Comments and Responses to Comments

2.5

ORGANIZATIONS

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-177

Comments and Responses to Comments

2-178

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-179

Comments and Responses to Comments

2-180

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-181

Comments and Responses to Comments

2-182

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-183

Comments and Responses to Comments

2-184

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter
O1

350 Ventura County Climate Hub
Jan Dietrick and 204 Signatories
February 27, 2020

O1-1

The comment introduces a petition to the Ventura County Board of Supervisors
regarding the 2040 General Plan and draft EIR. 350 Ventura County Climate
Hub’s concern about climate change, the indirect effects of continued oil and gas
extraction, and interest in the 2040 General Plan are noted. This comment is
introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental issue for
which a response is required. Detailed responses to specific concerns raised in
this petition are provided in responses O1-2 through O1-33, below.

O1-2

The comment requests that the greenhouse gas (GHG) inventory used in the
2040 General Plan and draft EIR account for GHG emissions resulting from the
consumption of oil and gas that was extracted within the county and “fugitive
methane” from oil and gas wells in the county.
Stationary source emissions associated with oil and gas wells were included in
the inventory. Use of oil and gas produced in Ventura County but consumed
outside of the county is not included in the inventory because the County does
not have authority to plan for emissions reductions outside of its own jurisdiction.
In addition, the inclusion of these types of lifecycle emissions is not required for
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis or GHG reduction
planning. Petroleum and gas use within the county is also accounted for. The
combustion fuels derived from crude oil, such as gasoline and diesel, were
included in the County’s GHG inventory as part of the on-road and off-road
transportation sectors. Natural gas consumption in buildings were included as
part of the building energy section of the inventory. Emissions associated with oil
and gas wells were also included in the inventory. Imported methane (assumed
to mean imported natural gas) and heavy exports (assumed to mean fuel
consumption from the export of goods) were not included in the inventory
because the County does not have authority to plan for emissions reductions
outside of its own jurisdiction. Regarding double counting, Section 4 of the ICLEI
U.S. Community Protocol for GHG Accounting Version 1.1, which was used to
produce the County’s GHG inventory, advises to avoid double counting. Lastly,
GHG emissions from the sources mentioned above are regulated through
various statewide rules, regulations, and programs (e.g., CARB’s GHG emission
controls form crude oil and natural gas operations regulation). Refer to Master
Response MR-1.A for additional discussion of the methodology used to prepare
the GHG inventory.

O1-3

This comment addresses the global warming potential (GWP) values used for
quantifying GHG emissions from methane and makes assertions about GHG
inventory requirements for CEQA and climate action plans (CAPs). Refer to
Master Response MR-1.A for additional information regarding GHG inventory
procedures, including the use of GWP values.
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O1-4

This comment recommends setting carbon neutrality targets consistent with
Executive Order B-18-55 in addition to GHG reductions under Senate Bill (SB)
32, while suggesting that both are inadequate compromises; it further asserts
that the GHG reduction targets and goals of the 2040 General Plan are not
ambitious enough to mitigate climate change. The comment also describes plans
of the City of Los Angeles related to GHG reduction. The comment addresses
the policies and targets of the 2040 General Plan and is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration
prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan. Refer to Master
Response MR-1.B for a discussion of the GHG reduction targets and goals
included in the 2040 General Plan and their alignment with State reduction
targets and goals.

O1-5

The comment expresses that an in-depth analysis is not needed to see that
policies and programs in the 2040 General Plan will not achieve a 2030 goal of
40 percent reduction in GHGs below 1990 levels. However, an in-depth analysis
was performed as part of the draft EIR under Impact 4.8-2 (starting at page 4.849) and concluded with a significant and unavoidable impact because it could not
be determined at a program level of analysis that future emissions within the
unincorporated county would meet the State 2030 target for GHG reduction.
Refer to Master Response MR-1.C for discussion of the GHG emissions analysis
conducted in the draft EIR.
The comment additionally cites a report based on an energy simulation tool, which
shows California falling short of statewide goals and states that continued advocacy
is needed to support a carbon neutrality goal aligned with Executive Order B-18-55.
The findings of this report are acknowledged for the record. This report is not related
to the adequacy of the draft EIR and no further response is required.

O1-6

The comment expresses concern with environmental impacts that are a result of
governments not making and carrying out plans to mitigate climate change, and
that the draft EIR does not include most of these impacts. Concerns cited by
commenter are related to aesthetics, scenic resources and light pollution and
agriculture and forest resources, which the commenter notes will suffer from
degradation including loss of soil as a result of climate change. CEQA requires
analysis of the significant environmental effects of GHG emissions associated
with a project (in this case, the 2040 General Plan). As explained in Section 4.8,
“Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of the draft EIR (page 4.8-3), the County’s Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines (ISAG) establish that the primary concern for
CEQA analyses pertaining to GHG emissions should be the cumulative impact of
a project’s incremental GHG emissions when viewed in connection to past,
current, and probable future GHG emissions.
The 2040 General Plan’s impacts regarding aesthetics, scenic resources, and
light pollution are analyzed in draft EIR Section 4.1, “Aesthetics, Scenic
Resources, and Light Pollution,” and impacts to agricultural and forest resources
are analyzed in Section 4.2, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources.” The draft EIR
appropriately analyzes the potentially significant impacts of 2040 General Plan
implementation on these resources; it appropriately excludes analysis of the
impacts of climate change itself.
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For further discussion of the draft EIR analysis of GHG emissions, refer to Master
Response MR-1.
O1-7

The comment asserts that criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions seem
significant and can be mitigated. The draft EIR does conclude that GHG
emissions impacts would be potentially significant under Impact 4.8-1 (starting at
page 4.8-37) and Impact 4.8-2 (starting at 4.8-49). Mitigation measures are
identified for each potentially significant impact (starting at pages 4.8-45 and 4.851, respectively). Also refer to Master Response MR-1 for further discussion
regarding the draft EIR analysis of GHG emissions. No further response to this
comment regarding GHG emissions is required.
Impacts 4.3-2 and 4.3-3 indeed conclude exceedance of applicable thresholds
for criteria air pollutants and, consequently, are considered to be significant.
Impact 4.3-2 is determined potentially significant prior to mitigation as the
construction emissions modeling shows exceedances of Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) thresholds for both countywide and Ojai
Valley. Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b (page 4.3-15) aim to reduce
construction-generated emissions from heavy-duty off-road equipment and
Mitigation Measures AQ-2a and AQ-2b (page 4.3-15) aim to reduce fugitive dust.
(Refer to the response to comment A14-2 for revisions to Mitigation Measure AQ1b). However, due to the programmatic nature of the draft EIR, it is unknown at
this time future discretionary projects that may require construction mitigation, to
what extent the mitigation would be required, and what would be considered
applicable and feasible for each individual project. For these reasons, Impact 4.32 is considered to be significant and unavoidable.
Impact 4.3-3 was also concluded to be significant and unavoidable, as Table 4.34 of the draft EIR demonstrates the exceedance of VCAPCD thresholds for both
countywide and Ojai Valley. Operational criteria air pollutants and precursors
would be reduced through various General Plan policies and implementation
programs including Policies HAZ-10.5, HAZ-10.6, HAZ-10.12, COS-7.7, COS7.8, CTM-2.11, CTM-2.13, CTM-3.1, CTM-4.1, CTM-4.2, CTM-6.1. As stated on
page 4.3-19 of the draft EIR, these policies “focus on reducing VMT through land
use planning and the availability of alternative transportation options, which
would reduce air pollutants associated with mobile sources through reducing the
number of trips taken by individuals and the distance of those trips.” However,
Impact 4.3-3 would be significant and unavoidable because it is unknown what
individual discretionary projects may require mitigation and to what extent. It
cannot be guaranteed that all individual discretionary projects would be able to
reduce operational emissions to below VCAPCD significance thresholds.
Importantly, for both construction and operational emissions of criteria air
pollutants and precursors, all discretionary projects undergoing CEQA review
would be required to comply with Policy HAZ-10.12, which states: “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
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air pollution impact shall be encouraged in project design.” No revisions to the
draft EIR are required.
O1-8

The comment suggests that the existing effects of climate change on wetlands
and ecosystem function should be addressed by Mitigation Measure BIO-1. The
EIR does not mitigate these impacts. The 2040 General Plan’s impacts to
biological resources are analyzed in draft EIR Section 4.4, “Biological
Resources.” The draft EIR appropriately analyzes the potentially significant
impacts of 2040 General Plan implementation on biological resources and
concludes that impacts would be potentially significant for Impact 4.4-1, 4.4-2,
4.4-3, and 4.4-4. The draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure BIO-1 to address
these potentially significant impacts. The measure appropriately excludes
provisions to address the impacts of climate change itself on biological
resources. It is not necessary for the 2040 General Plan to mitigate existing or
anticipated effects of the environment on the plan area. As indicated in response
to comment O1-6, above, the draft EIR includes an analysis the incremental
GHG emissions attributable to the 2040 General Plan in Section 4.8,
“Greenhouse Gas Emissions.”

O1-9

This comment states that toxic pesticide and herbicide use and drift must be
included when considering protection of sensitive biological resources. The draft
EIR includes a discussion of the several ways in which the existing use and
regulation of pesticides is addressed by the County (pages 4.2-5 and 4.2-6). The
draft EIR correctly omits analysis of the impacts of pesticide and herbicide use on
biological resources because such uses are not reasonably foreseeable future
activities resulting from 2040 General Plan implementation.

O1-10

The comment requests a workshop to understand how wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources can be used to determine that a
project has a less than significant impact. The comment appears to misinterpret
the analysis and conclusions in the draft EIR. The analysis in Section 4.6,
“Energy,” determines that implementation of the 2040 General Plan would not
result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy because it
incorporates numerous energy efficiency and renewable energy policies and
programs (refer to Impact 4.6-1 beginning on page 4.6-18 of the draft EIR) and
therefore the impact would be less than significant. The commenter’s request for
a workshop to learn more about this topic is acknowledged for the record and will
be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration prior to
making a decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan.
This standard for determining significance of energy impacts in CEQA comes
from Section 15126.2 and Appendix F of the 2019 State CEQA Guidelines,
published by the California Natural Resources Agency. The latest update to the
Guidelines occurred in 2018 and included statewide public outreach. The Final
Statement of Reasons describes the “wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary”
standard and responses to comments from stakeholder outreach and workshops
that occurred during the adoption of these regulations (CNRA 2018).
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O1-11

The comment addresses a systematic plan for decarbonization of County
facilities and electrification of the transportation system. The GHG inventory,
forecast, and 2040 General Plan policies and implementation programs focus on
communitywide GHG emissions; GHG emissions from County government
facilities and activities are not reported as a separate sector. However, GHG
emissions from County facilities and activities are included in the overall
communitywide GHG emissions totals (e.g., the building energy sector includes
emissions from the electricity consumed by County buildings; the transportation
sector includes emissions resulting from the vehicle commutes of County
employees). In addition, actions to reduce GHGs and electrify operations at
County facilities were included in Policies PFS-2.1, PFS-2.3, PFS-2.4, PFS-2.8,
CTM-6.5 and Implementation Program F in the Public Facilities, Services, and in
Infrastructure Element. The 2040 General Plan contains several policies that
would result in the decarbonization of County facilities such as Policies PFS-2.2
and PFS-2.3. Policy COS-8.5 directs the County to decarbonize electricity
supplies at the source. Further, the draft EIR recommends Mitigation Measure
GHG-1 to prohibit natural gas infrastructure in new residential and commercial
development to achieve additional GHG emissions reductions from the building
energy sector.
Similarly, the 2040 General Plan includes several policies that promote the
electrification of the transportation sector including Policy CTM-6.5 which would
result in the deployment of electric vehicle (EV) charging stations throughout the
unincorporated county, Policy CTM-6.6 which provides infrastructure to support
the use of neighborhood electric vehicles , Policy PFS-2.8 that directs the County
to install EV charging stations at community facilities, and several other policies
that support the use of zero-emission modes of transportation (e.g., bicycles).
These policies and mitigation would reduce GHG emissions within the
unincorporated county; however, the 2040 General Plan policies and
recommended mitigation measures would not be sufficient to reduce GHG
emissions to the established 2040 reduction target because of inherent
uncertainty surrounding the efficacy or nature of future programs and policies.
The comment does not specifically address additional policies or measures the
County should implement to decarbonize its facilities or electrify the
transportation system. Refer to Master Response MR-1.C for additional
discussion of the 2040 General Plan, its policies and programs, and mitigation
measures.

O1-12

The comment suggests that additional mitigation should be proposed in Section
4.9, “Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire,” of the draft EIR to address
impacts related to the use and transport of potentially hazardous materials.
Impacts 4.9-1 through 4.9-4 address the potential for use and release of
hazardous materials. The analyses determine that the impacts would be less
than significant. County activities and discretionary development would be
required to comply with State law, federal law, and 2040 General Plan policies
and implementation programs that would substantially lessen potential impacts
related to the use, storage, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials or
hazardous waste. No mitigation is required.
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Wildfire is addressed in Impact 4.9-6 (Expose People to Risk of Wildfire by
Locating Development in a High Fire Hazard Area/Fire Hazard Severity Zone or
Substantially Impairing an Adopted Emergency Response Plan or Evacuation
Plan or Exacerbate Wildfire Risk). The analysis concludes that implementation of
the 2040 General Plan would expose people or structures to a significant and
unavoidable risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, and exacerbate
wildfire risk because it would accommodate future development in or adjacent to
high and very high Fire Hazard Severity Zones or Hazardous Fire Areas. As
indicated on page 4.9-23 of the draft EIR,
[t]he County has adopted and implemented programs to minimize wildfire
risks including the MHMP. In addition, the Ventura County [Community
Wildfire Protection Plan] CWPP reduces hazardous fuels throughout the
County and provide measures to reduce structural ignitability in at-risk
communities. The [Ventura County Fire Protection District] Fire Hazard
Reduction Program requires mandatory 100-feet of brush clearance
around structures located in or adjacent to Hazardous Fire Areas. Many
communities also have adopted their own emergency response plans. The
2040 General Plan includes a suite of policies and implementation
programs that address a full spectrum of wildfire prevention standards for
new development including vegetation management, fire suppression
equipment, discouraging development in fire hazard areas, and education
programs to prevent wildfires. Finally, existing federal and State building
code standards, including the recently adopted 2019 fire code, would
require future development to be designed to minimize fire risk.
The County determined that there are no additional, feasible mitigation measures
that could address this impact. The comment refers to unspecified feasible
mitigation measures for this impact that the commenter has recommended and
decision-makers have not accepted, but the comment does not provide details
about such recommended mitigation. As such, additional analysis of applicability
and feasibility cannot be conducted. No revisions to the draft EIR have been
made in response to this comment.
O1-13

The comment asserts that climate change and past land management have led
to existing threats to water supply and water quality. The purpose of this EIR
under CEQA is not to require the analysis or correction of existing adverse
environmental conditions. Instead, the EIR evaluates whether implementation of
the 2040 General Plan would have significant environmental effects or
exacerbate existing adverse conditions, either at the program or cumulative level.
Impact 4.10-12 evaluates whether implementation of the 2040 General Plan would
result in erosion, siltation, or flooding hazards at the program level. This impact
would be less than significant with implementation of best management practices
(BMPs) required under the County’s Stormwater Quality Management Program,
proposed policies under the 2040 General Plan, and Area Plans (see page 4.10-19
of the draft EIR for additional discussion). Similarly, analysis found that the 2040
General Plan’s incremental impacts would not be cumulatively considerable, and the
project would not have a considerable contribution such that a new cumulatively
significant impacts would occur (see pages 5-12 to 5-15 of the draft EIR).
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The comment suggests that additional mitigation for existing conditions should be
considered in the 2040 General Plan but does not propose specific mitigation
measures. The comment does not identify deficiencies in the draft EIR, and no
revisions to the draft EIR have been made in response to this comment.
However, this comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the decision-making bodies for their consideration prior to making a decision on
adoption of the Final 2040 General Plan.
O1-14

The comment requests analysis of incompatible land uses and new development
with negative health implications and asserts that closing oil and gas wells near
sensitive sites is a mitigation. Refer to Impact 4.11-1 (Result in Physical
Development That Is Incompatible With Land Uses, Architectural Form Or Style,
Site Design/Layout, Or Density/Parcel Sizes Within Existing Communities) in
Section 4.11, “Land Use and Planning,” for a discussion of land use compatibility.
Impact 4.9-1 (Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment
Through the Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials or
Hazardous Waste) in Section 4.9, “Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire,”
evaluates the potential for health risks due to use of hazardous materials. Both of
these impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Draft EIR Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” includes Impact 4.3-5 (starting at page 4.320), which analyzes the potential exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations of toxic air contaminants (TACs) and associated health impacts
under 2040 General Plan implementation, including from the siting of sensitive
land uses within specified distance of high volume roadways and the
development of new stationary sources of TACs from commercial and industrial
land uses. With respect to new stationary sources of TACs, the analysis explains
that such sources would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations of TACs because of the existing rules and requirements of the
VCAPCD. This section of the draft EIR analysis (page 4.3-21) also describes
2040 General Plan Policy COS-7.2, which would require that new oil wells
subject to discretionary approval be located a minimum of 1,500 feet from
residential dwellings and 2,500 feet from any school.
The comment also notes that environmental justice is not examined in the draft EIR.
Environmental justice is a social concept that melds concepts of racism, classism,
and sexism with environmental conditions and advocates for the equitable
distribution of environmental hazards. The federal government evaluates
environmental justice pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act to ensure
the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color,
national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and policies. CEQA focuses on
physical environmental changes, however, and EIRs are not required to treat a
project’s economic or social effects as significant effects on the environment (State
CEQA Guidelines, § 15131). Social and economic effects need only be considered
in an EIR where there is a clear link between those economic or social effects and
physical environmental changes. The social and economic issues raised in this
comment would not result in adverse physical changes to the environment not
already addressed in the draft EIR.
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O1-15

The comment requests an analysis of a scenario in which wells have been put on
hold and the operator cannot close the wells due to lack of funds. Additionally,
the comment asserts wells must be properly closed to restore functioning
ecosystems to mitigate climate change impacts and insurance is needed along
with bigger bonds. However, the draft EIR analyzes the physical environmental
changes that would occur as a result of implementation of the 2040 General
Plan. In addition, EIRs are not required to treat a project’s economic or social
effects as significant effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, §
15131). Social and economic effects need only be considered in an EIR where
there is a clear link between those economic or social effects and physical
environmental changes. Therefore, any physical impacts resulting from economic
impacts are indirect impacts appropriately considered under CEQA. However, a
lead agency need not speculate about environmental impacts (State CEQA
Guidelines, § 15145).
This comment does not address how implementation of the 2040 General Plan
would result in wells being “put on hold,” why funds would not be available for
proper closing of wells, or any physical environmental changes that would occur
as a result. The economic issues raised in this comment are speculative and
would not result in any adverse physical changes to the environment not already
addressed in the draft EIR.
Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.J, “Potential to Stop Issuing
Permits for New Wells (Phase Out Oil and Gas Operations),” regarding the
findings and conclusions of the draft EIR related to phasing out the oil and gas
industry.

O1-16

The comment concerns the potential effectiveness of draft EIR Mitigation
Measures CTM-3 (Revised Implementation Program CTM-C Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) Reduction Program); specifically, the conditions that would
warrant providing additional VMT mitigation and programs. Mitigation Measure
CTM-3 would commit the County to developing a VMT Reduction Program which
would contain a range of project- and program-level strategies for reducing VMT
including a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program and
Transportation System Management (TSM) improvements. The VMT Program
would be reviewed and updated by the County as-needed during 2040 General
Plan implementation to include additional VMT-reducing “mitigations and
programs.”
In response to this comment, and to clarify the performance standards of
Mitigation Measures CTM-2 and CTM-3, the County has revised Mitigation
Measures CTM-2 and CTM-3 to clarify the performance standard that these
measures will meet (draft EIR pages 4.16-27 and 4.16-28):
Mitigation Measure CTM-2: Revised Implementation Program CTM-B: Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines

The County shall include the following revised implementation program in the
2040 General Plan.
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Implementation Program CTM-B: Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines
The County shall update and adopt its Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines (ISAG) no later than 2025 to address Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) and safety metrics pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.3. This program shall consider inclusion of the
following components:








Establishment of screening criteria to define projects not
required to submit detailed VMT analysis, such as infill projects,
inclusion of locally serving commercial, transit supportive
projects, or transportation enhancements that reduce VMT;
Establishment of thresholds of significance for identifying VMT
related transportation impacts (to meet or exceed State
requirements; at minimum the thresholds will be equivalent to
the threshold values for different project types identified in
Mitigation Measure CTM-1);
Standard mitigation measures for significant transportation
impacts; and
Specify the County’s procedures for reviewing projects with
significant and unavoidable impacts, under CEQA, related to
VMT.

Mitigation Measure CTM-3: Revised Implementation Program CTM-C: Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) Reduction Program

The County shall include the following revised implementation program in the
2040 General Plan.
Implementation Program CTM-C: Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
Reduction Program
To support climate change related goals and CEQA related VMT
policies pursuant to SB 743 (2013), the County shall develop a VMT
Reduction Program no later than 2025. This program should will
contain a range of project- and program-level mitigation s measures
and VMT reduction strategies, that could include:




Preparation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
program to promote mode shifts from single occupant vehicle
use to transit, ridesharing, active transportation, telecommuting,
etc.; and,
Transportation System Management applications such as parkand-ride lots, intelligent transportation system (ITS) field
deployment, pavement management, etc.

