found in
Appendix A of the Cultural Resources Assessment (Appendix E).

The SCCIC records search identified 14 previously conducted cultural resources studies within a 0.5-
mile radius of the project site. Three studies (VN-00575, VN-00590, and VN-01838) include a portion
of the project site and are summarized below.

VN-00575

Robert Lopez prepared VN-00575 as part of the Proposed Swepi Well Locations and Pipeline Routes
in 1988. The study was for a proposed subdivision of a 129-acre parcel. This study included
literature review and field reconnaissance of a 17.8-acre parcel and approximately 35 miles of
pipeline. Robert Lopez observed three previously recorded cultural resources along portions of the
proposed pipeline. None of these resources are on the project site or within the 0.5-mile buffer.

VN-00590

Robert Lopez prepared VN-00590, as part of the proposed Off-Campus Center Siting Study for the
California State University in 1986. This 