This program shall identify mitigation measures to achieve an
additional five percent overall reduction in VMT by 2030, and 10
Ventura County
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percent by 2040 (relative to 2030 and 2040 business as usual
scenarios, respectively). During implementation of the 2040
General Plan, the County shall will review and update the VMT
Reduction Program as warranted to provide additional mitigations
measures and programs that achieve these levels of VMT
reduction.
Specifically, Mitigation Measure CTM-2 would require, depending on the project
type, VMT thresholds of significance and mitigation measures that will achieve
VMT thresholds of significance and mitigation measures that will achieve a
minimum 15 percent VMT reduction from new residential, commercial, and
industrial development relative to the regional average and no net increase in
regional VMT for other projects through incorporation of VMT thresholds of
significance and mitigation measures into the Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743 implementation. Discretionary
projects exceeding the thresholds of significance will be required to implement
feasible mitigation measures to reduce VMT.
Additionally, Mitigation Measure CTM-3 would, after accounting for the VMT
reductions from new development achieved pursuant to VMT thresholds
established under Mitigation Measure CTM-2, establish a program to achieve an
additional 5 percent overall reduction in VMT by 2030, and 10 percent by 2040
(relative to 2030 and 2040 business as usual scenarios, respectively). Refer to
Master Response MR-1.C for additional discussion of the 2040 General Plan, its
policies and programs, and draft EIR mitigation measures for significant GHG
emissions impacts.
O1-17

The comment asserts that there are significant environmental impacts associated
with existing use and transmission of electricity from fossil fuels and suggests an
alternative method of electricity distribution. The comment is not related to the
content, analysis, or conclusions of the draft EIR which evaluates reasonably
foreseeable future conditions that can be anticipated with implementation of the
2040 General Plan.
Notably, the 2040 General Plan does include Policy PFS-7.7, through which the
County would collaborate with others to develop community microgrids.

O1-18

The comment asserts that failure to properly manage solid waste would result in
significant environmental impacts requiring a comprehensive mitigation approach.
Based on the thresholds established in the ISAG and Appendix G of the State
CEQA Guidelines, Section 4.17, “Utilities,” establishes that a significant impact
related to solid waste would occur if the 2040 General Plan would: “Result in a
direct or indirect adverse effect on a landfill’s disposal capacity, such that it
reduces its useful life to less than 15 years or is not consistent with federal,
State, and local management and reduction statutes related to solid waste” (see
page 4.17-4 of the draft EIR).
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However, there would be a less than significant impact due to implementation of
the 2040 General Plan because future development would be required to be
consistent with applicable solid waste facility requirements included in the
California Health and Safety Code, California Code of Regulations, California
Public Resources Code, and Ventura County Ordinance Code (see page 4.17-5
of the draft EIR). No mitigation is necessary.
Note that these regulations include goals and requirements related to recycling.
The 2040 General Plan also includes policies that would encourage waste
reduction and recycling, which would result in GHG reduction. Refer to policies
PFS-2.4, PFS-5.4, and PFS-5.9. Also refer to Master Response MR-1.A for
discussion of landfills as sources of methane emissions.
O1-19

The comment summarizes more detailed comments provided elsewhere in the
comment letter. Refer to responses to comments O1-20 through O1-32, below,
regarding policy recommendations for the 2040 General Plan to achieve GHG
reduction goals to mitigate climate change. Note, however, that the draft EIR
does not evaluate the effects of climate change on the 2040 General Plan and
the EIR for the 2040 General Plan is not required under CEQA to mitigate
existing or anticipated effects of the environment on the plan area; the EIR
analyzes the physical environmental changes that would occur as a result of
2040 General Plan implementation.

O1-20

The commenter supports comments submitted by Bruce Smith and asserts a
lack of analysis regarding environmental justice policy issues. However, EIRs are
not required to treat a project’s economic or social effects as significant effects
on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). Social and
economic effects need only be considered in an EIR where there is a clear link
between those economic or social effects and physical environmental changes.
The social issues raised in this comment would not result in any adverse physical
changes to the environment not already addressed in the draft EIR. Also, see
responses to Letter I20 from Bruce Smith.

O1-21

The comment asserts that overriding considerations should not allow a project to
not reduce VMT “unless all of the vehicles have zero emissions that will use the
project.” The comment appears to address the VMT evaluation and mitigation of
future projects under CEQA.
With respect to the 2040 General Plan, the draft EIR included analysis of VMT
impacts in Impact 4.16-1 (Exceed VMT Thresholds) starting at page 4.16-22. The
analysis provides forecast estimates of countywide trip-based VMT under
implementation of the 2040 General Plan for several land use types included in
the 2040 General Plan (e.g., residential, office, industrial, retail) and compares
the results to VMT thresholds developed for each land use type (refer to Table
4.16-5 on page 4.16-24). The draft EIR provides detailed discussion of the
policies and programs that would reduce the rate and total amount of VMT
associated with future development, and concludes that the impact would be
potentially significant because the rate and total amount of VMT under
implementation of the 2040 General Plan would exceed the VMT thresholds as
shown in Table 4.16-5. The draft EIR then provides three feasible mitigation
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measures to achieve additional VMT reductions, Mitigation Measures CTM-1,
CTM-2, and CTM-3 (pages 4.16-27 to 4.16-28), through which the County would
achieve additional VMT reductions by revising ISAG to specify how it will analyze
VMT and require VMT-reducing mitigation measures for discretionary projects
that implement the 2040 General Plan and implement a VMT Reduction Program
to achieve additional countywide and project-level VMT reductions. Table 4.8-5
(page 4.8-40) estimates the VMT and GHG reductions that would occur by 2030
from implementation of Program CTM-B (as revised by Mitigation Measure CTM2) and Program CTM-C (as revised by Mitigation Measure CTM-3).
Refer to response to comment O1-11 for discussion of 2040 General Plan
policies and programs that support transportation electrification. The County
does not have the authority to mandate that all vehicles operating in the county
under 2040 General Plan implementation be zero emission vehicles. For
example, the County cannot mandate that all vehicles sold in the unincorporated
county be zero emission vehicles, or require that all existing vehicles in the
unincorporated county be replaced with zero emission vehicles, or mandate that
all vehicles traveling to or from a future development project be zero emission
vehicles. The comment does not offer any specifics on how the County should or
could require all zero emission vehicles. No further response to this comment
can be provided.
O1-22

The comment states that CTM 3-9 (Funding for Bicycle Network and Wayfinding
Planning and Improvements) has a significant environmental impact. 2040
General Plan Policy CTM-3.9 is related to pursuit of funding for bicycle network
and wayfinding improvements, and is not related to widening of State Route (SR)
118. The comment appears to conflate and misinterpret Policy CTM-2.9 (State
Route 118 Improvement in Saticoy Area) through which the County would work
with the Ventura County Transportation Commission and the California
Department of Transportation to reprioritize the re-striping of SR 118 to add
another travel lane in each direction. The commenter does not offer details to
support the assertion that this policy would result in significant environmental
impacts, what specific environmental impacts would result, or how these impacts
have not been addressed by the draft EIR. Therefore, no further response can be
provided. Also refer to response to comment A8-2 regarding programed
improvements to SR 118.

O1-23

The comment addresses benchmarks for reducing VMT and frequency of public
review of “the plan.” The draft EIR does not include a benchmark, but it does
include a baseline, see Table 4.16-2 in the draft EIR. The comment does not
provide any details regarding its request for VMT reduction benchmarks or the
particular plan that it asserts needs public input every 2 years until 2028 and no
longer than every 5 years thereafter. Refer to the response to comment O1-21
for discussion of the three feasible mitigation measures included in the draft EIR
to achieve additional reductions in the rate and amount of VMT in the county,
including Mitigation Measure CTM-3, through which the County would implement
a VMT Reduction Program. This comment is acknowledged for the record and
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration prior to
making a decision on adopting a Final 2040 General Plan.
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O1-24

The comment suggests that parking programs to reduce single-occupancy trips
be included in the 2040 General Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the
draft EIR. However, note that the 2040 General Plan does include parking
policies to reduce single-occupancy trips, including Policy CTM-4.3 which would
encourage preferential parking for carpools/vanpools; Policy CTM-4.4 to facilitate
carpooling, vanpooling, and public transit use through park-and-ride facilities; and
Implementation Programs CTM-N and CTM-O, which address the provision of
parking areas to support shared mobility services and Mobility-as-a-Service
vehicles, which reduce single-occupancy trips. This comment is acknowledged
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan.

O1-25

The comment provides suggested edits to policies proposed and suggests
additional topics that could be considered in the 2040 General Plan and is not
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040
General Plan.
The comment states that Policy PFS-2.1 must be revised to say “include” rather
than “encourage” ‘Sustainable Plans and Operations’ in order to be considered a
mitigation. However, Policy PFS-2.1 is a 2040 General Plan policy that was
analyzed as part of the draft EIR and is not a proposed GHG mitigation measure.
Additionally, the comment refers to the title of the policy, not the language within
the policy, which states “the County shall encourage energy efficiency, GHG
reduction features, and resiliency planning into County facility and service plans
and operations.” Regarding Policy PFS-7.1, this policy refers to gas lines being
“located appropriately to provide for adequate services” and does not require
access to or use of natural gas by residential or any other uses.

O1-26

The comment asserts that local renewable energy generation must be part of the
mitigation plan for reducing transmission facility fire hazard risk. The 2040
General Plan includes multiple policies and programs that encourage renewable
energy use and development, including Policies COS-8.1, COS-8.4, COS-8.5,
COS-8.8, and Policy EV-4.4, through which the County would “identify
appropriate locations to allow for development of renewable energy generation
and storage…and distribution systems.” For further discussion of these policies
and the County’s approach to renewable energy, refer to Section 4.6, “Energy,”
of the draft EIR. Note also that 2040 General Plan Policy HAZ-11.7 encourages
the installation of solar panels on existing buildings and Policy LU-11.4 calls for
the local capacity for zero-carbon electricity generation to be expanded, which
would include renewable energy such as solar. These renewable energy sources
could complement smart grid technologies described in Policy PFS-7.6 to
optimize their performance.
The commenter does not provide the County with specific recommendations
regarding what additional renewable energy generation policies would
substantially reduce the potential for fire hazards associated with transmission
facilities. Absent a specific proposal for consideration, no further response can be
provided.
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O1-27

The comment suggests that the County achieve zero waste (via a suite of
policies to reduce, reuse, and recycle) with no organic waste going to landfills by
2023, compostable takeout food requirement, reducing solid waste by phasing
out single use plastics, and banning expanded polystyrene. The County has
determined that a zero-waste target is not feasible, as landfills located within the
unincorporated county receive waste from outside of the jurisdiction. The County
has also determined that the timeframe suggested is infeasible, as the diversion
of organic waste from landfills would require the expansion of alternative
processing facilities such as anaerobic digesters and composting, which require
more than 3 years from adoption for planning, permitting, and construction to
reach necessary capacity. Regarding compostable food packaging, existing
Policy PFS-2.4 states that the County shall provide use of biodegradable or
recycled-material products at County facilities and events, where feasible.
Regarding the ban on expanded polystyrene, this product is frequently used as
an affordable insulation material for energy efficiency in buildings (CEC 2017). A
ban of this product would eliminate a commonly used building product that
improves energy efficiency and reduces GHG emissions associated with the
operation of commercial and residential buildings.
The commenter does not provide the County with specific recommendations
regarding how to achieve a zero-waste target given the unincorporated county
landfills receive waste from outside of the jurisdiction. Additionally, the
commenter does not offer solutions to expedite the permitting and construction of
the facilities required to achieve a zero-waste goal. Absent specific
recommendations to achieve the goal, the County has determined the 2023 goal
to be infeasible and no further response can be provided.

O1-28

The comment provides a series of policy recommendations for the Conservation
and Open Space Element of the 2040 General Plan and is not related to the
analysis or conclusions of the draft EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-4 for
discussion of setbacks from sensitive receptors, the potential to phase out oil and
gas production, Policy COS-7.8 and Mitigation Measure PR-3 related to flaring,
and Policy COS-7.7 and Mitigation Measure PR-3 regarding trucking of crude oil
and produced water. Refer also to Master Response MR-1.A for a discussion of
methane “super emitters.” The comment also suggests that oil and gas
production should be taxed to raise revenues for climate programs, as well as
bond and insurance requirements related to funding for potential for accidents
and well closure. Note that the County would evaluate the feasibility of
establishing a tax on this industry through Implementation Program M in the
Conservation and Open Space Element.

O1-29

The comment suggests additional policies to be included in the 2040 General
Plan to help achieve GHG reduction goals. The following addresses the
suggestions for reducing GHG emissions provided in the comment.


Ban gas-fueled lawn and garden equipment.
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This recommendation would ban the use of gas-fueled lawn and garden
equipment in the unincorporated area. County staff believe that a County
policy banning the use of gas-fueled lawn and garden equipment is
Ventura County
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infeasible for the following reasons: (1) The County would be required to
expend significant resources in order to effectively implement such a ban;
(2) the County would first need to prepare and enact a new municipal
code provision outlawing use of the equipment; and (3) Voluntary
compliance with the ban could not be assumed. Consequently, the
County would presumably need to issue civil or criminal citations to
individuals and businesses that did not comply after collecting evidence
supporting the alleged violations. This would be a time- and laborintensive process given the dispersed used of lawn and garden
equipment, and the fact that the equipment is typically only briefly used in
any given location.
In order to comply with the ban, all residents and businesses currently
using gas-fueled lawn and garden equipment in the unincorporated area
would be required to replace their existing equipment with electric
equipment and/or other methods for landscaping. This would present a
financial and potentially logistical hardship to residents and businesses.
On the GHG benefit side, banning gas-fueled lawn and garden equipment
in the unincorporated area would result in only a very minor reduction in
GHGs. County staff believes this type of regulation would be more
effective if implemented at the state level.


Accelerate capture of legacy hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs). Enlist the public and
private sectors to find and destroy existing stocks of HFC’s.




Develop and adopt building codes based on best practices for use of low
embodied carbon concrete and set targets for use of low GHG concrete
alternatives. Ex: Bay Area Air Quality Management District and King Co, WA.




HFC’s are regulated by CARB through the California Cooling Act, CCR
Title 17, Section 95371 and the Short-Lived Climate Pollutant Strategy
and were, therefore, not included as part of the GHG emissions
associated with the 2040 General Plan.

This would require performing a lifecycle analysis of GHG emissions. This
was not included in the GHG inventory because it is inconsistent with the
ICLEI accounting protocol. Therefore, this measure would not reduce
GHG emissions associated with 2040 General Plan implementation. No
specific BMPs are mentioned in this comment. Therefore, no further
response has been provided. Refer to Master Response MR-1.A for
additional discussion of the GHG inventory.

Encourage climate-safe and climate-resilient development through zoning
reform and removal of limits on height, density, and minimum parking
requirements to enable and promote walkability and a mix of uses for homes
and businesses, parks and transit.
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Create a master local clean energy siting and funding plan for wholesale
distributed solar energy plus storage in commercial scale projects producing
energy needs by 2030.




The County already participates in programs that conduct municipal and
communitywide benchmarking, and incentivizes residential and
commercial energy efficiency upgrades. The County also conducts other
activities similar to the commenter’s recommendations including the
County’s Energy Efficiency Revolving Loan Fund Program for municipal
facility energy efficiency upgrades; Ventura County Regional Energy
Alliance’s Countywide Municipal Benchmarking Program for municipal
facilities, Kilowatt Hour Countdown Program which provides free energy
benchmarking and auditing for commercial facilities, Ventura County
Green Business which provides assistance to businesses in becoming
“Green Certified” through attainment of program standards, conserving
energy and other factors; and the Tri-County Regional Energy Network
which reduces energy use in buildings through its Home Energy Savings,
Building Performance Training, and Energy Code Connect Programs.
However, this comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration prior to
making a decision on the adoption of the final 2040 General Plan.

Prepare sustainable building, siting, landscaping and passive heating and
cooling practice guidelines, with a priority on low-income housing, that reduce
consumption of nonrenewable resources and that include climate and firesafety in pre-approved plans.
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The County is a member agency of the Clean Power Alliance (CPA) of
Southern California. This entity supplies electricity to the community
through contracts from clean sources sited and financed by private
entities. CPA offers electricity based on 100 percent renewable energy to
commercial end users and additionally offers a program for battery
storage though a Power Response Program (CPA 2020a,b).

Provide energy efficiency benchmarking and rebates for low-income housing
and renters, as well as low-interest loans for small businesses to reduce
energy use; and provide assistance to owners of existing buildings to switch
from natural gas to electricity.




This is already addressed in the 2040 General Plan, for example, under
Policy CTM-2.11 (Efficient Land Use Patterns). This policy states that 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 singlepassenger automobile trips.

Several existing guidelines and protocols are available to guide the
development of sustainable communities, including low-income housing.
Features selected as part of this design process are generally siteVentura County
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specific. Refer to U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s
Sustainable Communities Resource Center (HUD 2020) for information on
guidelines available as well as the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s guide to smart growth and affordable housing (EPA 2020).


Use “Energy Efficiency” to deliver 15 percent of projected needs for electricity
in the county by 2023; and 30 percent by 2030.




Prioritize energy and water efficiency building standards and work to retrofit
existing buildings.




It is not clear from this comment what energy and water efficiency
standards are being requested for prioritization, or what they are being
prioritized in comparison to. Retrofitting buildings is identified in Policy
HAZ-11.7 which states that “The County shall encourage development to
include retrofits to improve building performance and market value through
strategic building design features.” See page 4.8-30 of draft EIR.

Decarbonize County buildings develop a County building electrification plan
eliminating natural gas use in County-owned facilities.




Energy efficiency involves improving the performance of buildings and
equipment to achieve reductions in energy consumption. It is not clear
what relevance energy efficiency has to delivering specified percentages
of electricity needs, as described in the comment.

The County has determined that eliminating natural gas use in Countyowned facilities is not feasible because it would likely require hundreds of
thousands of dollars in equipment replacement costs and some equipment
such as boilers, commercial cooking appliances, and furnaces simply do
not have electric equivalents. In addition, natural gas use by Countyowned buildings represents a minimal portion of total GHG emissions in
the county.

Develop an electrification plan with goals for GHG emission reductions
through renewable energy that evaluates and prioritizes programs for local
solar, energy storage and demand response that disconnects all buildings
from gas service by 2050. Include incentives for deep retrofits of inefficient
buildings.
The 2040 General Plan supports renewable energy generation, use, and
storage. Mitigation Measure GHG-1 in the draft EIR would eliminate natural
gas service to new residential and commercial development. However, the
County has determined that disconnecting all existing buildings from natural
gas service is not feasible because almost half (44 percent) of the residential
development in the unincorporated county was constructed prior to 1970
(based on American Community Survey 2012-2017 5-year data), and
development from that era typically includes natural gas service. Furthermore,
all non-residential structures in the incorporated county that currently rely
upon natural gas service would be subject to this policy. Typically, gas service
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retrofits to all-electric would require significant building upgrades that are
beyond the scope of the County’s authority to require. Conversion to allelectric buildings can be incentivized, and this is already anticipated to occur
through the Technology and Equipment for Clean Heating Initiative and
Building Initiative for Low-Emissions Development Program administered by
Southern California Gas Company and other utilities pursuant to Senate Bill
1477 (CPUC 2020). These programs would fund electrification retrofitting and
all-electric new construction throughout the State, including eligible projects in
the county. These methods incentivize building upgrade and retrofits for
existing structures, rather than require them.
Based on the above, the County staff determined this recommended policy
would cause and undue financial hardship on the businesses and residents of
the unincorporated county, could not legally be implemented, and is therefore
infeasible.
O1-30

The comment suggests additional topics that could be considered in the 2040
General Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR.
Recommendations include: creating an integrated pest management program,
reducing the use of inorganic fertilizers, encouraging diversified crops, and
rewarding regenerative farming.
As explained in the draft EIR, the 2040 General Plan includes eight
implementation programs that would result in GHG emissions reductions from
the agricultural uses in the county, including programs that reduce use of
inorganic fertilizers, encourage farmers to adopt organic growing techniques,
encourage the capture and storage of concentrated carbon in soils from farm
waste and woody biomass, and improve soil health and reduce the need to apply
inorganic fertilizers (pages 4.8-39 to 4.8-43). Note that the 2040 General Plan
includes Policies AG-3.2 and AG-3.3, which encourage and support the use of
Integrated Pest Management practices and provide information on how to do so.
Similarly, Policy AG-5.1 encourages the use of inorganic, nitrogen-based
fertilizers to reduce nitrogen emissions. This comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration
prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan.

O1-31
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The comment provides suggested actions that could benefit water resources, but
fails to provide evidence linking benefits from these actions to impacts from
implementation of the 2040 General Plan identified in the draft EIR. Section 4.10,
“Hydrology and Water Quality,” in the draft EIR does not identify any significant
environmental impacts. As indicated in response to comment O1-19, the EIR is
not obligated to mitigate existing climate change or the effects that such changes
could have on the project. Further, the 2040 General Plan includes Policies PFS4.4, COS-2.10, and WR-4.1 that encourage preservation of groundwater
resources and allows for greater availability of local water resources, which could
reduce the use of water from more GHG-intensive sources. For this reason, no
further response is provided. However, this comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration
prior to making a decision on the adoption of the final 2040 General Plan.
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O1-32

The comment suggests additional topics that could be considered in the 2040
General Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmaking bodies for their consideration prior to making a decision on the adoption
of the final 2040 General Plan.

O1-33

The comment emphasizes the need for an adequate plan that sufficiently
reduces GHG emissions and indicates that the plan should include a goal for
carbon neutrality. Refer to Master Response MR-1.B for a response on the
alignment of the 2040 General Plan and statewide targets. This comment is a
concluding statement and does not raise a significant environmental issue for
which a response is required.
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Letter
O2

ABA Energy Corporation
Alan B. Adler, President
February 27, 2020

O2-1

The description of ABA Energy Corporation’s role and operations in Ventura
County are noted. This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a
significant environmental issue for which a response is required.

O2-2

This comment regarding the adequacy of the draft EIR is noted. However, no
specific issues related to the content, analysis, conclusions, or overall adequacy
of the draft EIR are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response is
provided. Refer to Master Response MR-7 which explains in detail why
recirculation of the draft EIR is not required.

O2-3

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines establish standards
for adequacy of an EIR in Section 15151. The adequacy of an EIR as an
informational document hinges on whether it provides a “sufficient degree of
analysis” so that decision makers have the information necessary to consider the
environmental consequences of their decisions. The appropriate level of detail is
based on what is “reasonably feasible.”
As explained in Section 1.2.1, “Type and Use of This EIR,” of the draft EIR:
This EIR fulfills the requirements for a program EIR. Although the legally
required contents of a program EIR are the same as those of a project
EIR, program EIRs typically cover broad programs or large projects, such
as a general plan, and contain a more general discussion of impacts,
alternatives, and mitigation measures than a project EIR…By its nature, a
program EIR considers the overall effects associated with implementing a
program (such as a general plan) and does not, and is not intended to,
examine individual projects that may be implemented pursuant to the
general plan.
Given the programmatic nature of this EIR, the County has conducted a good
faith effort at full disclosure, providing decision-makers with a sufficiently detailed
document to consider the environmental consequences of adopting the 2040
General Plan.

O2-4

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.K, “Effects Outside the Study
Area,” regarding the findings and conclusions related to analysis of effects
outside the study area.

O2-5

The comment describes carbon intensity values from oil and gas production
published by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) in 2018. It compares
averages statewide with a local oilfield and notes the lower carbon intensity of
the latter source. This comment is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR
and no further response is required.
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O2-6

The comment asserts that replacing locally produced oil with imported oil will
result in increased greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions due to a higher carbon
intensity as described in comment O2-5. It also says that increased GHGs and
other emissions could result from transportation associated with oil imports. It
states the draft EIR is deficient because GHGs and other pollutants are not
quantified in a meaningful way.
GHG-reducing policies and programs contained in the 2040 General Plan and
analyzed as part of the draft EIR support actions that would reduce the
consumption of fuels derived from crude oil, regardless of where that oil
originates. The comment indicates that a transition to imported oil would result in
increased GHG emissions; however, a review of the CARB 2018 Crude Average
Carbon Intensity Values cited shows that some in-state and imported oil sources
have lower carbon intensities than the 5.39 grams of carbon dioxide equivalent
per megajoule at Oxnard Oilfield, which is used as an example of a local source.
Furthermore, restrictions on the carbon intensity of imported transportation fuels
occurs at the State level under CARB’s Low Carbon Fuel Standards, rather than
at the local level through a general plan.
A full analysis of the environmental impacts of replacing locally produced oil with
imported oil would require a lifecycle analysis. Refer to MR-4, Section 4.K,
“Effects Outside the Study Area,” for a discussion on the effects of oil and gas
policies outside the study area. CEQA does not require lifecycle analysis
because the term is not well defined and too speculative, and the Office of
Planning and Research removed the term “lifecycle” from the State CEQA
Guidelines in 2010. Further, any such speculative analysis would not change the
impact determination of significant and unavoidable.
It is further speculative to determine, at this time, whether and how the use of
locally produced oil and imported oil would affect future GHG emissions in the
county as it involves factors that are outside of the County’s control, such as local
and statewide supply and demand analysis, transportation analysis and
economic growth. As indicated, CEQA does not require that an EIR engage in
analysis that is too speculative (CEQA Guidelines Section 15145). No further
response is required.

O2-7

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.B, “Takings and Antiquated
Permits,” Section MR-4.H, “Buffers (Setback),” and Section MR-4.E, “Applicability
of Reference Studies for Oil and Gas Operations,” regarding the findings and
conclusions related to setbacks, and related to the applicability of the reports
relied upon for these findings and conclusions.

O2-8

The comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-4,
Section MR-4.G, “Pipeline Requirements,” regarding the findings and
conclusions related to pipelines. However, this comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration
prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan.
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O2-9

Refer to Master Response MR-4 regarding the findings and conclusions related
to flaring, and the County’s authority to regulate oil and gas development.

O2-10

The comment states that the draft EIR does not include an economic study or
address physical changes to the environment caused by the loss of tax revenue
resulting from proposed changes to oil and gas policies. EIRs are not required to
treat a project’s economic or social effects as significant effects on the
environment (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15131). Social and economic effects
need only be considered in an EIR where there is a clear link between those
economic or social effects and physical environmental changes. Therefore, the
potential for 2040 General Plan policies related to future oil and gas extraction
(Policy COS-7.2, Policy COS-7.7, Policy COS-7.8) to reduce future tax revenues
collected by the County is not, by itself, an impact under CEQA. Indirect effects
such as physical impacts resulting from an economic effect are defined as those
that “are caused by the project and are later in time or farther removed in
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable” (State CEQA Guidelines, §
15358(a)(2)). Therefore, any physical impacts resulting from economic impacts
are indirect impacts appropriately considered under CEQA. However, a lead
agency need not speculate about environmental impacts (State CEQA
Guidelines, § 15145).
Policy COS-7.2 would require that new discretionary oil and gas wells be located
a minimum of 1,500 feet from residential dwellings and 2,500 feet from any
school. Policy COS-7.7 would require that new discretionary oil wells use
pipelines to convey oil and produced water and prohibit trucking of oil and
produced water from new discretionary oil wells. Policy COS-7.8 would require
that gases emitted from new discretionary oil and gas wells be collected and
used or removed for sale or proper disposal and allow flaring or venting only in
cases of emergency or for testing purposes.
In Section 4.12, “Mineral and Petroleum Resources,” the draft EIR concludes that
Policy COS-7.2 would result in a potentially significant impact to petroleum
resources because it could preclude expansion of existing oil and gas operations
and the drilling of new discretionary wells (Impact 4.12-3 starting at page 4.1211) and that Policy COS-7.7 and Policy COS-7.8 would result in a potentially
significant impact to petroleum resources in at least some parts of the plan area
depending on factors such as proximity of oil and gas resources to existing major
oil and gas transmission infrastructure (Impact 4.12-4 starting at page 4.12-22).
However, the specific degree to which all property owners in the unincorporated
area would or would not drill new oil or gas wells as a result of implementation of
the 2040 General Plan – that they otherwise would have drilled in the absence of
the 2040 General Plan – would depend on numerous factors specific to individual
property owners and project sites and circumstances that are not reasonably
foreseeable based on the information available today. Furthermore, the
commenter offers no such information. Moreover, future decisions about whether
to drill new oil or gas wells are affected by several factors external to the 2040
General Plan, including State and federal government policy and national and
global market conditions. Therefore, is not possible to predict how the potential
for drilling new oil and gas wells would be affected by the 2040 General Plan and
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the changes in direct and secondary economic activity and associated tax
revenues collected by the County. As a result, the economic impacts cannot be
characterized, and any physical impacts resulting from economic impacts cannot
be defined. Potential physical impacts, including to the provision of public
services and facilities, are not reasonably foreseeable results of any economic
impacts. Therefore, any evaluation of these impacts would be considered
speculative under CEQA and the County correctly excluded such analysis from
the draft EIR.
O2-11

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.A, “County’s Authority to
Regulate Oil and Gas Development,” and Section MR-4.B, “Antiquated Permits
and Takings” regarding the preemption and taking. The remainder of the
comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not related
to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan.

O2-12

The comment describes the 2040 General Plan’s proposal to evaluate a local tax
for oil and gas, and states that diminished oil and gas production resulting from
such a tax could result in increased GHGs and other pollutants. For purposes of
this response the County assumes that this comment is referring to Program
COS-M described in the draft EIR on page 4.8-25 which states “The County shall
evaluate the feasibility of establishing a local tax on oil and gas operations
located in the unincorporated county.” An analysis of this program to evaluate a
local tax can be found on page 4.8-44 of the draft EIR. However, the description
refers to a COS-L, rather than COS-M. This section has been corrected as
shown below:
Under Implementation Program COS-LM, the County would evaluate the
feasibility of an excise tax on oil and gas operations, which would be
intended to partially fund the County’s response to climate change
impacts. These taxes would presumably be in addition to fees already
collected by the County for these activities. Before an oil excise tax could
be levied, it would need to be approved by both the Board of Supervisors
and at least a majority vote of the electorate.
For clarification, the GHG benefits of this tax are anticipated to come from its
partial funding of the County’s climate change response, which could include
funding programs with GHG reduction potential. The details of this program
would be determined upon evaluation by County staff and prior to consideration
by the Board and the electorate.

O2-13
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Refer to Master Response MR-4 regarding the findings and conclusions related
to setbacks, the adequacy of the reports used to derive the findings and
conclusions, antiquated permits, and vested rights and takings of private
property. The remainder of the comment addresses implementation of the 2040
General Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmaking bodies for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a
final 2040 General Plan.
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O2-14

Refer to Master Response MR-4 regarding the findings and conclusions related
to the Los Angeles County report, setbacks, directional drilling, and GHG
analysis. The remainder of the comment addresses implementation of the 2040
General Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmaking bodies for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a
final 2040 General Plan.

O2-15

The comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-4,
Section MR-4.G, “Pipeline Requirements,” regarding the findings and
conclusions related to pipelines. This comment is acknowledged for the record
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration prior
to making a decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan.

O2-16

The comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-4,
Section MR-4.A, “County’s Authority to Regulate Oil and Gas Development,” and
Section MR-4.F, “Flaring,” regarding preemption and the findings and
conclusions related to flaring. This comment is acknowledged for the record and
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration prior
to making a decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan.

O2-17

The comment states that the County should consider the significant increases in
GHG and other pollutants that will result if the County chooses imported oil.
Fuels currently consumed within the unincorporated county for transportation and
buildings contributing to GHG emissions documented in the GHG inventory are
already coming from imported sources and this is not by choice or policy of the
County. Rather, this reflects the choices that energy and fuel suppliers at local,
state, and national level make on where to procure and market oil. Just as
consumers in the county currently receive oil from imported sources, oil produced
in the unincorporated county is sent to other counties, states, and countries for
refinement, distribution, and ultimately consumption in a myriad of forms. The
approach to GHG reduction in the 2040 General Plan, as analyzed in the draft
EIR, is focused on reducing fossil fuel consumption at the end use through plans
and programs. It does not delve into deep lifecycle analyses involving factors
outside of the County’s control. To do so would result in an impermissibly
speculative analysis, as discussed in response to comment O2-6. Transitioning
from fossil fuels to electricity in buildings and vehicles are examples of strategies
that would reduce communitywide fuel consumption and, thus, GHG emissions.
Refer to Master Response MR-4 for discussion of analyzing effects outside the
study area.

O2-18

Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines states that all phases of a project must
be considered when evaluating its impact on the environment. Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines indicates that noise impacts should be evaluated to determine
if the project would result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies. Section 4.13 of the draft EIR includes oil and gas
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wells and pipelines as allowed development under implementation of the 2040
General Plan, the construction of which may result in increased noise levels. The
draft EIR also identifies oil supply facilities as one of several particular types of
industrial uses that generate noise. The draft EIR states that construction of oil
and gas wells and pipelines would be subject to County noise standards for
construction noise and oil supply facilities would be subject to County noise
standards for construction noise and existing noise standards for specific land
uses identified in the County’s Zoning Ordinance. The draft EIR concludes that
the 2040 General Plan would not result in a substantial increase in stationary
noise-generating uses and would implement policies to ensure noise-sensitive
land uses are not exposed to noise levels above County noise standards. The
analysis provided in the draft EIR is consistent with CEQA guidelines.
O2-19

The commenter generally refers to letters submitted by other unspecified oil and
gas producers and oil industry associations. This chapter includes responses to
all written comments submitted to the County during the public comment period
for the draft EIR.

O2-20

Refer to Master Response MR-7 which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.
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Letter
O3

Action for Change in Changing Times
Frank C. Bognar
February 25, 2020

O3-1

This comment regarding the adequacy of the draft EIR is noted. However, no
specific issues related to the content, analysis, conclusions, or overall adequacy of
the draft EIR are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response is provided.

O3-2

The comment states the total greenhouse gas (GHG) potential produced
annually in the unincorporated county is not evident in the 2040 General Plan or
draft EIR. The comment asks about the British Thermal Unit (BTU) value of the
liquid and gas products extracted from oil and gas wells countywide on an annual
basis, as well as the GHG emissions from the ultimate production and use of
those fossil fuels.
Data from oil and gas production for the GHG inventory was sourced from the
California Air Resources Board’s Statewide 2016 GHG inventory. This inventory
calculates GHG emissions for fuel products using high heat values approved for the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting
Program (CARB 2019a). The values used for the fuels analyzed as part of the
County’s GHG inventory are: Natural Gas = 1026 million BTU (MMBtu)/standard
cubic foot, Distillate = 0.139 MMBtu/gallon, Residual Fuel Oil = 0.140 MMBtu/gallon
(EPA 2020). The disposition of fossil fuels produced within the unincorporated
county includes a myriad of pathways for refinement, transportation, and end use
occurring outside of the county. The GHG inventory is focused on local end use
consumption of fossil fuels in accordance with the ICLEI protocol (ICLEI 2013).

O3-3

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.J, “Potential to Stop Issuing
Permits for New Wells (Phase Out Oil and Gas Operations),” regarding the
findings and conclusions related to phasing out the oil and gas industry.

O3-4

This comment regarding the adequacy of the draft EIR is noted. However, no
specific issues related to the content, analysis, conclusions, or overall adequacy of
the draft EIR are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response is provided.
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Letter
O4

Action for Change in Changing Times
Cindy Piester, Carin Wofford, Jabbar Wofford, Leslie Purcell, Margo Davis,
Gail Hodgson, Alan Hodgson, Carol Vasecky, Alex Uvari, Marisa Sanchez,
Arturo Guido, Frank Bognar, Geoffrey Dann, Wendy Lofland, Rosyln Jean
Scheuerman, Paul Benevidez, Nissa Benevidez, Ivsar Marina, Andrew Steel,
Nancy Genevieve Oatway, Nicholas Oatway, Rev. Dr. Audrey Wise Vincent,
Martin Jones, Susan Shamroy, Margaret Wilson, Nikki G. Alexander, Edward
G. Alexander, Dianne Kenny, Judith Cuevas, Ray Cuevas, Gillian Dale, Nancy
Shuman ,Mark Shuman ,Amelia Aparicio, Jeremy Kersch, Debra Myrent, Nick
Corrett ,Janet Murphy, Heidi Rosenfield, Sheila Williams, Lucy Duffy, Frank
Peterson, Heidi Whelan, Sandy Beckner, Laura Schneider, Betsy Shipley,
Gerald Schwanke, Angela Grismer, Julie Shaw, Diana Cooley, Pam HolleyWilcox, Karen Trowbridge, Beverly Brovsky, and Arnett Smithson
February 27, 2020

O4-1

This comment regarding the adequacy of the draft EIR is noted. However, no
specific issues related to the content, analysis, conclusions, or overall adequacy
of the draft EIR are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response is
provided.

O4-2

Refer to response to comment O3-2, which pertains to the quantification of GHG
emissions from oil and gas.

O4-3

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.J, “Potential to Stop Issuing
Permits for New Wells (Phase Out Oil and Gas Operations),” regarding the
proposal to phase out oil and gas production in the unincorporated county.

O4-4

This comment regarding the adequacy of the draft EIR is noted. However, no
specific issues related to the content, analysis, conclusions, or overall adequacy
of the draft EIR are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response is
provided.
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Letter
O5

Aera Energy LLC
Michael S. James, Senior Counsel
February 27, 2020

O5-1

This comment regarding the adequacy of the draft EIR is noted. However, no
specific issues related to the content, analysis, conclusions, or overall adequacy
of the draft EIR are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response is
provided. Refer to Master Response MR-7 which explains in detail why
recirculation of the draft EIR is not required.

O5-2

The description of the commenting organization’s role and operations in Ventura
County are noted. This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a
significant environmental issue for which a response is required.

O5-3

The commenter’s discussion of the purpose and legal requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is noted. As explained in detail in
the responses that follow, the County has prepared this EIR in compliance with
applicable regulations.

O5-4

The comment states that the draft EIR improperly segments the analysis of the
2040 General Plan from the pending update of the County’s Housing Element,
and improperly piecemeals analysis of the 2040 General Plan implementation
actions. In the CEQA context, a project is “the whole of an action, which has a
potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment,” including
“the adoption and amendment of local General Plans or elements thereof
pursuant to Government Code Sections 65100–65700.” (CEQA Guidelines, §
15378(a)). Piecemealing or segmenting means dividing a project into two or
more pieces and evaluating each piece in a separate environmental document,
rather than evaluating the whole of the project in one environmental document.
This is explicitly forbidden by CEQA, because dividing a project into a number of
pieces would allow a lead agency to minimize the apparent environmental
impacts of a project by evaluating individual pieces separately, each of which
may have a less-than-significant impact on the environment, but which together
may result in a significant impact. Segmenting a project may also hinder
developing comprehensive mitigation strategies. In general, if an activity or
facility is necessary for the operation of a project, or necessary to achieve the
project objectives, or a reasonably foreseeable consequence of approving the
project, then it should be considered an integral project component that should
be analyzed within the environmental analysis (AEP 2016). As explained in the
draft EIR, the 2040 General Plan land use designations would be consistent with
land uses and densities/intensities allowed under the current zoning designations
for each affected parcel (page 3-4). Moreover, a zoning ordinance implements a
general plan by regulating development through specific standards and would not
include any integral project components that have not already been evaluated as
part of the draft EIR for the 2040 General Plan. Also refer to the response to
comment O5-20.
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Refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion of why the draft EIR correctly
excludes discussion and analysis of the County’s projected housing needs for the
2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation and 2021-2029 Housing
Element update. No improper segmentation has occurred. No revisions to the
draft EIR have been made in response to this comment.
O5-5

The comment states that the draft EIR project description does not meet the
requirements of CEQA and, thus, the draft EIR should be recirculated. Refer to
Master Response MR-2 for discussion of the adequacy of the draft EIR project
description. Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why
recirculation of the draft EIR is not required.

O5-6

The comment states that the draft EIR includes little technical analysis or
analysis of the feasibility of mitigation measures. The draft EIR analyzes 88
unique impacts. Less than a third of these impacts (27) are found to be
significant and unavoidable. Further, feasible mitigation is provided for 75 percent
(20) of the 27 significant and unavoidable impacts. For the remaining seven
impacts, the draft EIR explains that there is not additional feasible mitigation
beyond the regulations in place and the policies and programs incorporated in
the 2040 General Plan.
The draft EIR contains a level of specificity commensurate with the level of detail
of the program. It would not be appropriate for the draft EIR to presume to
analyze the full universe of potential projects that could occur throughout the
entire unincorporated plan area over the 20-year plan horizon. Therefore, where
there is not substantial evidence to support a less-than-significant conclusion
without speculation, the County has reached a significant and unavoidable
conclusion. As explained in further detail below, the draft EIR includes an
appropriate level of technical detail without improper deferral of analysis and is
consistent with the mandates of CEQA.

O5-7

The commenter’s opinion that goals and policies of the 2040 General Plan would
impair property rights or would be preempted by State law is noted will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration prior to making a
decision on adopting a Final 2040 General Plan. This is not a comment on the
content or analysis in the draft EIR.
Specific comments regarding the feasibility of mitigation proposed in the draft
EIR and other concerns specific to the draft EIR are addressed in the responses
to comments that follow.

O5-8

2-260

The comment states that the draft EIR does not provide substantial evidence for
its significant and unavoidable impact conclusions and, therefore, should not be
relied on to permit future streamlining. The draft EIR provides an appropriate
level of detail for programmatic analysis of the 2040 General Plan. Refer to
response to comment O5-6. Significant and unavoidable impact conclusions are
reached where there is not substantial evidence in the record that there is a
feasible means of effectively mitigating potential impacts from all projects that
could occur in the unincorporated County over the 20-year plan horizon. There
are seven out of 88 impacts where there is a significant and unavoidable impact
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conclusion and no feasible mitigation is available. The commenter does not offer
any specific examples of draft EIR impact analysis sections that are
“unsupported by substantial evidence” or any actual feasible mitigation measures
that should have been included in the draft EIR to avoid or substantially lessen
any significant impacts.
The comment quotes text from Section 1.2.1, “Type and Use of This EIR,” in
Chapter 1, “Introduction.” As noted by the commenter, the State CEQA
Guidelines (Section 15168(c)) establish that additional environmental documents
may not be required for subsequent activities seeking the County’s discretionary
approval, if the County determines that all potential effects are within the program
EIR scope. If a project could result in new or more severe impacts, a stand-alone
CEQA document must be prepared. All subsequent projects would be subject to
the mitigation measures in the draft EIR, which would be incorporated in the
2040 General Plan. Notably, and as explained in detail throughout the draft EIR,
the County has determined that the mitigation proposed would adequately
address the potential project-level impacts in many cases. The County will
consider all significant and unavoidable impacts and must adopt a Statement of
Overriding Considerations prior to adopting the 2040 General Plan.
Refer to Master Response MR-7 which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.
O5-9

The commenter’s dissatisfaction with the presentation of areas of known
controversy is noted. However, as approximately half of all letters received on the
draft EIR’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) related to these two topics (i.e., climate
change and greenhouse gases, and the effects of continued oil and gas
extraction), the County determined that they rise above the other 14 topics listed
on page 1-4 of the draft EIR as key areas of concern. As illustrated by the issues
raised in comment letters on the draft EIR and addressed throughout this final
EIR, these remain primary areas of controversy.

O5-10

The comment states that the draft EIR includes an incomplete list of responsible
and trustee agencies. The County has not failed to proceed in a manner required
by law. The draft EIR includes a list of potential responsible and trustee
agencies. It does not purport to, nor is in required to, provide a complete list of all
potential agencies that could have discretionary authority over aspects of
implementing the 2040 General Plan or jurisdiction over resources that could be
affected by the plan.
The comment expresses specific concern that the California Geologic Energy
Management Division of the California Department of Conservation (CalGEM)
and the California Coastal Commission were not listed as responsible agencies;
and that the California State Lands Commission, the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), California Department of Parks and Recreation, and
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) were not listed as trustee
agencies. However, the California State Lands Commission, CDFW, and
California Department of Parks and Recreation are all recognized as trustee
agencies in the discussion on page 1-5 of the draft EIR. The California Coastal
Commission was not listed as a potential responsible agency because the project
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does not include changes to the County’s Coastal Area Plan. The Department of
Conservation, which includes CalGEM, is listed as a responsible agency. The
County has edited the final EIR as follows to clarify that CalGEM is part of the
Department of Conservation and that it has responsibility for approving oil and
gas well activities (Section 1.4 “Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies”
located on page 1-5):
Responsible agencies are agencies other than the lead agency that have
discretionary power over carrying out or implementing a specific
component of the general plan or for approving a project (such as an
annexation) that implements the goals and policies of the general plan.
Agencies that may be responsible agencies include: the California
Department of Transportation, which has responsibility for approving
future improvements to the state highway system; the Department of
Conservation, which has responsibility for approving mining Reclamation
Plans pursuant to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act and, through
its California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM),
responsibility for approving oil and gas wells; and the Local Agency
Formation Commission of Ventura County, which has responsibility for
approving any annexations within the county that might occur over the life
of the 2040 General Plan.
The draft EIR was distributed to potential responsible and trustee State agencies
through the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, which provided the
draft EIR to 25 state agencies, including the five specifically referenced in the
comment. VCAPCD was notified of the draft EIR by the County directly. This
satisfies the County’s obligation to perform consultation on the draft EIR under
Section 15086(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines to consult with, and obtain
comments from, responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and any other agencies
with legal jurisdiction or authority over resources that may be affected by the
project.
O5-11

Refer to Master Response MR-2 for a discussion of the growth projections used
in the draft EIR and refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion of why the
draft EIR correctly excludes discussion and analysis of the County’s projected
housing needs for the 2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation and
2021-2029 Housing Element update.

O5-12

The commenter’s opinion about the format of the draft EIR is noted. Refer to
Master Response MR-6 for discussion of how the County appropriately uses the
Background Report to describe the existing environmental setting in the draft
EIR.

O5-13

The comment states that the areas of controversy are a result of the County’s
proposed policies regarding oil and gas operations. Refer to response to
comment O5-9 regarding identification of areas of controversy. Areas of
controversy are related to implementation of the proposed project, not existing
conditions.
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As acknowledged in this comment, the County has proposed policies in the 2040
General Plan that would specifically affect the future discretionary oil and gas
extraction. These policies have been critiqued by commenters as both proposing
too many obstacles for oil and gas development and allowing too much oil and
gas extraction to occur. As such, the County has determined this is a key area of
controversy to consider when evaluating the environmental effects of the 2040
General Plan.
O5-14

The description of the 2040 General Plan provided in Chapter 3, “Project
Description,” in the draft EIR satisfies the requirements of CEQA. The project
description is only required to include a general description of the project’s
technical, economic, and environmental characteristics. Key aspects of the 2040
General Plan, including the land use diagram, are summarized in Chapter 3 and
specific policies and implementation used in the analyses in each of the 17
resource sections are provided within the impact discussion. The reader need not
refer to the General Plan itself to find important components of the project or
analysis. Refer to Master Response MR-2 for detailed discussion of the
adequacy of the draft EIR project description. Refer to Master Response MR-6
for discussion of how the County appropriately uses the Background Report to
describe the existing environmental setting in the draft EIR.

O5-15

The comment asserts that the description of the project in the draft EIR is
inappropriately vague and provides three specific points of confusion to support
this statement.
For a discussion of the land use diagram and land use designations, including
the number of land use designations, refer to Master Response MR-2. By design,
the 2040 General Plan does not result in an increase in the density or intensity
allowed on any property. The excerpted text regarding “relatively higher density”
has been taken out of context. For example, page 3-14 explains that “the land
use diagram of the 2040 General Plan would concentrate future development of
relatively higher intensity residential, commercial, mixed use, and industrial land
uses within the Existing Community area designation (boundary) and the Urban
area designation (boundary).” Therefore, density within these area designations
would be higher relative to the land use designations applied in the remainder of
the unincorporated county under the 2040 General Plan – not relative to existing
conditions.
As explained further in response to comment O5-20, below, establishing the
Parks and Recreation land use designation is evaluated throughout the draft EIR
as a component of the 2040 General Plan. Beyond the parameters set in the
2040 General Plan (parcels within Existing Community, Area Plans, and Urban
Centers within Areas of Interest) it would be inappropriate to speculate about the
precise location and timing of subsequent general plan amendments that could
utilize this new designation. Also refer to Master Response MR-2 for discussion
of the Parks and Recreation land use designation.

O5-16

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” discusses the elements of the 2040 General
Plan that promote consistency with the Guidelines for Orderly Development on
page 3-8. Also on page 3-8, the document explains that the SOAR initiative’s
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“Agricultural, Open Space, and Rural goals and policies are included in the 2040
General Plan with only technical, non-substantive revisions for clarification and
internal consistency with the rest of the 2040 General Plan.” The land use
diagram’s consistency with SOAR is explained on draft EIR page 3-5. Additional
discussion of 2040 General Plan consistency with the Guidelines for Orderly
Development and the SOAR initiative are provided in Master Response MR-2.
O5-17

Refer to response to comment O5-14 and Master Response MR-2 regarding the
adequacy of the project description.
As explained in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” the 2040 General Plan would
“guide future land use and resource decisions within the unincorporated areas of
the county.” The topics addressed by policies contained in each of the elements
are summarized in the draft EIR. The elements do not expressly “permit or
prohibit development.” In the analysis that follows, the effects of implementing
the 2040 General Plan are compared to existing (baseline) conditions. CEQA
does not permit an evaluation of impacts based on a comparison to the existing
general plan. A discussion of potential environmental effects of not adopting the
2040 General Plan and continuing to apply the existing general plan is provided
in the discussion of the No Project Alternative in the draft EIR (refer to Section
6.5.1, “Alternative 1: No Project–No General Plan Update,” beginning on page 612 of Chapter 6, “Alternatives”).
The land use diagram and potential, future physical development that could
occur with implementation of the 2040 General Plan are described. For more
information about buildout assumptions and the likely extent of physical
development, refer to Master Response MR-2. Also refer to Master Response
MR-2 for discussion of how 2040 General Plan policies and implementation
programs relevant to each resource topic (specifically, those relevant to the
impact analysis performed under the significance criteria for that topic) are
identified throughout the draft EIR in Sections 4.1 through 4.17.

O5-18

The comment states that the draft EIR project description does not include an
estimate of General Plan buildout, without which the commenter questions how
the impacts of such development can be analyzed. The draft EIR project
description describes the growth projections used in the 2040 General Plan
(pages 3-19 and 3-20). Chapter 4, “Environmental Impact Analysis, describes the
assumptions used in the environmental impact analysis of the draft EIR, including
the use of growth projections and buildout assumptions to analyze the
environmental impacts of 2040 General Plan implementation (pages 4-1 and 42). Refer to Master Reponses MR-2 for more discussion of the draft EIR growth
projections and buildout assumptions.
The comment also expresses concern with the level of information provided in
Chapter 3, “Project Description,” regarding the locations where relatively higher
density land use could occur. The full sentence on page 3-19 provides key
context: “Under the 2040 General Plan relatively higher intensity residential (Very
Low Density, Low Density, Medium Density, Residential Planned Development,
Coastal Planned Development, Residential Beach), commercial (Commercial
and Commercial Planned Development), mixed use, and industrial land use
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designations would apply to approximately 1.2 percent of land in the
unincorporated county.” The location of these land use designations is depicted
on Figures 3-2a and 3-2b, the allowed density, lot size, and lot coverage are
provided in Table 3-1. Sufficient information is provided to fully analyze the
potential effects of implementing the 2040 General Plan.
O5-19

The comment states that the draft EIR project description does not mention the
County’s Local Coastal Program nor its relationship to the 2040 General Plan.
Ventura County’s Coastal Area Plan and the Coastal Zoning Ordinance together
constitute the "Local Coastal Program" (LCP) for the unincorporated portions of
Ventura County’s coastal zone. The primary goal of the LCP is to ensure that the
local government's land use plans, zoning ordinances, zoning maps, and
implemented actions meet the requirements of, and implement the provisions
and policies of, the Coastal Act at the local level. In addition to being an element
of Ventura County’s LCP, the Coastal Area Plan is also an Area Plan for the
unincorporated coastal portions of Ventura County and, as such, is part of the
County's General Plan. However, as explained in Chapter 3, “Project
Description,” of the draft General Plan (page 3-10), the Coastal Area Plan was
not updated as part of this general plan update. Modification of the LCP is not
included in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” because it is not a component of the
project under evaluation (i.e., the 2040 General Plan). Because the project does
not include changes to the Coastal Area Plan, it is not required to be evaluated in
the EIR.

O5-20

The comment asserts that a zoning code update could be a reasonably
foreseeable consequence of implementing the 2040 General Plan that was not
analyzed in the draft EIR.
Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the draft EIR offers a detailed explanation of
the land use designations proposed in the 2040 General Plan, which refines the
existing land use designations to be consistent with existing zoning. As noted by
the commenter, page 3-5 of the draft EIR indicates:
There is a new land use designation for “Parks and Recreation,” which
provides for parks and recreation facilities and associated recreation uses.
There is no land currently in the Parks & Recreation designation. This new
designation will be applied to parcels within Existing Community, Area
Plans, and Urban Centers within Areas of Interest that provide for parks
and recreation facilities and associated recreation uses to serve all
residents in Ventura County. A new zone classification titled Parks and
Recreation (REC) would also be established for parks and recreational
uses in the Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance and Coastal Zoning Ordinance
that would be compatible with this land use designation and separate from
the General Plan Update project as part of the 2040 General Plan’s
implementation.
There is no land currently in the Parks and Recreation designation. This is a new
designation that can be applied to parcels within Existing Community, Area
Plans, and Urban Centers within Areas of Interest that provide for parks and
recreation facilities and associated recreation uses (refer to page 3-14 of the
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draft EIR). The creation of this land use designation and compatible zoning is an
element of the 2040 General Plan analyzed throughout the draft EIR. In fact,
addition of this land use designation is highlighted as a project element
considered in the analysis on page 4-2 of the draft EIR under the subheading
“Approach to the Environmental Analysis.” As summarized in Section 4.15,
“Parks and Recreation,” of the draft EIR, in addition to establishing the Parks and
Recreation land use designation, Policy LU-12.1 “requires the county to support
development of parks and recreation facilities with areas designated as Existing
Community, Area Plans, or Areas of Interest” (refer to page 4.15-14).
This new land use designation would allow the County to better categorize
existing and proposed land uses. It would not change regulatory requirements for
establishing parkland (such as the Quimby Act) or result in the direct conversion
of land use. Furthermore, creating a zoning designation consistent with this land
use would make it possible to apply this land use designation, but would not
result in new or additional physical environmental effects beyond the impacts of
establishing the land use designation itself.
A zoning ordinance implements a general plan by regulating development
through specific standards and would not include any integral project
components that have not already been evaluated as part of the draft EIR for the
2040 General Plan. This draft EIR includes a programmatic evaluation of
potential adverse physical changes to the environment as a result of forecasted
growth and future development under the 2040 General Plan, which includes the
construction of new or expanded parks and recreation facilities to serve this
growth and development. These environmental impacts are analyzed in Sections
4.1 through 4.17 of this draft EIR. As discussed herein, future development would
be subject to applicable laws and regulations, the policies and implementation
programs in the 2040 General Plan, and mitigation measures identified
throughout this draft EIR. The physical environmental impacts that would result
from development of new or expanded parks and recreation facilities are similar
to the impacts of other types of future development that would be accommodated
by the 2040 General Plan, as evaluated throughout the draft EIR. If a zoning
code update is required, the reasonably foreseeable impacts of changes related
to the new Parks & Recreation land use designation have been evaluated
consistent with the requirements of CEQA. No violation of CEQA statutes or case
law have occurred.
O5-21
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The comment states that preparation of the draft EIR for the 2040 General Plan
before the Housing Element is completed results in improper piecemealing and
project segmentation. Refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion of why the
draft EIR correctly excludes discussion and analysis of the County’s projected
housing needs for the 2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation and
2021-2029 Housing Element update. The draft EIR for the 2040 General Plan
appropriately described the County’s adopted Housing Element and adequately
analyzed conflicts with Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA)
requirements. Refer also to response to comment O5-4, above, for a discussion
of piecemealing.
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O5-22

Refer to Master Response MR-6, which explains the County’s approach to
utilizing the existing setting information in the Background Report. Also, see
responses to later comments in this letter, below, that address specific resource
topics. For example, response to comment O5-25 provides cross-references to
the specific sections of the Background Report that contain the environmental
setting pertaining to aesthetics.

O5-23

Refer to Master Response MR-2 for an explanation of the growth projections and
buildout assumptions employed in the draft EIR.

O5-24

The commenter asserts that several types of regulations and programs need to
be described in the regulatory setting. Regarding the regulatory setting for the
draft EIR analysis of aesthetics impacts, the draft EIR does describe the
regulatory setting for the impact analysis that was conducted. There is no
requirement under CEQA for an EIR to describe regulations that are not relevant
to the environmental impact analysis provided in the EIR.
Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,” of the draft EIR, under the heading “Regulatory Setting”
refers the reader to Section 8.3, “Scenic Resources,” of the Background Report
(draft EIR page 4.1-1). This 10-page subsection of the Background Report
discusses the Scenic Highway Program, the Coastal Act, and applicable zoning
ordinance provisions. The Background Report identifies Highway 33 – Jacinto
Reyes Scenic Byway – as a designated scenic byway (page 8-64). A description
of the California Scenic Highway System is also provided in Chapter 6,
“Transportation and Mobility,” of the Background Report, and maps (Figure 6-5
and Figure 8-8) are provided in the report that identify portions of State highways
in Ventura County that have either been designated as part of the California
Scenic Highway Program or have been designated as being eligible for program
designation.
The commenter also asserts that the aesthetics analysis is inadequate because it
does not analyze whether the 2040 General Plan is consistent with the regulatory
setting. Section 4.1 of the draft EIR evaluates the aesthetic impacts of the 2040
General Plan using the four thresholds of significance provided on page 4.1-13.
These include whether implementation of the 2040 General Plan would:






Physically alter a scenic resource (defined as aesthetically pleasing natural
physical features) that is visible from a public viewing location (defined as any
physical area accessible to the public and from which a scenic resource is
visible);
Substantially obstruct, degrade, obscure, or adversely affect the character of
a scenic vista (defined as a viewshed that includes scenic resources) that is
visible from a public viewing location (defined as any physical area accessible
to the public and from which a scenic resource is visible);
Create a new source of disability glare (a type of glare that ranges from
causing temporary incapacity to causing damage to the eye) or discomfort
glare (a type of glare that viewers find distracting and objectionable, but does
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not cause damage to the eye) for motorists traveling along any road of the
County Regional Road Network; or


Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area.

The draft EIR analysis of aesthetics impacts does describe in detail the role of
the regulatory setting and proposed 2040 General Plan policies and
implementation programs in avoiding or substantially lessening potential
aesthetics impacts in the analysis performed under each of the thresholds of
significance (Impacts 4.1-1 through 4.1-4, pages 4.1-18 through 4.1-24). Further,
consistency with applicable regulations would be ensured through the County’s
discretionary approval of projects which is a standard practice currently in place.
The comment does not specifically address the actual aesthetics impact analysis
conducted in the draft EIR or the specific impact conclusions reached under any
of the thresholds of significance. No further response to this comment can be
provided.
Refer to response to comment O5-25 for discussion of the draft EIR analysis of
impacts to community character in Section 4.11, “Land Use and Planning,”
Impact 4.11-1, which evaluates whether 2040 General Plan implementation
would result in physical development that is incompatible with land uses,
architectural form or style, site design/layout, or density/parcel sizes within
Existing Communities. Refer also to Master Response MR-6, which explains the
County’s approach to utilizing the existing setting information in the Background
Report.
O5-25

The comment states that the draft EIR does not include the existing
environmental setting, and the Background Report does not adequately describe
existing conditions. Consistent with the County’s adopted Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines (ISAG), the draft EIR evaluates impacts to “community
character” as a land use and planning topic that addresses visual aspects of the
built environment, as follows. It provides a detailed analysis of whether
implementation of the 2040 General Plan would result in physical development
that is incompatible with land uses, architectural form or style, site design/layout,
or density/parcel sizes within Existing Communities. The basis for this threshold
of significance is described on page 4.11-2. This impact analysis is provided in
draft EIR Section 4.11, “Land Use and Planning,” in Impact 4.11-1 (pages 4.1118 to 4.11-21). Existing community character is described in Section 3.5,
“General Plan and Area Plan Land Use Designations,” of the Background Report.
The introduction to Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,” in the draft EIR refers the reader to
Section 4.11 for a discussion of community character and explains that the
analysis in the aesthetics section is focused on “potential impacts on the
character of public views” (draft EIR page 4.1-1). Between Section 4.1 and 4.11,
the draft EIR addresses impacts to the existing visual character of the
unincorporated area, using somewhat different terminology than the commenter.
Refer to the response to comment O5-24 for discussion of the draft EIR analysis
of aesthetic impacts in Section 4.1, which includes detailed analysis of impacts to
existing visual resources, which the County generally refers to as “scenic
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resources.” Refer also to Master Response MR-6, which explains the County’s
approach to utilizing the existing setting information in the Background Report.
O5-26

The introduction to Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,” in the draft EIR states: “Comments
on the notice of preparation included concerns regarding…aesthetic impacts
related to oil and gas development. These comments are addressed in this
section, as appropriate.”
Although public comments received on the NOP frequently relate to oil and gas
development (see response to comment O5-9 regarding areas of controversy), the
EIR is intended to evaluate the effects of implementing the 2040 General Plan
throughout the entire unincorporated area. For this reason, the draft EIR does not
specifically discuss existing oil and gas facilities and their relationship to scenic
resources. Nor is this required under CEQA as an agency is charged with evaluating
the impacts of a projects on the environment, not existing facilities. The aesthetic
impacts of future oil and gas development that could occur during the plan horizon
are acknowledged in Impacts 4.1-1, 4.1-3, and 4.1-4. As described on page 4.1-12
of the draft EIR, the environmental setting for the analysis is provided in Section 8.3,
“Scenic Resources,” of the Background Report.

O5-27

Thresholds of significance are the benchmark against which projects are
evaluated to determine whether physical environmental changes that could be
reasonably expected to result from project implementation would be “significant”
as determined by the lead agency. The thresholds can be qualitative or
quantitative, and the determination of significance can vary based upon context.
Public agencies are encouraged to develop and publish thresholds of
significance that are used in the determination of the significance of
environmental effects (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7(b)). The current ISAG,
last amended by the County in April of 2011, set forth the standard threshold
criteria and methodology used in determining whether a project could have a
significant effect on the environment. The ISAG were originally adopted in 1992
by the directors of those County agencies/departments responsible for evaluating
environmental issues and by the County’s Environmental Quality Advisory
Committee following a public outreach process that included public notification
and workshops, and appropriate revisions. Similarly, all subsequent amendments
to the ISAG have included public notification and review prior to their adoption in
accordance with State CEQA Guidelines and the County’s Administrative
Supplement to State CEQA Guidelines.
For the purpose of evaluating the potential environmental effects of implementing
the 2040 General Plan, the thresholds of significance are based on the ISAG, as
well as the checklist presented in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines;
best available data; and the applicable regulatory standards of the County and
federal and state agencies with jurisdiction over the resources at issue. As
explained in Section 4.1, “Environmental Impact Analysis” (page 4-1), and
described in detail for each resource analysis, “deviation from the ISAG
thresholds, which were established by the County to evaluate the impacts of
individual projects, was sometimes necessary to appropriately consider the
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programmatic nature of a general plan for the entire unincorporated area, and to
incorporate the 2019 revisions to the Appendix G checklist.”
In each of the resource-specific sections of the draft EIR (Sections 4.1 through
4.17), the “Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures” subsection identifies
the thresholds used to determine the level of significance of the environmental
impacts for the resource topic, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126. These thresholds appropriately set the parameters for what is
evaluated in the EIR.
As explained in responses to comments O5-24 and O5-25, Section 4.1,
“Aesthetics,” in the draft EIR provides a discussion of potential impacts on the
character of public views. Page 4.1-13 of the draft EIR explains that the
thresholds of significance established in the draft EIR combine the County’s
adopted ISAG with the 2019 revisions to the Appendix G checklist. Specifically,
Impact 4.1-2 addresses whether implementation of the 2040 General Plan would
have a significant aesthetic impact if it would substantially obstruct, degrade,
obscure, or adversely affect the character of a scenic vista (defined as a
viewshed that includes scenic resources) that is visible from a public viewing
location (defined as any physical area accessible to the public and from which a
scenic resource is visible).
Potential effects on visual character are discussed in both Impact 4.1-1
(Physically Alter a Scenic Resource that is Visible from a Public Viewing
Location) and Impact 4.1-2 (Substantially Obstruct, Degrade, Obscure, or
Adversely Affect the Character of a Scenic Vista that is Visible from a Public
Viewing Location). Both impacts are determined to be less than significant. As
summarized on page 4.1-25, “future development under the 2040 General Plan
would not obstruct, degrade, obscure, or adversely affect the character of a
scenic vista that is visible from a public viewing location, or adversely affect
visual character.”
O5-28

The comment states that the thresholds of significance for agriculture and
forestry resources are over inclusive. See response to comment O5-27, above,
regarding thresholds of significance. Section 4.2, “Agriculture and Forestry
Resources,” in the draft EIR provides a discussion of the project’s potential
impacts on agriculture and forestry resources. Pages 4.2-3 and 4.2-4 of the draft
EIR explain that the thresholds of significance established in the draft EIR
combine the County’s adopted ISAG with the 2019 revisions to the Appendix G
checklist. Implementation of the 2040 General Plan would have a significant
impact on agricultural and forestry resources if it would
Result in the direct and/or indirect loss Prime Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local
Importance (defined as “Farmland” or “Important Farmland” in CEQA,
pursuant to guidance in CEQA Section 21095 and State CEQA Guidelines
Appendix G). Any project that would result in the direct and/or indirect loss
of agricultural soils meeting or exceeding the following criteria would be
considered as having a significant impact: [see table provided on page
4.2-4 of the draft EIR]
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Thus, while the commenter is correct that CEQA does not include Farmland of
Local Importance in its definition of “Farmland” or “Important Farmland,” the
County’s adopted ISAG does include Farmland of Local Importance in its
threshold of significance criteria (ISAG, page 47).
Potential effects on Important Farmland are discussed under Impact 4.2-1 (Loss
of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and
Farmland of Local Importance). This impact would be potentially significant and
mitigation measures are provided (see draft EIR pages 4.2-9 through 4.2-17).
Even with mitigation, the draft EIR concludes that the impact would be significant
and unavoidable because “[e]stablishing agricultural conservation easements
would conserve Important Farmland within the county but would not prevent the
loss of existing Important Farmland. There are no actions or policies that the
County could feasibly mandate to fully replace the loss of Important Farmland.”
Refer to Master Response MR-5 for discussion of the location of Important
Farmland in the unincorporated area and the feasibility of Mitigation Measure
AG-2. Refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion of the County’s regional
housing needs and 2021-2029 Housing Element Update.
O5-29

Mitigation Measure AG-1 is clear and enforceable, as described in the draft EIR.
This mitigation measure requires the County to condition project-level approvals
of discretionary development on Important Farmland to avoid direct loss of
Important Farmland to the extent feasibly possible. As explained on page 4.2-17
of the draft EIR, the overall effectiveness of this mitigation measure will depend
on the feasibility of avoiding conversion of Farmland at the individual project
level. The draft EIR contemplates that there will be indirect and direct loss of
Important Farmland in instances where avoiding conversion of Important
Farmland is not feasible. Consequently, the draft EIR concludes that even with
application of this mitigation measure, in combination with Mitigation Measure
AG-2 (which requires project proponents to acquire agricultural conservation
easements to provide compensatory mitigation for loss of Important Farmland
where avoidance is infeasible), implementation of the 2040 General Plan would
result in loss of Important Farmland. As a result, the draft EIR concludes that this
impact would be significant and unavoidable.
The case cited commenter, Preserve Wild Santee v. City of Santee (2012) 210
Cal.App.4th 260 (“Preserve Wild Santee”), at page 281, states that,
while the EIR contains measures to mitigate the loss of Quino
[checkerspot butterfly] habitat, the EIR does not describe the actions
anticipated for active management of the Quino within the preserve. The
EIR also does not specify performance standards or provide other
guidelines for the active management requirement.
The court found this mitigation measure to be inadequate because the City
improperly deferred formulation of measures to protect Quino habitat. Here,
Mitigation Measure AG-1 is distinguishable from the project-level mitigation
measure at issue in Preserve Wild Santee. Indeed, the Preserve Wild Santee
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court specifically recognized the amount of detail available at the general plan
stage is reduced, stating that, when the:
kinds of impacts for which mitigation is known to be feasible, but where
practical considerations prohibit devising such measures early in the
planning process (e.g., at the general plan amendment or rezone stage),
the agency can commit itself to eventually devising measures that will
satisfy specific performance criteria articulated at the time of project
approval. Where future action to carry a project forward is contingent on
devising means to satisfy such criteria, the agency should be able to rely
on its commitment as evidence that significant impacts will in fact be
mitigated (Preserve Wild Santee, supra, at p. 280).
The requirement of Mitigation Measure AG-1 - to require avoidance of direct loss
of Important Farmland to the extent feasible - is clearly, readily enforceable and
entirely appropriate at this programmatic level of CEQA review.
As stated in Mitigation Measure AG-1 itself, the County will implement this
mitigation measure, along with Mitigation Measure AG-2 as needed, by imposing
conditions of approval on projects requiring discretionary land use entitlements
that could result in a direct loss of Important Farmland. The County has the legal
authority to do so based on its constitutional police power derived from Article XI,
Section 7 of the California Constitution.
O5-30

Refer to Master Response MR-5 regarding the feasibility of Mitigation Measure
AG-2.

O5-31

The comment asserts that the amount of construction that would occur under the
2040 General Plan is not included in the draft EIR. Table 4.3-1 of the draft EIR
includes all land use development assumptions made to conduct emissions
modeling. As described in the methodology on page 4.3-3, “Although the exact
timing of construction activity over this period is unknown, for the purposes of
modeling, it was assumed that development would occur gradually in equal
annual increments over this time period.” Appendix A of the draft EIR explicitly
defines the assumed amount of development for each year of construction. No
revisions to the draft EIR are required.

O5-32

The comment asserts that air quality impacts are likely undercounted due to the
assumed linear progression of construction. As discussed on page 4.3-3 of the
draft EIR, “Construction-related emissions are difficult to quantify with a high
degree of accuracy at the general plan level because such emissions are
dependent on the characteristics and circumstances of future individual
development projects that are not known at this time.” Impact 4.3-2 concludes
that construction-generated air pollutant emissions would be potentially
significant and includes mitigation, as required by CEQA. On page 4.3-14, the
draft EIR acknowledges that “as actual construction phasing is not known, it is
possible that emissions may exceed or be below modeled emissions shown in
Table 4.3-2.” Further, the draft EIR concludes that “it is likely that emissions
would exceed countywide and Ojai Valley thresholds at some point during
buildout of the 2040 General Plan” (page 4.3-14). A revision to the construction
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emissions modeling would not result in a change to the impact conclusion, which
states that: “because ozone precursor emissions could remain above
recommended thresholds and the fact that Ventura County is in nonattainment
for ozone with respect to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), this impact would be
significant and unavoidable.” No revisions to the draft EIR are required.
O5-33

Refer to Master Response MR-2 regarding growth projections and buildout
assumptions used in the draft EIR.

O5-34

Refer to Master Response MR-4 regarding feasibility of 2040 General Plan
policies related to oil and gas.

O5-35

Refer to response to comment O5-40, below, regarding thresholds of significance
used in Section 4.3, “Air Quality.”

O5-36

The comment asserts that adding “to the extent feasible” makes Mitigation
Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b ineffective. However, in this context “feasible”
means that this mitigation measure shall be applied to future discretionary
projects under the 2040 General Plan when and to the extent it is “capable of
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time,
taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological
factors” as determined by the County in the context of such future projects. This
definition is consistent with the definition of “feasible” set forth in CEQA (at Pub.
Res. Code § 21066.1) and CEQA Guidelines section 15164. The County will be
solely responsible for making this feasibility determination in accordance with
CEQA. The text of Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b have been revised in
the final EIR; the term “feasible” has been removed from Mitigation Measure AQ1a and Mitigation Measure AQ-1b has been revised to include this definition.
Additionally, Mitigation Measure AQ-1b has also been revised for consistency
with the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District’s recommendation that
measures to reduce construction-related emissions be incorporated into every
project requiring discretionary County approval as explained in response to
comment A14-2. Revisions made to Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b are
provided below.
Mitigation Measure AQ-1a: New Policy HAZ-X: Construction Air Pollutant Best Management
Practices

The County shall include the following new Policy HAZ-X in the 2040
General Plan.

Policy HAZ-X: Construction Air Pollutant Best Management
Practices
Discretionary development projects that will generate constructionrelated air emissions shall be required by the County to incorporate
best management practices (BMPs) to reduce emissions. These
BMPs shall include the measures recommended by VCAPCD in its
Air Quality Assessment Guidelines or otherwise to the extent
applicable to the project.
Ventura County
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The County shall ensure that discretionary development will, to the
extent feasible, incorporate best management practices (BMPs) to
reduce emissions to be less than applicable thresholds. These
BMPs include but are not limited to the most recent VCAPCD
recommendations for construction BMPs (per the Air Quality
Assessment Guidelines or as otherwise identified by VCAPCD).
Mitigation Measure AQ-1b: New Implementation Program HAZ-X: Construction Air Pollutant
Best Management Practices

The County shall include the following new implementation program in the
2040 General Plan.
Implementation Program HAZ-X: Construction Air Pollutant
Best Management Practices
Implementation Program HAZ-X: Construction Air Pollutant Best
Management Practices
Applicants for future dDiscretionary development projects that
would will generate construction-related air emissions that exceed
applicable thresholds, will shall be required to include, but are not
limited to, the following types of emission reduction mitigation
measures and potentially others, as recommended by VCAPCD (in
its Air Quality Assessment GuidelinesGuidance or otherwise), to
the extent feasible and applicable to the project as determined by
the County: The types of measures shall include but are not limited
to: maintaining equipment per manufacturer specifications;
lengthening construction duration to minimize number of vehicle
and equipment operating at the same time during the summer
months; use of Tier 3 at a minimum, or Tier 4 if commercially
available diesel engines in all off-road construction diesel
equipment, at a minimum; and, if feasible1 using electric-powered
or other alternative fueled equipment in place of diesel powered
equipment (whenever feasible).
1. “Feasible” means that this mitigation measure shall be applied to
future discretionary projects under the 2040 General Plan when
and to the extent it is “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into
account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological
factors” as determined by the County in the context of such future
projects based on substantial evidence. This definition is consistent
with the definition of “feasible” set forth in CEQA (Pub. Res. Code,
§ 21066.1) and the CEQA Guidelines section 15164). The County
shall be solely responsible for making this feasibility determination
in accordance with CEQA.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b would be required for
future discretionary development under implementation of the 2040 General
Plan. Because of the programmatic nature of the 2040 General Plan and the
draft EIR, it is unknown at this time the details of future discretionary projects that
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may require construction mitigation, to what extent the mitigation would be
required, and what specific measures would be applicable and feasible for each
individual project. In addition, future discretionary projects would be required to
comply with Policy HAZ-10.12, which states: “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.” The County will apply Mitigation
Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b to achieve the provisions of Policy HAZ-10.12.
O5-37

The comment correctly points out that the first two bullets of Mitigation Measure
AQ-2b, Implementation Program HAZ-X: Fugitive Dust Best Management
Practices, are duplicative. The County agrees with this comment and in response
to this comment, Mitigation Measure AQ-2b has been revised to remove the
duplicative bullet point (page 4.3-15). Mitigation Measure AQ-2b has also been
revised for consistency with the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District’s
recommendation that measures to reduce construction-related fugitive dust be
incorporated into every project requiring discretionary County approval:
Mitigation Measure AQ-2b: New Implementation Program HAZ-X: Fugitive Dust Best
Management Practices

The County shall include the following new implementation program in the
2040 General Plan.
Implementation Program HAZ-X: Fugitive Dust Best
Management Practices
Applicants for future dDiscretionary development projects that which
will generate construction-related fugitive dust emissions that exceed
applicable thresholds will shall be required by the County to include,
but are not limited to, the types of mitigation dust reduction measures
recommended by VCAPCD’s in its Air Quality Assessment
Guidelines, or otherwise, to the extent feasible and applicable to the
project such as:






The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earth moving, or
excavation operations shall be minimized to prevent excess
amounts of dust.
The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earth moving, or
excavation operations shall be minimized to prevent excess
amounts of dust.
Pre-grading/excavation activities shall include watering the area
to be graded or excavated before commencement of grading or
excavation operations. Application of watering (preferably
reclaimed, if available) should penetrate sufficiently to minimize
fugitive dust during grading activities.
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Fugitive dust produced during grading, excavation, and
construction activities shall be controlled by the following
activities:














O5-38

2-276

All trucks shall be required to cover their loads as required
by California Vehicle Code Section 23114.
All graded and excavated material, exposed soil areas, and
active portions of the construction site, including unpaved
on-site roadways, shall be treated to prevent fugitive dust.
Treatment shall include, but not necessarily be limited to,
periodic watering, application of environmentally-safe soil
stabilization materials, and/or roll-compaction as appropriate.
Watering shall be done as often as necessary and reclaimed
water shall be used whenever possible.

Graded and/or excavated inactive areas of the construction site
shall be monitored by (indicate by whom) at least weekly for dust
stabilization. Soil stabilization methods, such as water and rollcompaction, and environmentally-safe dust control materials,
shall be periodically applied to portions of the construction site
that are inactive for over four days. If no further grading or
excavation operations are planned for the area, the area should
be seeded and watered until grass growth is evident, or
periodically treated with environmentally-safe dust suppressants,
to prevent excessive fugitive dust.
Signs shall be posted on-site limiting traffic to 15 miles per hour
or less.
During periods of high winds (i.e., wind speed sufficient to cause
fugitive dust to impact adjacent properties), all clearing, grading,
earth moving, and excavation operations shall be curtailed to the
degree necessary to prevent fugitive dust created by on-site
activities and operations from being a nuisance or hazard, either
off-site or on-site. The site superintendent/supervisor shall use
his/her discretion in conjunction with VCAPCD when winds are
excessive.
Adjacent streets and roads shall be swept at least once per day,
preferably at the end of the day, if visible soil material is carried
over to adjacent streets and roads.
Personnel involved in grading operations, including contractors
and subcontractors, should be advised to wear respiratory
protection in accordance with California Division of Occupational
Safety and Health regulations.

Regarding the thresholds of significance used in the analysis, refer to response
to comment O5-40.
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The comment asserts that the draft EIR fails to apply all feasible mitigation to air
pollutant emissions and does not explain why additional feasible mitigation
measures cannot be identified to reduce impacts to less than significant. The air
quality analysis in the draft EIR is consistent with VCAPCD guidance and
recommended thresholds. Consistent with VCAPCD guidance, Mitigation
Measures AQ-1a, AQ-1b, AQ-2a, and AQ-2b include all feasible construction
mitigation. Implementation of the best management practices included in these
mitigation measures typically achieves a reduction in particulate matter
emissions (both PM10 and PM2.5) of up to 75 percent (Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management District 2020:3-9). Further, the comment does not
suggest any additional mitigation measures that could be added to the draft EIR.
No additional feasible mitigation has been provided by VCAPCD or the
commenter, and no additional feasible mitigation has otherwise been identified,
to reduce construction-related impacts. The proposed 2040 General Plan policies
are not used to reduce Impact 4.3-3 to a less-than-significant level, as all policies
cannot be assumed to successfully reduce individual discretionary projects’
emissions below VCAPCD thresholds, particularly the more stringent thresholds
for Ojai Valley. Because of the programmatic nature of the draft EIR, it is
unknown what individual discretionary projects may require mitigation for
operational emissions and to what extent. As stated on page 4.3-18 of the draft
EIR: “Policies HAZ-10.5 and HAZ 10.12 would require that discretionary
development with significant adverse air quality impacts only be approved if it is
conditioned with all reasonable mitigation measures to avoid, minimize or
compensate for the impact.” The County has revised the language of Policy HAZ10.12 to replace the reference to “reasonable” mitigation measures with
“feasible” mitigation measures as shown in the Ventura County Planning
Commission hearing materials for July 16, 2020 (see exhibit for “Planning
Division Recommended Revisions to the 2040 General Plan”). To clarify the
discussion provided in the draft EIR, the County has made the following revisions
to the discussions of Policy HAZ-10.5 and HAZ-10.12 on page 4.3-18:
Policyies HAZ-10.5 states that the County shall work with applicants for
discretionary development projects to incorporate measures to reduce air
pollution impacts and greenhouse gas emissions, such as bike facilities,
solar water heating, solar space heating, electric appliances and
equipment, and zero and near-zero emission vehicles, and HAZ 10.12
would require that discretionary development with significant adverse air
quality impacts only be approved if it is conditioned with all feasible
reasonable mitigation measures to avoid, minimize or compensate for the
impact.
O5-39

The comment seeks additional analysis of health impacts associated with
operational emissions. The comment asserts that only one statement is made
regarding health impacts associated with reactive organic gases (ROG) and
oxides of nitrogen (NOX) emissions under Impact 4.3-3. In response to this
comment, the County has added the following text to Impact 4.3-3 (page 4.3-17)
to clarify and expand on the acute and chronic health impacts associated with
emissions of ROG and NOX that exceed VCAPCD thresholds of significance:
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As shown in Table 4.3-4, operational activities would result in emissions of
ROG and NOX that exceed the VCAPCD thresholds of significance for
both countywide and the Ojai Valley. As discussed in the “Thresholds of
Significance” section, VCAPCD developed these thresholds in
consideration of achieving and maintaining the NAAQS and CAAQS,
which represent concentration limits of criteria air pollutants and
precursors needed to adequately protect human health. Therefore, the
2040 General Plan’s contribution to operational criteria air pollutants and
precursors could result in greater acute or chronic health impacts
compared to existing conditions.
The addition of ROG and NOX, which are precursors to ozone, could result
in an increase in ambient concentrations in Ventura County and,
moreover, increase the likelihood that ambient concentrations exceed the
CAAQS and NAAQS. As summarized in the January 2020 Background
Report, human exposure to ozone may cause acute and chronic health
impacts including coughing, pulmonary distress, lung inflammation,
shortness of breath, and permanent lung impairment. Also, the increase in
operational emissions of PM10 could impede air quality planning efforts to
bring Ventura County into attainment of the CAAQS for PM10. However, it
would be misleading to correlate the levels of criteria air pollutant and
precursor emissions associated with implementation of the 2040 General
Plan to specific health outcomes to sensitive receptors. While the
description of the effects noted above could manifest in the recipient
receptors, actual effects on individuals depend on individual factors, such
as life stage (e.g., older adults are more sensitive), preexisting
cardiovascular or respiratory diseases, and genetic polymorphisms. Even
armed with this type of specific medical information (which is confidential
to the individual), there are wide ranges of potential health outcomes from
exposure to ozone precursors and particulates, from no effect to the
effects described above. Therefore, other than determining the types of
health effects that could occur, it would be speculative to more specifically
correlate exposure to ozone precursors and particulates from the 2040
General Plan to specific health outcomes to receptors. By evaluating
emissions of air pollutants against VCAPCD’s thresholds, it is foreseeable
that health complications associated with ozone and PM10 exposure could
be exacerbated to nearby sensitive receptors by operational emissions.
O5-40

The comment states that the draft EIR does not include an operational threshold
for carbon dioxide, PM10, or PM2.5. See response to comment O5-27, above,
regarding thresholds of significance. As discussed on page 4.3-5 of the draft EIR,
“Specifically, ISAG Section 1 states that the air quality assessment guidelines
published by VCAPCD should be used for determining thresholds of significance
for air quality impacts.” Regarding the evaluation of particulate matter (both PM10
and PM2.5), VCAPCD’s Air Quality Assessment Guidelines (AQAG) state:
Occasionally, the District may recommend that a project’s potential to
affect ambient particulate concentrations be analyzed with an appropriate
air pollutant dispersion computer model. The purpose of such an analysis
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is to help determine if the amount of dust that will be generated by projectrelated activities will cause an exceedance of an ambient particulate air
quality standard… If the District recommends a particulate modeling
analysis, it will provide guidance as to appropriate models and modeling
protocols (VCAPCD 2003:6-2).
VCAPCD does not recommend a threshold for every discretionary development
project. In neither its NOP scoping comment letter nor its draft EIR comment
letter did VCAPCD recommend ambient particulate concentration analysis.
However, Mitigation Measures AQ-2a and AQ-2b in the draft EIR aim to reduce
fugitive dust emissions associated with construction activities for all future
discretionary projects.
Regarding the evaluation of carbon monoxide (CO), VCAPCD has removed its
requirement to conduct CO hotspot modeling for discretionary development
projects, which was specified in VCAPCD’s NOP comment letter for the project
(see Appendix A of the draft EIR). VCAPCD stopped monitoring ambient CO
levels in early 2004, with the approval of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, because Ventura County is in attainment of the NAAQS and CAAQS for
CO. The substantial reduction in CO concentrations is due to reductions in CO
emissions from mobile sources with the addition of catalytic converters to all
vehicles. While CO hotspot modeling was not conducted for this project, it was
evaluated for its potential to exceed the CAAQS and NAAQS, which is
recommended by VCAPCD. As stated in the AQAG:
The location of a development project is a major factor in determining
whether it will cause or be impacted by localized, non-ozone air quality
impacts. The potential for adverse localized, non-ozone air quality impacts
increases as the distance between the source of such emissions and
sensitive populations decreases (VCAPCD 2003:6-1).
Implementation of the 2040 General Plan would result in individual developments
throughout the unincorporated area, not in a single location and thus, any CO
emissions attributed to individual developments would be highly localized. As
noted on page 4.3-20, of the draft EIR, “Ventura County is in attainment for CO
and is not projected to exceed CAAQS or NAAQS within the SCCAB…”
Thus, the draft EIR appropriately addressed the project’s potential operational
impacts related to particulate matter (both PM10 and PM2.5) and CO, per the
AQAG published by VCAPCD.
O5-41

The comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopted a final 2040 General
Plan. Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.A, “County’s Authority to
Regulate Oil and Gas Development,” regarding the policy issues raised by this
comment.

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-279

Comments and Responses to Comments

O5-42

The comment requests that the draft EIR state that operational emissions of
criteria air pollutant would exceed VCAPCD thresholds prior to the application of
mitigation measures. Page 4.3-19 of the draft EIR states: “Because Ventura
County is in nonattainment for ozone with respect to the CAAQS and NAAQS
and is in nonattainment for PM10 with respect to the CAAQS, future development
under the 2040 General Plan could contribute to the existing nonattainment
status. This impact would be potentially significant.” Impact 4.3-3 indeed makes a
significance determination based on the emissions reported in Table 4.3-4 prior
to discussing mitigation. No revisions to the draft EIR are required.

O5-43

In Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” Impact 4.3-3 (Result in a Net Increase in Long-Term
Operational Criteria Air Pollutant and Precursor Emissions That Exceed
VCAPCD-Recommended Thresholds) is found to result in a significant and
unavoidable impact. Page 4.3-19 of the draft EIR offers this explanation:
Because Ventura County is in nonattainment for ozone with respect to the
CAAQS and NAAQS and is in nonattainment for PM10 with respect to the
CAAQS, future development under the 2040 General Plan could
contribute to the existing nonattainment status…The 2040 General Plan
policies described above require implementation of all feasible mitigation
measures for all discretionary development projects. While individual
projects may be able to reduce emissions to levels below applicable
thresholds, the total emissions attributable to future development under
the 2040 General Plan would exceed VCAPCD’s thresholds and would be
a considerable contribution to cumulative air pollutants in the region. No
additional feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact.
The County has demonstrated a good faith effort to identify, evaluate, and
mitigate significant impacts. The commenter does not offer any feasible
mitigation measures that should be included. There is no improper deferral of
mitigation related to increasing emission of criteria air pollutants that exceed
VCAPCD thresholds.

O5-44

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

O5-45

Refer to Master Response MR-6, which explains the County’s approach to
utilizing the existing setting information in the Background Report. The comment
does not identify what relevant aspects of the regulatory setting are missing from
the EIR. Thus, no further response can be provided.
The second portion of this comment states that there is no single list of sensitive
species, but instead there is a list presented in the Background Report (draft EIR
Appendix B) and additions to the list included in draft EIR Section 4.1, “Biological
Resources.” The Background Report contains full lists of special-status plants
and wildlife that may occur in Ventura County based on the best available
scientific information in November 2016 (pages 8-32 to 8-44). The draft EIR
provides updates to those lists based on updated queries of relevant databases
performed during draft EIR preparation in 2019, which resulted in the addition of
75 special-status plant species and 10 special-status wildlife species (refer to
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draft EIR Table 4.4-1 starting at page 4.4-2 and Table 4.4-2 starting at page 4.47). Discretionary projects under the 2040 General Plan would provide updates to
these lists, based on standard practices currently in place, that reflect the best
available information at the time the project is proposed and for the relevant
project area. It is likely that the number and status of special status plant and
wildlife species in the county will change during the approximately 20-year
planning period of the 2040 General Plan.
O5-46

The comment states that the draft EIR impermissibly defers analysis of wildlife
nursery sites to future analysis. The environmental setting in Section 4.4,
“Biological Resources,” discusses native wildlife nursery sites and explains that
these sites “are not mapped for the plan area and would need to be identified
and evaluated at a project-specific level” (draft EIR page 4.4-10). Analysis is
appropriately provided, however, in Section 4.4.2, “Environmental Impacts and
Mitigation Measures,” in Impact 4.4-4 (Interfere with Resident or Migratory
Wildlife Corridors or Native Wildlife Nursery Sites) beginning on page 4.4-30 of
the draft EIR.
Mapping all potential wildlife nursery sites throughout the unincorporated county
would be infeasible and unnecessary for evaluation of the 2040 General Plan
because these resources are not static and could change during the 20-year plan
horizon and the precise location of future development is unknown at this time.
Instead, the draft EIR identifies prescriptive mitigation with clear performance
criteria to address the potential effects of future discretionary development
proposals. Through a proposed implementation program outlined in Mitigation
Measure BIO-1, the County would update the Biological Resources Assessment
report criteria in the ISAG to evaluate discretionary development that could
potentially impact nursery sites. Compensatory mitigation may include restoration
of native wildlife nursery sites, preserving the resources through a conservation
easement at a sufficient ratio to offset the loss of acreage and habitat function, or
purchasing credits at an existing authorized mitigation bank or in lieu fee program
(see pages 4.4-23 through 4.4-25 of the draft EIR). As explained on page 4.4-33:
[T]his mitigation measure would routinely reduce project-level impacts to
less than significant. However, due to the wide variety of future project
types, site conditions, and other circumstances associated with future
development, it is possible that there may be instances in which this
mitigation measure would not reduce impacts to a less than significant
level. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

O5-47

Section 4.4, “Biological Resources,” explains that CEQA requires a lead agency
to evaluate potential for a project to conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. However, because
no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans have
been adopted within the plan area of the 2040 General Plan, there is no potential
for conflict. Therefore, the potential for impact is not evaluated further. Potential
for conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources are
evaluated in Impact 4.4-5. Impacts related to potential conflicts with local policies
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or ordinances protecting biological resources would be less than significant (draft
EIR page 4.4-34).
For clarity, page 4.4-14 is revised as follows:

ISSUES NOT DISCUSSED FURTHER
Consistency with Adopted Habitat Conservation Plans
No habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans
have been adopted within the plan area of the 2040 General Plan. There
would be no impact due to conflict with conservation plans or natural
community conservation plans. This issue is not discussed further.
O5-48

The comment conflates language explaining the typical process of discretionary
development approval from the discussion in Section 4.4, “Biological Resources”
to mistakenly assert that the draft EIR concludes that impacts to special-status
species would be less than significant. In fact, the draft EIR does not conclude
that impacts would be less than significant based on compliance with regulations.
The draft EIR concludes that impacts on special-status species and habitat
(Impact 4.4-1); riparian habitat, sensitive plant communities, Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA), coastal beaches, sand dunes, and other
sensitive natural communities (Impact 4.4-2); wetlands and other waters (Impact
4.4-3); and wildlife corridors and nursery sites (Impact 4.4-4) are all determined
to be significant and unavoidable precisely because adherence to local, State,
and federal requirements may not result in impacts that are less than significant
for all potential discretionary development in the county through 2040.

O5-49

This comment states that mitigation is not provided to address the impact of
invasive nonnative species, which was introduced in Impact 4.4-1 of the draft
EIR. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (New Implementation Program COS-X: Protection
of Sensitive Biological Resources) has been edited to incorporate mitigation to
prevent the spread of invasive plants, noxious weeds, and invasive wildlife. Refer
to response to comment A3-5 for the full revision to Mitigation Measure BIO-1.

O5-50

The comment states that the draft EIR impermissibly defers responsibility for
imposing biological resource mitigation for impacts to riparian habitats to the
resource agencies. As discussed above, the draft EIR has not relied on future
review by the resource agencies to reduce biological impacts to a less-thansignificant level. Refer to response to comment O5-48. The comment references
text describing the existing regulatory requirements in the analysis of potential
impacts to riparian habitat, sensitive plant communities, ESHA, coastal beaches,
sand dunes, and other sensitive natural communities (Impact 4.4-2). The
discussion acknowledges the role of the resource agencies in the review and
approval of future discretionary development, provides feasible mitigation, and
concludes that the impact would be significant and unavoidable because there is
a possibility that the mitigation alone will not fully address all impacts “due to the
wide variety of future project types, site conditions, and other circumstances
associated with future development” (draft EIR page 4.4-28).

2-282

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

O5-51

This comment states that the draft EIR “implies” that focused surveys for
sensitive habitat, avoidance measures, and compensation are required, but that
there is no mitigation included that requires it. Impact 4.4-2 on pages 4.4-25
through 4.4-27 includes implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, which is
included in full text under Impact 4.4-1 on pages 4.4-23 through 4.4-25.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 includes requirements for reconnaissance-level and
focused surveys for sensitive habitats, avoidance measures for these resources,
and compensatory mitigation requirements. Impact 4.4-3 and 4.4-4 are handled
in the same manner for the respective resources addressed. This issue has been
addressed and further response is not required. Refer to response to comment
A3-5 for the full text of revised Mitigation Measure BIO-1, which addresses the
issues raised by this comment.

O5-52

Impacts related to historical, archaeological, tribal cultural, and paleontological
resources were evaluated on pages 4.5-12 through 4.6-26 of the draft EIR and
were determined to be significant and unavoidable. As explained in Impacts 4.5-1
through 4.5-4, protection of resources may not always be feasible, as it is
possible that both known and unknown resources could be damaged, altered, or
removed as a result of future development under the 2040 General Plan. These
significant and unavoidable impact conclusions were determined because it
cannot be known at this time, and would be speculative to determine, that
implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1a, CUL-1b, CUL-1c, CUL-2, CUL-3,
CUL-4, or CUL-4 would reduce all potential impacts associated with historical,
archaeological, tribal cultural, and paleontological resources to less-thansignificant levels. Refer to response to comment O5-6 and O5-8 for additional
information related to appropriate level of detail for programmatic analysis of the
2040 General Plan.

O5-53

The comment asserts that the discussion of environmental settings in the draft
EIR energy section and 2040 General Plan are incomplete and does not clearly
describe the energy consumption, energy mix, and energy efficiency under the
current general plan. The comment also points to an EIR produced by another
county as an example of an adequate discussion.
The draft EIR provides existing natural gas and electricity consumption in the
unincorporated county (total and per capita) to inform the analysis conducted in
Section 4.6, “Energy.” Refer to Impact 4.6-1 (Result in the Wasteful, Inefficient, or
Unnecessary Consumption of Energy Resources or Conflict with or Impede State
or Local Plans for Renewable Energy or Energy Efficiency) starting at page 4.618. Refer to also Table 4.6-2 (page 4.6-20). The comment does not address what
specific information or data are missing from the draft EIR analysis of energy
impacts. No further response can be provided.

O5-54

The comment states that the draft EIR fails to apply two required energy
significance thresholds identified in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.
Also, that these thresholds were conflated into a single analysis that concerned
only wasteful consumption and did not evaluate conflicts with state and local
plans relating to energy.
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Both thresholds were applied in a single impact analysis because the state plans
and policies for energy efficiency and renewable energy in California are created
by the California Energy Commission under authority of the Warren Alquist Act.
As stated in the draft EIR, this Act was established to reduce the wasteful,
inefficient and unnecessary use of energy resources. Because the terms
“wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary” are not explicitly defined in State
regulations, the 2040 General Plan’s consistency with policies and plans
developed under the Warren Alquist Act, such as the California Energy
Commission’s Integrated Energy Policy Report, State energy codes, and
Renewable Portfolio Standards indicates that the 2040 General Plan is
supporting the state’s vision of actions necessary to abate the wasteful,
inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy resources. The assertation
that “no analysis is provided relating whether to 2040 General Plan conflicts with
state or local plans relating to energy” is inaccurate. The analysis of Impact 4.6-1
on page 4.6-21 of the draft EIR evaluates the proposed 2040 General Plan’s
consistency with the Integrated Energy Policy Report, which is the State’s
guiding document on statewide energy resource planning. Page 4.6-22 of the
draft EIR evaluates the 2040 General Plan’s consistency with local energy goals
adopted by the Ventura County Regional Energy Alliance.
O5-55

The comment asserts that the draft EIR fails to adequately identify policies that
will reduce impacts relating to wasteful and inefficient energy consumption and
that the energy impact conclusion is unfounded and not supported with evidence.
It additionally asserts that there are only two proposed policies (COS-8.7 and
COS-U) for ensuring that there is no wasteful or inefficient energy consumption
across the entire 2040 General Plan area for the next 20 years.
The energy section was produced in compliance with the thresholds included in
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and the draft EIR impact conclusion of
less than significant is supported by substantial evidence, with the draft EIR
discussion starting at page 4.6-20 listing numerous policies and programs
beyond Policy COS-8.7 and Implementation Program COS-U that support
reducing energy waste and inefficiency. The draft EIR does not identify additional
policies to “reduce impacts,” as the conclusion is that a less-than-significant
impact would result from implementation of the 2040 General Plan. Therefore,
no additional response is needed.

O5-56

The comment states that the draft EIR’s conclusions regarding consistency of the
2040 General Plan with statewide renewable energy plans and policies on pages
4.6-20 and 4.6-21 are not supported by substantial evidence because specific
policies are not listed or evaluated.
As explained in the draft EIR, the “State’s planning for renewable energy is
expressed through laws and regulations that mandate the deployment of
renewable and clean energy generation at the building and utility scales” (page
4.6-20). The analysis explains that the 2040 General Plan would not conflict with
or hinder the County’s compliance with these regulations. In fact, the analysis
provides specific examples of how the 2040 General Plan would support
attaining State standards. Specific policies cited in the analysis include the 2019
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Building Energy Efficiency Standards, the State’s renewable portfolio standards,
and local goals set by Ventura County Regional Energy Alliance.
The state’s overarching policy for renewable energy is the renewable portfolio
standards which apply to electric utilities, not local governments. Renewable
energy requirements for new construction are embedded into the mandatory
energy code requirements for residential buildings in Title 24 Part 6 of the 2019
California Energy Code, which the County is currently enforcing through its
building permit process. Statewide policies for renewable energy are also found
in the 2019 Integrated Energy Policy Report, which guides State agency decision
making, and within the Integrated Resource Management Plans of electric
utilities, which guide decisions made by those entities. These policies and plans
are described in the energy analysis found in Section 4.6, “Energy,” of the draft
EIR. The commenter does not provide any specific examples of other State plans
for renewable energy believed to be missing from the analysis. Therefore, no
revisions to the draft EIR have been made in response to this comment.
O5-57

Refer to response to comment O5-53, above, which explains that the
environmental setting included in the Background Report and draft EIR is
adequate for the draft EIR’s analysis of energy impacts. The comment also
expresses concerns about the employment data provided for the oil and gas
industry in the Background Report. This information is largely outside the scope
of the analysis in the draft EIR because economic and social changes are not
considered significant effects on the environment. These factors are considered
by public agencies together with technological and environmental factors when
“deciding whether changes in a project are feasible to reduce or avoid significant
effects on the environment identified in the EIR” (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15131[c]). While this information must be in the record to allow the lead agency
to consider the factors in reaching a decision, there is no requirement that it be
incorporated into the EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-6 for additional
discussion about how the Background Report was used to inform the analysis in
the draft EIR.

O5-58

Refer to Master Response MR-6, which explains the County’s approach to
utilizing the existing setting information in the Background Report. The draft EIR
(on page 4.7-1) refers readers to the specific section of the Background Report
(i.e., Section 11.1, “Geologic and Seismic Hazards”) where the regulatory setting
for geologic hazards can be found. The comment does not identify what relevant
aspects of the regulatory setting are missing from the EIR. Thus, no further
response can be provided.

O5-59

The comment asserts that the GHG reduction targets derived for the County are
not based on substantial evidence and that the 2040 General Plan uses the same
reduction targets as the State. Targets for reductions in mass GHG emissions are
based on a local emissions inventory. These are aligned with State reduction
targets and goals, as addressed further in Master Response MR-1.C.

O5-60

The comment suggests that two threshold options presented in the GHG analysis
of the draft EIR are unsubstantiated and that they are based on 2020 targets that
are inappropriate. The two options included in VCAPCD’s Greenhouse Gas
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Thresholds of Significance Options for Land Use Development Projects in
Ventura County are described in the draft EIR to set a context for local
interpretations of GHG significance thresholds. However, because they are
based on 2020 targets, the analysis and impact conclusions of the draft EIR do
not rely on either option presented for significance determination. As stated on
page 4.8-11 of the draft EIR, “The thresholds used to analyze potential
environmental impacts in this draft EIR are based on the criteria set forth in
Appendix G, Section VIII with the additional sections of the State CEQA
Guidelines described in the previous headings used as indicators to determine
consistency with the overarching objectives sought by the criteria.” The
significance thresholds used in the draft EIR include whether implementation of
the 2040 General Plan would:




Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment.
Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs.

No revisions to the draft EIR have been made in response to this comment.
O5-61

The comment asserts that Policies COS-7.2, COS-7.4, and COS-7.7 and
Implementation Program COS-M are likely preempted by federal law, violate
existing property rights or are infeasible, and that the draft EIR analysis of GHG
emissions is erroneous because it includes these policies and program. This
comment has been noted by the County; however, the comment does not
elaborate on which federal law, types of property rights, or indicators of feasibility
could potentially be affected by these policies and this program. Nor does the
comment explain why the draft EIR GHG emissions analysis is “erroneous”
because it includes these policies and this program. The draft EIR properly
analyzes the physical environmental consequences of implementation of the
2040 General Plan, including the above-mentioned policies and program. Also
refer to Master Response MR-4 regarding the feasibility of 2040 General Plan
policies related to oil and gas.

O5-62

The comment questions why GHG reductions are shown for 2030 when the
horizon year of the General Plan is 2040. As discussed on page B-13 in
Appendix B, “Climate Change,” of the Draft 2040 General Plan, “The GHG
Strategy is primarily focused on achieving the 2030 target and making substantial
progress in achieving the longer-term post-2030 goals.” This is because the
State has only set legislatively mandated GHG reduction targets for 2020 and
2030. The draft EIR provides GHG emissions forecasts (Table 4.8-2) and
reduction targets for 2030 and 2040 (Table 4.8-3) but, as described on page 4.839 of the draft EIR, “The actual benefit accrued for many of these policies and
implementation programs cannot be quantified at this time and in advance of
2040 General Plan adoption because data are not available or the degree to
which residences and businesses are likely to participate is unknown.”
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The comment also asserts that the 2040 General Plan should be considered for its
consistency with the State’s reduction targets as applied to 2040. As shown in
Table 4.8-3 on page 4.8-7 of the draft EIR, GHG reduction targets were
determined in 10-year increments, including 2020, 2030, 2040, and 2050. The
2040 reduction target developed for the County is based on an interpolation
between the State-mandated 2030 target pursuant to SB 32 of 2016 and the longterm reduction goal for 2050 pursuant to EO S-3-05. As stated on page 4.8-50 of
the draft EIR: “The State has not developed a plan or approach identifying the
policies needed to meet the State’s post-2030 reduction targets.” However, as
addressed in Impact 4.8-2 of the draft EIR, the 2040 General Plan is evaluated for
its consistency with applicable plans, policies, and regulations for the purpose of
reducing GHG emissions. In regards to the State’s GHG targets, page 4.8-50 of
the draft EIR explains, “Implementation of the 2040 General Plan, in combination
with State laws, regulations, and programs, would result in a downward GHG
emissions trajectory for the county that supports the Statewide reduction target for
2030 identified in 2017 Scoping Plan and the State’s post-2030 reduction goals,
including the Executive Order S-3-05 goal of reducing Statewide emissions to 80
percent below 1990 levels by 2050.” The draft EIR evaluates the project’s
consistency with the State’s long-term GHG reduction goals. No revisions to the
draft EIR have been made in response to this comment.
O5-63

Refer to Master Response MR-6, which explains the County’s approach to
utilizing the existing setting information in the Background Report. The draft EIR
(on page 4.9-1) refers readers to the specific sections of the Background Report
(i.e., Section 3.9, “Other Agency Plans;” Section 6.5, “Goods Movement;” Section
6.6, “Aviation Facilities and Services;” Section 11.3, “Wildfire Hazards;” Section
11.4, “Aviation Hazards;” Section 11.5, “Hazardous Materials;” and Section 12.2,
“Climate Change Effects”) where the regulatory setting for hazards, hazardous
materials, and wildfire can be found. The comment does not identify what
relevant aspects of the regulatory setting are missing from the EIR. Thus, no
further response can be provided.

O5-64

The comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-4,
Section MR-4.A, “County’s Authority to Regulate Oil and Gas Development,”
regarding the policy issues raised by this comment. However, this comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040
General Plan.

O5-65

The comment states that the analysis of Impact 4.9-1 does not consider the
existing oil and gas operations and the potential impacts of new County policies.
The analysis under Impact 4.9-1 (Create a Significant Hazard to the Public or the
Environment Through the Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous
Materials or Hazardous Waste) includes text describing the land use diagram of
the 2040 General Plan. The percentage of land in the Rural and Open Space
designations currently used for oil and gas exploration is not relevant to this
discussion because the EIR analyzes the effects of future land uses under the
2040 General Plan.
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Similarly, trucking of oil and gas is an existing practice in the County. There is no
allegation of impact in the draft EIR. The EIR is not tasked with validating, or
providing justification for, land use policies in the 2040 General Plan; rather, the
EIR evaluates whether implementation of the 2040 General Plan land use
diagram, policies, and implementation programs would result in potential
environmental effects.
The physical effects of pipeline construction are evaluated throughout the draft
EIR and are within the body of the potential ground disturbance assumed with
implementation of the 2040 General Plan. The draft EIR explains that,
“(p)roposed policies of the 2040 General Plan addressing flaring and trucking
associated with new discretionary oil and gas wells could result in the
construction and operation of new pipelines for the conveyance of oil, gas, or
produced water.” (page 4.9-12) Although there are constraints on siting linear
utilities, they are installed throughout the unincorporated county. For further
discussion of the proposal to require new oil and gas wells subject to
discretionary approval to use pipelines to transport oil and produced water, refer
to Impact 4.12-4 (Result in the Loss of Availability of a Known Petroleum
Resource That Would Be of Value to the Region and the Residents of the State)
beginning on page 4.12-22 of the draft EIR and Master Response MR-4.
The determination of significance is based on compliance with State law, federal
law, and 2040 General Plan policies and implementation programs that would
substantially lessen potential impacts related to the use, storage, transport, or
disposal of hazardous materials or hazardous waste. As stated in the comment,
specific policies and implementation programs in the 2040 General Plan are cited
in reaching this conclusion.
The analysis on page 4.9-12 of the draft EIR states:
In addition to existing State and federal laws and permitting processes, the
2040 General Plan would include several policies and implementation
programs that would reduce potential impacts related to hazardous
materials and hazardous waste. For example, Policies HAZ-5.1, HAZ-5.3,
HAZ-5.4, HAZ-5.6, and HAZ-12.3 address hazardous materials by directing
the County to manage its own hazardous materials and provide regulatory
oversight for discretionary projects and all facilities that store, use, or handle
hazardous materials. Policies HAZ-5.2, HAZ-5.5, HAZ-5.8, and HAZ-7.1
provide guidance for the location, operation, and management of
discretionary developments, including oil and gas exploration and
production sites such that future development would reduce potential
impacts to public health and the environment. Implementation Program J
protects people and the environmental from hazardous materials and waste
by requiring all businesses that handle hazardous materials to prepare
Hazardous Materials Business Plans and Hazardous Materials Response
Plans to ensure that emergency response plans for potential inadvertent
release of hazardous materials or waste are maintained and monitored.
Implementation Programs K and L require County facilities that could be the
source of a marine or onshore oil spill to share their prevention and
response plans with regulatory and emergency agencies.
2-288

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

The term “substantial evidence,” as used in the State CEQA Guidelines (Section
15284), means “enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this
information that a fair argument can be made to support the conclusion.” The
evaluation in Impact 4.9-1 provides substantial evidence to support the
conclusion. No revisions to the draft EIR have been made in response to this
comment.
O5-66

The comment states that Impacts 4.9-2 and 4.9-3 reference County Policies
HAZ-5.2, HAZ-5.5, HAZ-5.8, and HAZ-7.1 and Implementation Programs K and
L, but does not analyze of how these policies and programs would reduce
potential impacts. As described above in response to comment O5-65, these
impact determinations are based on compliance with existing regulations in
conjunction with the policies and programs proposed in the 2040 General Plan.
Both impact discussions state that Policies HAZ-5.2, HAZ-5.5, HAZ-5.8, and
HAZ-7.1 provide guidance for the location, operation, and management of
discretionary developments, including oil and gas exploration and production
sites, that would minimize the potential for adverse effects to people and the
environment in the event of accidental spills. The conclusions reached in the
draft EIR are supported by substantial evidence, providing decision-makers and
the public with the information required by CEQA to support the statutory goals of
the CEQA process. No revisions to the draft EIR have been made in response to
this comment.

O5-67

The comment states that the draft EIR does not consider impacts associated with
prohibiting development in certain locations and impacts associated with water
usage. The analysis of Impact 4.10-1, which begins on page 4.10-6 of the draft
EIR, evaluates whether implementation of the 2040 General Plan would
decrease the net quantity of a groundwater basin that is overdrafted or result in
overdraft of a basin. Policy HAZ-2.1 limits land use in the regulatory floodway to
open space, agriculture, or passive to low intensity recreational uses so that the
floodway’s principle use is safe conveyance of floodwater. Through Policy HAZ4.14, the County would not allow development in potential seiche hazard areas
unless a geotechnical engineering investigation is performed and appropriate
safeguards are incorporated into the project design.
In both cases, the policies would apply to limited areas within or adjacent to
surface waters that would not support substantial development and associated
groundwater use. Therefore, an analysis of indirect effects on groundwater
withdraw due to implementation of the policies is not included in the draft EIR.

O5-68

The comment states that the draft EIR does not support its conclusions regarding
water quality and overdraft with substantial evidence. Impact 4.10-3, beginning
on page 4.10-10 of the draft EIR, evaluates whether implementation of the 2040
General Plan would result in any increase in groundwater extraction in areas
where the groundwater basin and/or hydrologic unit condition is not well known
or documented and there is evidence of overdraft based upon declining water
levels in a well or wells. The analysis that follows provides sufficient evidence to
support the less than significant impact conclusion.
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Although “a precise, project-level analysis of impacts to underlying groundwater
basins of any future development under the 2040 General Plan cannot be
performed at this time” due to the “programmatic nature of the 2040 General
Plan,” the County notes that “all future development subject to the County’s
discretionary approval during the plan horizon of the 2040 General Plan would be
analyzed for potential impacts according to CEQA” (see page 4.10-10 of the draft
EIR). The analysis continues (draft EIR page 4.10-11),
County Ordinance 4468 prohibits new water wells in the unincorporated
county in many groundwater basins, limiting groundwater extraction within
the county. These prohibitions would not be removed until GSAs are
formed and have completed GSPs per the SGMA (Appendix B). The
regulatory framework established by SGMA sets forth requirements under
which groundwater basins will be characterized, monitored, and regulated.
This is anticipated to substantially reduce the uncertainty of consequences
associated with groundwater extraction.
Therefore, the County has based its conclusion on the regulatory framework
established by SGMA, the project-level CEQA evaluation required for
subsequent projects, and the limited extraction that can occur under Ordinance
4468 prior to adoption of groundwater sustainability plans. These provide
relatively prescriptive requirements of discretionary development under the 2040
General Plan to support the conclusion that the plan would not result in
groundwater extraction in areas where there is evidence of overdraft.
Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.
O5-69

The comment asserts that the analysis of Impact 4.10-6 (Impact 4.10-6: Increase
Surface Water Consumptive Use (Demand) in a Fully Appropriated Stream
Reach, as Designated by SWRCB, or Where Unappropriated Surface Water Is
Unavailable) beginning on page 4.10-13 of the draft EIR relies on and “uncertain
and unstable water supply,” calling into question the subsequent impact
determination. The comment does not provide further specifics about which data
is unstable or how that could affect the significance determination. Therefore, a
detailed response to this concern cannot be provided.
Note that this threshold is intended to look at potential effect of consumptive use
only on fully appropriated stream reaches. As defined in the draft EIR (page 4.103), these are streams where “there is insufficient supply, during specified months
or year-round, for new water right applications.” The designation of “fully
appropriated” is made by SWRCB. The analysis concludes that the impact is less
than significant because the appropriation of water occurs at the State level, the
County cannot authorize additional consumptive use of these waters. Further,
discretionary development is required to demonstrate provision of access to
adequate water supply through the permit application process.
For additional discussion of the potential effects of consumptive use, the
commenter is referred to Impact 4.10-1 (Directly or Indirectly Decrease the Net
Quantity of Groundwater in a Groundwater Basin That Is Overdrafted or Create
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an Overdrafted Groundwater Basin) on page 4.10-6 of the draft EIR, Impact 4.102 (Result in Net Groundwater Extraction That Causes Overdrafted Basins in
Groundwater Basins That Are Not Overdrafted or Are Not in Hydrologic
Continuity with an Overdrafted Basin) on page 4.10-9, Impact 4.10-3 9 (Result in
Any Increase in Groundwater Extraction in Areas Where the Groundwater Basin
and/or Hydrologic Unit Condition Is Not Well Known or Documented and There Is
Evidence of Overdraft Based upon Declining Water Levels in a Well or Wells) on
page 4.10-10, and Impact 4.10-7 (Increase Surface Water Consumptive Use
(Demand) Including Diversion or Dewatering Downstream Reaches, Resulting in
an Adverse Impact on One or More of the Beneficial Uses Listed in the
Applicable Basin Plan) on page 4.10-15.
O5-70

The comment states that the draft EIR does not analyze or reconcile the
inconsistency between the 2040 General Plan and the Ventura Avenue Plan. As
described in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” (draft EIR page 3-10) the County
assessed the goals, policies, and programs in the existing Area Plans as part of
the General Plan update process. The North Ventura Avenue Area Plan was
reviewed and assessed to compare the Area Plan goals, policies, and programs
with 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and programs to ensure internal
consistency. The North Ventura Area Plan is a component of the 2040 General
Plan under evaluation in the draft EIR.
Specific to petroleum resources, the County determined that no policies or
programs unique to the North Ventura Avenue Area Plan were relevant to the
evaluation of potential effects related to oil and gas under the established
thresholds of significance (draft EIR page 4.12-7). Whether an Area Plan
contemplates or intends to offer support to any particular industry is outside the
scope of the environmental analysis. No revisions to the draft EIR have been
made in response to this comment.

O5-71

Refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion of why the draft EIR correctly
excludes discussion and analysis of the County’s projected housing needs for the
2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation and 2021-2029 Housing
Element update.

O5-72

Refer to Master Response MR-6, which explains the County’s approach to
utilizing the existing setting information in the Background Report. The draft EIR
(on page 4.11-1) refers readers to the specific sections of the Background Report
(i.e., Chapter 3, “Land Use,” and Section 8.3, “Scenic Resources”) where the
regulatory setting for land use and planning can be found. The comment does
not identify what relevant aspects of the regulatory setting are missing from the
EIR. Thus, no further response can be provided.

O5-73

The comment suggests that there is a lack of evidence to support the assumption
provided in the methodology for determining potential land use impacts that “the
2040 General Plan would comply with relevant Guidelines for Orderly
Development, greenbelt agreements, and the Save Open Space & Agricultural
Resources (SOAR) initiative measure for Ventura County’s unincorporated
areas” (draft EIR page 4.11-2). However, the comment does not provide
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substantial evidence that the County’s proposed General Plan would conflict with
the County’s existing guidelines and agreements.
Subsequent projects under the jurisdiction of the County’s discretionary approval
would be reviewed for compliance with the 2040 General Plan, as well as
relevant Guidelines for Orderly Development, greenbelt agreements, and SOAR.
Where regulatory requirements or permitting requirements exist, it is assumed
that compliance with these regulations would occur. The draft EIR identifies
mitigation measures (i.e., new and revised policies and programs) only where
there is not an existing, mandatory permit process or regulatory requirement with
clear performance standards and prescriptive actions to address potential
environmental effects. Refer also to Master Response MR-2 for discussion of
2040 General Plan consistency with the Guidelines for Orderly Development and
SOAR initiative.
O5-74

Refer to response to comment O5-70. The Area Plans are part of the whole of
the project under evaluation. The ISAG threshold requiring an analysis of
consistency with applicable Area Plans is designed for project-level review. Here,
application of the thresholds would result in a circular analysis of whether the
2040 General Plan is compatible with itself.

O5-75

The comment states that the draft EIR's land use analysis relies on an unclear
project description. The Existing Community and Urban land use designations
have been converted to area designations that encompass the more specific land
use designations established in the 2040 General Plan. Chapter 3, “Project
Description,” of the draft EIR (page 3-5) explains that the “current Existing
Community and Urban designations were retained as new area designations in
the 2040 General Plan.” The designations are depicted in Figure 3-3 and defined
as key terms on pages 3-21 and 3-22. The Existing Community area designation
(2040 General Plan Policy LU-1.2 and policies under Goal LU-3) identifies
existing urban residential, commercial, or industrial enclaves located outside
areas designated as Urban. This designation recognizes existing land uses in
unincorporated areas that have been developed with urban building intensities
and urban land uses; contains these enclaves within specific areas to prevent
further expansion; and limits the building intensity and land use to previously
established levels. The Urban area designation, referred to in the County’s
SOAR initiative, is used to depict existing and planned urban centers. These
include commercial and industrial uses, as well as residential uses where the
building intensity is greater than one principal dwelling unit per 2 acres. In the
existing General Plan, Urban was a land use designation that described
allowable land uses. In the 2040 General Plan, this is an “area” designation that
is only used to define a geographic area for purposes of SOAR implementation.
These issues are discussed in more detail Master Response MR-2.

O5-76

Refer to Master Response MR-3 regarding RHNA and the timing of the 2040
General Plan.

O5-77

The draft EIR analyzes, at a programmatic level, the physical changes that could
occur upon implementation of the 2040 General Plan. While policies and
programs relevant to each resource topic (specifically, those relevant to the
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impact analysis performed under the significance criteria for that topic) are
identified throughout the draft EIR in Sections 4.1 through 4.17, the complete
draft 2040 General Plan was reviewed in preparation of the draft EIR. Policy LU4.2 is specifically considered in the analysis of Impact 4.11-1 (Result in Physical
Development That Is Incompatible With Land Uses, Architectural Form Or Style,
Site Design/Layout, Or Density/Parcel Sizes Within Existing Communities). The
policy requires the County to “ensure that zoning designations are consistent with
the General Land Use Diagrams.” The physical effects of implementing the land
use diagram in the 2040 General Plan are analyzed throughout the draft EIR.
Therefore, all reasonably foreseeable direct and indirect impacts of a zoning
code consistent with the General Plan Land Use Diagram were evaluated in the
draft EIR. No improper segmentation of the project has occurred. Also, refer to
response to comment O5-20, which explains that if a zoning ordinance update is
required, the reasonably foreseeable impacts of changes related to the new
Parks and Recreation land use designation have been evaluated in the draft EIR,
consistent with the requirements of CEQA.
O5-78

The comment states that the draft EIR relies on 2040 General Plan Policy LU17.4 and asserts that this policy is likely inconsistent with vested rights and/or
preempted by State or federal law. This policy prohibits the introduction of new
incompatible land uses and environmental hazards that would have health
implications into or abutting existing residential areas, in particular, within
designated disadvantaged communities. In evaluating the feasibility Policy LU17.4, the County determined that the term “health implications” needed further
clarification for policy implementation. Therefore, in response to this comment,
the County has revised Policy LU-17.4 to provide clarity on the location of new
discretionary projects in the vicinity of residential areas and designated
disadvantaged communities and replacing the term “health implications” with
“substantial adverse health impacts” on an area’s residents. The revisions to
Policy LU-17.4 are provided in the Ventura County Planning Commission hearing
materials for July 16, 2020 (see exhibit for “Planning Division Recommended
Revisions to the 2040 General Plan”).
The County would apply this policy when considering future, discretionary
actions. The policy would not preempt applicable federal or State law. The
County’s authority to consider incompatibility and hazards to existing land uses
when it considers whether to approve discretionary development is derived from
the County’s Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance (NCZO) and Coastal Zoning
Ordinance (CZO). Specifically, NCZO Section 8111-1.2.1.1 states that a permit
for any discretionary development shall be granted only if specific factual findings
can be made by the appropriate County decision-making authority. The findings
in this section include among other findings, the following:
a. The proposed development is consistent with the intent and provisions of the
County's General Plan and of Division 8, Chapters 1 and 2, of the Ventura
County Ordinance Code;
b. The proposed development is compatible with the character of surrounding,
legally established development;
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c. The proposed development would not be obnoxious or harmful, or impair the
utility of neighboring property or uses;
d. The proposed development would not be detrimental to the public interest,
health, safety, convenience, or welfare; and
e. For Conditional Use Permits only, the proposed development is compatible
with existing and potential land uses in the general area where the
development is to be located.
In addition, CZO Section 8181-3.5, states a permit for any discretionary
development shall be granted only if specific factual findings can be made by the
appropriate County decision-making authority including, among other findings,
the following:
a. The proposed development is consistent with the intent and provisions of the
County's Certified LCP;
b. The proposed development is compatible with the character of surrounding
development;
c. The proposed development, if a conditionally permitted use, is compatible
with planned land uses in the general area where the development is to be
located.
d. The proposed development would not be obnoxious or harmful, or impair the
utility of neighboring property or uses; and
e. The proposed development would not be detrimental to the public interest,
health, safety, convenience, or welfare.
The draft EIR acknowledges Policy LU-17.4 in Section 4.11, “Land Use and
Planning,” and considers application of the policy, in conjunction with several
other policies and existing laws and regulations, in the impact analysis conducted
under Impact 4.11-1 (Result in Physical Development That Is Incompatible With
Land Uses, Architectural Form Or Style, Site Design/Layout, Or Density/Parcel
Sizes Within Existing Communities) and Impact 4.11-2 (Result in Physical
Development That Would Divide An Established Community). Policy LU-17.4 is
not the sole basis for the impact conclusions in Impact 4.11-1 and Impact 4.11-2.
The revisions to Policy LU-17.4 would not change the impact conclusions of
Impact 4.11-1 or 4.11-2. Section 4.11 specifically describes oil and gas wells as
examples of future development that would be allowed under implementation of
the 2040 General Plan (page 4.11-18).
The commenter also states that the draft EIR does not explain why the 2040
General Plan does not include a “similar prohibition” regarding location of new
residential land uses adjacent to existing or likely future land dedicated to oil and
gas use. CEQA requires evaluation of the environmental effects of a project; it
does not require explanation of why components of the project are not included
in the project. The reference to a “similar prohibition” on new residential uses is
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for consideration.
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O5-79

The comment states that the draft EIR does not analyze the land use impacts
(and all other impacts) associated with the new 2040 General Plan land use
designations. As explained under the heading “2040 General Plan Land Use
Designations” beginning on page 3-4 of Chapter 3, “Project Description,” in the
draft EIR, “the 2040 General Plan would establish 15 land use designations that
provide more detailed information on the types of land uses (e.g., commercial,
industrial, residential) that would be allowable within areas currently designated
as Existing Community and Urban land use designations” to “clearly distinguish
the land uses allowed and set forth maximum development density and intensity
standards.”. The remaining four land use designations would be unaffected.
Therefore, there would be a total of 19 land use designations under the 2040
General Plan. The project description also explains that the “2040 General Plan
land use designations would be consistent with land uses and
densities/intensities allowed under the current (2018) zoning designations for
each affected parcel” (draft EIR page 3-4). Therefore, there is no potential for
incompatibility to address in the analysis. Refer to Master Response MR-2
regarding the 2040 General Plan Land Use diagram for additional discussion.

O5-80

The commenter asserts the project description is vague and inconsistent and
results in unsupported conclusions regarding land use compatibility. The degree
of specificity in an EIR project description corresponds to the degree of specificity
available for the underlying activity being evaluated (State CEQA Guidelines, §
15146). Project-specific detail is not required for descriptions of general plans
and other high-level programs because details about specific subsequent
projects typically are not known and will be addressed in future project-specific
CEQA documents. When a lead agency is using the tiering process for a largescale planning approval such as for a general plan, the development of detailed
site-specific information about specific projects may not be feasible and can be
deferred to future project-specific CEQA documents (CEQA Guidelines, §
15152(c); AEP 2016).
In the evaluation of Impact 4.11-1 (Result in Physical Development That Is
Incompatible With Land Uses, Architectural Form Or Style, Site Design/Layout,
Or Density/Parcel Sizes Within Existing Communities), the County enumerates
nearly 30 policies included in the 2040 General Plan that support the conclusion
that “the 2040 General Plan would not result in physical development that is
incompatible with existing land uses, architectural form or style, site
design/layout, or density/parcel sizes within existing communities” (draft EIR
page 4.11-21).
Policy LU-4.1, which is a modification of an existing General Plan policy,
establishes that the “County shall maintain and implement a Land Use Diagram
for purposes of describing the types of allowed land uses by geographic location
and the density and/or intensity of allowed uses within each designation.” Policy
LU-4.2, also a modification of an existing policy, states that the “County shall
ensure that zoning designations are consistent with the General Land Use
Diagrams” and sets forth “factors to determine the appropriate zone classification
(from among those consistent with the appropriate land use designation).” The
commenter is correct that the policies do not establish intensity and density
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requirements directly; but they require the County to maintain a Land Use
Diagram that illustrates the location of distinct land use designations within the
county, and that each land use designation has an established maximum allowed
intensity and/or density. Therefore, these policies need to be taken in the context
of the information presented in Section 2.2 of the 2040 General Plan. Section 2.2
presents all of the land use designations allowed in the county, and therefore, the
Land Use Diagram referenced in Policy LU-4.1. Specifically, the Land Use
Diagram relies on the description of density and/or intensity presented on Table
2-2. This supports the draft EIR conclusions regarding land use compatibility.
Relative to the description of future land uses, the draft EIR provides 2040
General Plan Land Use for the Northern County and Southern County in Figures
3-2a and 3-2b, respectively. These draft EIR figures are accompanied by Table
3-2 (pages 3-14 and 3-15), which provides a description of each land use
designation and the total acreage and percentage of county land covered by
each designation, and a narrative describing the types of future development that
would occur countywide under implementation of the 2040 General Plan land use
designations (pages 3-14 to 3-19).
Similarly, Policy LU-6.1 is one of many policies in the 2040 General Plan that
would reduce potential for conflict with agricultural land uses. Through this new
policy, the County would “require non-agricultural land uses adjacent to
agricultural uses to incorporate adequate buffers (e.g., fences, setbacks) to limit
conflicts with adjoining agricultural operations.” Although the policy does not
establish the exact buffer distances, adequacy of which would be determined by
the County at the project level, this policy does support the conclusion that the
2040 General Plan would have a less-than-significant impact related to
incompatibility with agricultural form or style by providing a mechanism for the
County to require these measures.
For the purpose of clarity, the second and third sentences on page 4.11-21 are
revised as follows:
For example, Policies LU-4.1 and LU-4.2 would reduce incompatible land
uses by requiring that the County specifying densities and/or intensities of
allowed uses within each land use designation and maintaining continuity
with neighboring zoning, land uses, and parcel sizes. Policies LU-6.1, LU7.1 through 7.3, and LU-8.1 through LU-8.4 reduce incompatible uses
within agricultural areas by requiring specifying buffers for non-agricultural
use, and specifying allowable coverage, and allowable uses within those
areas.
These revisions clarify the analysis provided in the draft EIR and do not present
substantial new information or change the impact conclusions of the draft EIR.
Refer to Master Response MR-2 for discussion of the adequacy of the draft EIR
project description.
O5-81
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an established community. This threshold is addressed in Impact 4.11-2. The
conclusion reached is not based on a single policy and the draft EIR does
consider the effects of infrastructure improvements.
The analysis on page 4.11-22 states, in part: “Future development and other
physical changes under the 2040 General Plan have the potential to divide an
established community if infrastructure (e.g., roadways, utilities)…are developed
within an established community…As described above under Impact 4.11-1,
there are numerous policies in the 2040 General Plan that would provide for land
use compatibility to ensure that established communities remain intact while
accommodating future development and other physical changes that would occur
under the 2040 General Plan.”
O5-82

Refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion of why the draft EIR correctly
excludes discussion and analysis of the County’s projected housing needs for the
2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation and 2021-2029 Housing
Element update.

O5-83

The comment expresses concern about the length of the draft EIR land use
impact analysis. As explained on page 4.11-2 of the draft EIR, implementation of
the 2040 General Plan would have a significant impact on land use and planning
if it would: result in physical development that is incompatible with existing land
uses, architectural form or style, site design/layout, or density/parcel sizes within
any communities; result in the physical division of an established community; or
cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with a regional plan,
policy, or program adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. These thresholds are addressed at an appropriate
programmatic level in the draft EIR.
The comment does not provide specific examples of deficiencies in the analysis.
As such, no further response can be provided.

O5-84

Refer to Master Response MR-6, which explains the County’s approach to
utilizing the existing setting information in the Background Report. Refer to
Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.L, “Oil Reserves,” regarding the findings
and conclusions related to access to oil reserves.

O5-85

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.L, “Oil Reserves,” regarding the
findings and conclusions related to access to oil reserves. The information in the
comment would not alter findings or analysis in the EIR.

O5-86

The comment asserts that Section 4.12, “Mineral and Petroleum Resources,” lacks
an adequate description of the existing regulatory setting; noting that the
regulations presented are “only a fraction of” the relevant regulatory framework.
The comment does not, however, provide any specific regulations that are absent
from the regulatory setting which would inform the analysis or conclusions in the
drat EIR. Therefore, no further response can be provided. Note, however, that the
County has revised the regulatory setting to include an enhanced discussion of
CALGEM’s regulations. Refer to Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.”
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O5-87

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.L, “Oil Reserves,” regarding the
findings and conclusions related to access to oil reserves. The effects on oil
reserves were determined to be significant; information indicating increased
reserves would not alter this analysis or findings.

O5-88

The comment states that the draft EIR makes a conclusory statement regarding
the 2040 General Plan’s consistency with mineral resource goals and policies in
the Area Plans. Refer to response to comment O5-70.
Section III.A. of the North Ventura Avenue Area Plan (NVAP) provides a
discussion of the intent and rationale behind the land use designations in the
plan. Page 12 of the NVAP, under the heading “6. Oilfield Industrial (Oil
Extraction Industrial)” reads, in part:
The new Oilfield Industrial category is intended to designate those areas
where oil extraction uses are located. Such uses would include the
removal, transfer and storage of crude oil and related products prior to
refining…It is the intent that any conversion of oilfield industrial land to
industrial uses be subject to the submittal of a master plan of public
services for the site, which would evaluate the availability and capacity of
public services and the impacts of the conversion on those services and
provide programs for mitigating deficiencies. Areas which are converted
should be located such that they can be annexed to the City and make
adequate provision for access to the remaining oilfields…The 67 acre
hillside parcels located south of Shell Road (extended) and east of
Ventura Avenue are designated “Oilfield Industrial.” Most of the area is in
oil production and is characterized by severe topographic constraints. The
oilfield industrial category shall apply only after annexation to the City. The
County’s “Open Space” designation, as noted on the General Land Use
map (Appendix C), shall control until annexation takes place. All new or
expanded oilfield development shall meet County standards for oil drilling
and extraction uses until such time as the City may adopt oilfield
development standards, and any other requirement that may be
necessary to adequately buffer and protect surrounding areas.
The 2040 General Plan would not change the land use designations of the NVAP
or require the phase-out of existing oil and gas operations. Furthermore, the
2040 General Plan does not include any new Area Plan, goals, policies,
programs or land use designations, inclusive of the NVAP and its planning area.
Therefore, this comment does not raise issues that would change the impact
conclusions of the draft EIR related to minerals and petroleum resources.
Specifically, as described in Section 4.12, “Mineral and Petroleum Resources,”
the land use designation would not result in development on or adjacent to
existing petroleum extraction sites or areas where petroleum resources are
zoned, mapped, or permitted for extraction, which could hamper or preclude
access to the resources (refer to Impact 4.12-3 beginning on page 4.12-11 of the
draft EIR); nor would it result in the loss of availability of a known petroleum
resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the State (refer
to Impact 4.12-4 beginning on page 4.12-22 of the draft EIR).
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O5-89

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.A, “County’s Authority to
Regulate Oil and Gas Development,” regarding the findings and conclusions
related to the feasibility of legally enforcing the policies. Additionally, the
commenter asserts that Policies COS-7.7 and 7.8 are preempted, as a local
agency cannot eliminate the use of trucking of oil or limit flaring to Countydefined instances of “testing” or “emergency” as these activities are governed by
State and federal law. Policy COS 7.8 (Gas Collection, Use, and Disposal) as
proposed in the 2040 General Plan and revised through draft EIR Mitigation
Measure PR-3 allow for flaring or venting in cases of emergency or for testing
purposes. However, Policy COS-7.8 in the draft General Plan (page 6-13) does
not require that flaring or venting in cases of emergency or for testing be
consistent with federal, State, and local regulations. Therefore, should the Board
of Supervisors (Board) not to adopt Mitigation Measure PR-3, County staff would
recommend revisions to Policy COS-7.8 to ensure consistency with state and
federal law outside of the EIR process.
Policy COS 7.7 (Conveyance for Oil and Produced Water) as proposed in the
2040 General Plan (page 6-12) does not allow for trucking in cases of emergency
or for testing purposes. Mitigation Measure PR-2 in the draft EIR (page 4.12-31)
allows for trucking of crude oil and produced water in cases of emergency or for
testing purposes consistent with federal, state and local regulations. The
commenter correctly notes that Policy COS-7.7 as proposed in the 2040 General
Plan is likely preempted as a local agency cannot eliminate the use of trucking of
oil for emergency or testing purposes as required by state and federal law.
Therefore, should the Board choose to reject Mitigation Measure PR-2, County
staff would recommend revisions to Policy COS-7.87 to ensure consistency with
state and federal law outside of the EIR process.

O5-90

The comment states that the draft EIR’s conclusions for Impact 4.12-1 are
unsupported. The draft EIR provides substantial evidence to support the
significance determination for Impact 4.12-1 (Result in Development on or
Adjacent to Existing Mineral Resources Extraction Sites or Areas Where Mineral
Resources Are Zoned, Mapped, or Permitted for Extraction, Which Could
Hamper or Preclude Extraction of the Resources). After explaining that “MRZ-2
lands are identified in the County’s NCZO with an MRP Overlay…to safeguard
future access to the resources, facilitate the long-term supply of mineral
resources in the county, and notify landowners and the public of the presence of
the resources,” the analysis acknowledges that “there is a band of MRZ-2
designated lands that roughly coincides with the Santa Clara River…which are
designated for residential and industrial development in the proposed land use
diagram” (refer to draft EIR page 4.12-10).
The discussion on page 4.12-10 goes on to explain that there are two key
policies in the 2040 General Plan that would address the potential for
discretionary development on lands designated MRZ-2 that could hamper or
preclude extraction of mineral resources:
As established in Policy COS-6.4, future discretionary development would
continue to be subject to the provisions of the MRP Overlay, and such
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development would be prohibited if the use would substantially hamper or
preclude access to, or the extraction of, mineral resources.
Pursuant to Policy COS-6.5, the County would promote mineral resource
land use capacity by ensuring that discretionary development in areas
designated MRZ-2 is compatible with mineral resources extraction and
processing activities. Specifically, the County would require an evaluation
of the significance of the mineral resources deposits located in the area of
a proposed discretionary development and determine whether the use
would significantly hamper or preclude access to, or the extraction of,
mineral resources; and require discretionary development proposed
adjacent to existing mining operations to provide a buffer (based on an
evaluation of noise, community character, compatibility, scenic resources,
drainage, operating conditions, biological resources, topography, lighting,
traffic, operating hours, and air quality) between the development and
mining operations to minimize land use incompatibility and avoid nuisance
complaints. This review would address discretionary development both on
or adjacent to mineral extraction sites and adjacent to principal access
roads to existing aggregate extraction or production sites.
O5-91

The comment states that the draft EIR’s impact conclusion for mineral resources
is contradicted by the Background Report. The draft EIR provides substantial
evidence to support the significance determination for Impact 4.12-2 (Result in
the Loss of Availability of a Known Mineral Resource That Would Be of Value to
the Region and the Residents of the State). The analysis acknowledges the
MRZ-3 lands in the plan area, but determines that “it would be speculative to
assess the potential effects of future development in these areas” as a loss of a
known mineral resource pursuant to the threshold “because MRZ-3 and MRZ-3a
areas have not been established as areas of value to the region or the State”
(draft EIR page 4.12-11). The analysis on page 4.12-11 also notes that “Policy
COS-6.5 would require future discretionary development to conduct an
evaluation to ascertain the significance of the mineral resource deposits located
in the area of a proposed discretionary development based on the most current
MRZ maps available at the time development is proposed (as updated pursuant
to Policy COS-6.2).” Therefore, if MRZ-3 lands are confirmed to have mineral
resources and reclassified as MRZ-2 during the 20-year plan horizon, the most
current maps would be used in the County’s evaluation of discretionary
development.

O5-92

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.E, “Applicability of Reference
Studies for Oil and Gas Operations,” regarding the validity of relying on this and
related reports.

O5-93

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.D, “Mitigation Measures and the
Role of the Board of Supervisors,” and Section MR-4.K, “Effects Outside the
Study Area,” regarding the findings and conclusions related to mitigation
measures. The remainder of the comment addresses implementation of the 2040
General Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, this
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
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making bodies for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a
final 2040 General Plan.
O5-94

The comment states that the draft EIR does not analyze the indirect impacts
associated with the 2040 General Plan’s proposed policies. As explained in
response to comment O5-65, above, the physical effects of pipeline construction
that could result from implementation of Policy COS-7.7 and Policy COS-7.8 are
evaluated throughout the draft EIR and are within the body of the potential ground
disturbance assumed with implementation of the 2040 General Plan. Feasible
mitigation has been proposed throughout the EIR that would apply to significant
environmental impacts resulting from installation of oil and gas pipelines.

O5-95

Refer to Master Response MR-2 for discussion of the growth projections and
buildout assumptions used in the draft EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-3
regarding RHNA and evaluation of the 2040 General Plan.

O5-96

The comment states that Impact 4.13-4 lists oil supply facilities among major
industrial noise sources but does not support this assertion except for a
reference to the Background Report. The draft EIR makes no assertions about
the level of noise generated by oil and gas production relative to general
industrial activities and does not conclude that oil supply facilities are a “major”
source of noise. In framing the discussion of potential for the 2040 General Plan
to expose noise-sensitive land uses to operational stationary noise that exceeds
applicable standards (Impact 4.13-4, pages 4.13-23 through 4.13-24), the draft
EIR summarizes the existing setting provided in the Background Report:
the primary sources of stationary noise in the county consist of industrial
and agricultural operations, and miscellaneous sources…Major industrial
noise sources include concrete and rock batch plants, sand and gravel
mines, and Pepsi Cola and oil supply facilities. The 2040 General Plan
would designate industrial land use areas throughout the county.
However, the amount of industrial land use proposed under the 2040
General Plan would be minor, totaling approximately 1,400 acres and less
than 1 percent of the total county area.
Based on compliance with the County’s zoning ordinances and policies proposed
in the 2040 General Plan, this impact is identified as less than significant. Also
refer to response to comment O2-18.

O5-97

The comment states that General Plan Policy HAZ 9.2 provides for specific noise
control measures applicable to new noise generators located near sensitive uses
but fails to restrict the development of new sensitive uses adjacent to areas
where new noise generators are permitted uses. The analysis of (Impact 4.13-6)
Expose Sensitive Receptors to Construction Vibration Levels That Exceed
Applicable Standards concludes that:
Although the Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan
would require individual construction projects to include numerous
vibration-reducing techniques and minimize exposure at receiving land
uses, at this time the location, intensity, and timing of future construction
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activities under the 2040 General Plan, as well as relative vibration levels
at nearby receptors is unknown. Further no specific policies are in place or
proposed that would avoid or minimize potential adverse effects from
blasting and/or pile driving activities. Therefore, it cannot be determined if
future development under the 2040 General Plan would generate vibration
levels that would exceed applicable standards at nearby receptors, and
this impact would be potentially significant.
Two mitigation measures are proposed, one of which is modification of 2040
General Plan Policy HAZ-9.2 on page 4.13-27 of the draft EIR (Mitigation
Measure NOI-2). In this mitigation measure the policy would be revised to add
that vibration caused by construction would be evaluated and mitigated. There is
a clear nexus between the impact and the mitigation (i.e., policy revision)
proposed. There is no clear nexus between the commenter’s claims of unfair bias
and the analysis or mitigation at hand.
Note, however, that Policy HAZ-9.2 (as proposed in the 2040 General Plan) does
include restrictions on new noise-sensitive development, requiring that: “New
noise sensitive uses proposed to be located near highways, truck routes, heavy
industrial activities and other relatively continuous noise sources shall
incorporate noise control measures so that indoor noise levels in habitable rooms
do not exceed Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) 45 and outdoor noise
levels do not exceed CNEL 60 or Leq1H of 65 dB(A) during any hour.”
O5-98

Refer to Master Response MR-6, which explains the County’s approach to
utilizing the existing setting information in the Background Report. The draft EIR
(on page 4.14-1) refers readers to the specific sections of the Background Report
(i.e., Chapter 2, “Demographics and Economics,” and Chapter 5, “Housing”)
where the regulatory setting for population and housing can be found. The
comment does not identify what relevant aspects of the regulatory setting are
missing from the EIR. Thus, no further response can be provided.
Senate Bill (SB) 330 was approved by Governor Newsom in October 2019, ten
months after the baseline established by release of the notice of preparation for
the draft EIR in January 2019. SB 330 is based on the premise that much of the
housing needed to fill the statewide deficit has already been planned for by local
communities, but is being delayed by local requirements. SB 330 is a 5-year
modification to Planning and Zoning Law that cuts the time it takes to obtain
building permits, limits fees on housing, and blocks local governments from
reducing the number of homes that can be built. Local agencies are prohibited
from disapproving, or conditioning approval in a manner that renders infeasible, a
housing development project for very low, low-, or moderate-income households
or an emergency shelter unless the local agency makes specified written
findings. The act specifies that one way to satisfy that requirement is to make
findings that the housing development project or emergency shelter is
inconsistent with both the jurisdiction’s zoning ordinance and general plan land
use designation as specified in any element of the general plan as it existed on
the date the application was deemed complete.
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SB 330 does not affect the conclusions of the draft EIR relative to potential to
displace affordable house (Impact 4.14-1), induce unplanned population growth
(4.14-2), or increase demand for low-income housing that exceeds the
unincorporated county’s inventory of appropriately designated land (4.14-3).
These impacts are all found to be less than significant. The regulatory framework
of SB 330 supports these conclusions.
O5-99

As explained in Master Response MR-3 regarding the Housing Element update
and in response to comment O5-4, no improper segmentation has occurred.

O5-100

Refer to Master Response MR-3 regarding RHNA and the Housing Element
update.

O5-101

The only table on page 4.16-4 of the draft EIR is Table 4.16-1, 2016 Ventura
County Boundary-Based VMT Estimates. The information in this table reflects
existing baseline conditions; future housing inventory targets established by the
updated draft RHNA for the 6th cycle (projection period from June 30, 2021 to
October 15, 2029) are not applicable. Refer to Master Response MR-3 for
discussion of why the draft EIR correctly excludes discussion and analysis of the
unincorporated county’s projected housing needs for the 2020 Regional Housing
Needs Assessment allocation and 2021-2029 Housing Element update.

O5-102

The thresholds of significance utilized in the draft EIR are consistent with the
guidance provided by the Office of Planning and Research for the establishment
CEQA impact thresholds. The transportation impact thresholds used in this draft
EIR were developed specifically for the evaluation of the 2040 General Plan and
are not intended to apply to subsequent discretionary development. The latter will
be addressed through implementation of the 2040 General Plan Implementation
Program CTM-B.
Based on SB 743 legislation and guidance, air quality improvements
notwithstanding, using vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the primary metric for
identifying CEQA impacts will promote greater transportation efficiency by
facilitating mode shifts from automobiles to more sustainable alternative modes
of transportation (i.e., walk, bike, transit), and promote shorter trip lengths (less
VMT) due to greater land use efficiency (promotes greater urban/suburban in-fill,
mixed use, juxtaposition of compatible land uses and higher density
development).

O5-103

The comment’s initial statement appears to conflate the concept of baseline with
the projection of future conditions. Establishment of a baseline VMT estimate is
required per SB 743. This baseline is independent of any future change, RHNArelated or otherwise.
It is also important to note the difference between RHNA and projected growth.
The analysis in the draft EIR is based on growth projections for the
unincorporated county as developed and presented in the Southern California
Association of Government’s (SCAG’s) 2020 Regional Transportation Plan and
Sustainable Communities Strategy which included population growth projections
for the entire county, both unincorporated and incorporated. This SCAG
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projection, based on historic, statistical, and demographic factors, projects the
types of growth, including residential growth, that is likely to occur within the
county. The Ventura County Transportation Commission transportation model, as
used in the draft EIR analysis of traffic impacts, uses the SCAG data for the
entire county. Refer to Master Response MR-2 for additional discussion of the
growth projections used in the draft EIR.
As part of the RHNA process, the California Department of Housing and
Community Development determines the total number of new homes the SCAG
region needs to plan for—and how affordable those homes need to be—in order
to meet the housing needs of people at all income levels. SCAG, working with
member jurisdictions, including the County, then breaks the regional RHNA
number down to provide the number of units, by income level, each jurisdiction
needs to plan to accommodate.
As part of the Alternatives Report process, the County has demonstrated that it
has adequate lands designated for residential use to satisfy future housing needs
through the 2040 planning period of the 2040 General Plan. This is an important
distinction. The RHNA allocations project only eight years into the future,
covering the 6th cycle projection period from June 30, 2021 to October 15, 2029,
whereas the 2040 General Plan projects 20 years into the future to the year
2040. Given the overall small increase in population growth of 4 percent
expected by 2040 in the unincorporated county (see draft EIR Table 3-3, page 319), and given the RHNA numbers only account for 40 percent of the General
Plan’s timeframe, to claim that the 2040 General Plan does not contain adequate
analysis of small deviations that may occur between the preliminary draft RHNA
numbers (used during the Alternatives Report process) and final RHNA numbers
is not supported by the information provided in this comment.
Relative to the Housing Element, refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion
of why the draft EIR correctly excludes discussion and analysis of the County’s
projected housing needs for the 2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment
allocation and 2021-2029 Housing Element update.
Relative to the concerns expressed regarding the obsolescence of the draft EIR
thresholds of significance, this concern is not relevant to this analysis. The
transportation impact thresholds used in this draft EIR were developed
specifically for the 2040 General Plan draft EIR and are not intended to apply to
subsequent discretionary development reviews. The latter will be addressed by
the County through the updated ISAG described in Implementation Program
CTM-B.
O5-104

As stated on page 4-16.1 of the draft EIR:
Relative to LOS [level of service] analysis, Section 15064.3 was added to
the State CEQA Guidelines effective December 28, 2018 as part of a
comprehensive guidelines update and addresses the determination of
significance for transportation impacts under CEQA. This section requires
that transportation impact analysis be based on VMT instead of a
congestion metric (such as LOS) and states that a project’s effect on
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automobile delay shall not constitute a significant environmental impact.
Thus, LOS is not analyzed in this draft EIR.
As noted in the comment, Policy CTM-1.1 addresses VMT standards and their
use for CEQA evaluations, and Policy CTM-1.2 addresses mitigation of projectrelated VMT impacts. In accordance with State law, the County must evaluate
transportation-related environmental impacts based on VMT, not LOS.
While the County will use VMT to evaluate impacts under CEQA, the County will
continue to require level of service (LOS) evaluations outside of the CEQA
process as part of discretionary development review. Though no longer germane
to CEQA impact findings, the County will still consider LOS as part of project
review and development of conditions of approval. County development fees, as
described in the County’s Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Ordinance, will also
continue to consider LOS and vehicle trip generation per Policy CTM-1.7 and
Implementation Program CMT-A. Note that SB 743 has no bearing on the
California Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code, §§ 66000 et seq.).
O5-105

LOS will continue to be monitored on the designated Congestion Management
Program (CMP) system as appropriate. The Federal Congestion Management
process will also continue to be monitored in Ventura County by SCAG. Note that
SB 743 has no bearing on the use of operational performance measures like
LOS on the State Congestion Management Program statutes (Government
Code, §§ 65088 - 65089.10).

O5-106

Under SB 743, truck-generated VMT is not excluded from the VMT analysis as
stated in the comment. According to the OPR Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018), starting at page 4, the
advisory does not exclude trucks, but allows them to be included for ease of
calculation. The advisory states as follows (emphasis added):
Vehicle Types. Proposed Section 15064.3, subdivision (a), states, “For
the purposes of this section, ‘vehicle miles traveled’ refers to the amount
and distance of automobile travel attributable to a project.” Here, the term
“automobile” refers to on-road passenger vehicles, specifically cars and
light trucks. Heavy-duty truck VMT could be included for modeling
convenience and ease of calculation (for example, where models or
data provide combined auto and heavy truck VMT). For an apples-toapples comparison, vehicle types considered should be consistent across
project assessment, significance thresholds, and mitigation.
In the draft EIR, the County has included truck traffic in the VMT assessment. A
reduction in truck traffic will reduce overall VMT and will have a more notable
impact on the reduction of emissions in relation to automobiles and light duty
trucks.

O5-107

Refer to response to comment O5-103 related to RHNA numbers and this draft
EIR. Also, refer to Master Response MR-3 regarding RHNA and the Housing
Element update.
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O5-108

The comment expresses an opinion about the adequacy of the cumulative impact
assessment and opines that the analysis should include the 2020 RHNA
allocation.
As explained in Section 5.1, “Methods of Analysis,” (draft EIR page 5-1), “CEQA
allows the use of either a list of past, present, and probable future projects
(including projects outside the control of the lead agency), or a summary of
projections in an adopted planning document.” The “discussion examines impacts
associated with future development under the 2040 General Plan, plus future
development for jurisdictions that neighbor the unincorporated areas of the county,
to assess the potential for cumulative impacts from growth in the greater region.”
The 2020 RHNA numbers have not been adopted and are not an appropriate basis
of the cumulative evaluation. Note, however, that the purpose of the RHNA
allocation is to ensure housing for the projected population. Therefore, by analyzing
the growth projections for unincorporated Ventura County, the incorporated cities,
and adjoining counties, the implications of RHNA (i.e., future land disturbance,
demand for utilities and public services) have been accounted for. Refer to Master
Response MR-3 regarding RHNA and the Housing Element update.

O5-109

Refer to Master Response MR-3 regarding RHNA and the Housing Element
update.

O5-110

This general comment regarding the adequacy of the draft EIR analysis is noted.
However, no specific issues related to the content, analysis, or conclusions of the
draft EIR are raised in this comment. Refer to responses to comments O5-1
through O5-109, above, which address feasible mitigation and significant and
unavoidable impact conclusions.

O5-111

Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.

O5-112

The comment provides the preferred contact for the organization. The County
has noted the information appropriately for future reference.
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Letter
O6

Aera Energy LLC
John W. Borchard, Jr., Chief Financial Officer
February 27, 2020

O6-1

The description of the commenting organization’s role and operations in Ventura
County are noted. This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a
significant environmental issue for which a response is required. The comment
also summarizes more detailed comments provided elsewhere in the comment
letter. Refer to responses to comments O6-2 to O6-56 that address the specific
comments identified in this letter.

O6-2

Policy NV-1.12, as provided on page 4.1-16 of Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,” in the
draft EIR is an existing policy in the North Ventura Avenue Area Plan. This policy
states that the “State and the County of Ventura recognizes Highway 33 as
eligible for official designation as a State adopted scenic highway” and explains
that the State requires a corridor protection plan before official designation. The
policy also states that the portion of Highway 33 considered the “scenic
approach” into the City of Ventura may shift if the boundary of the city changes
due to incorporation of additional land.
This policy would not have an adverse effect on scenic resources. Further, given
that this policy is part of the North Ventura Avenue Area Plan, it would not conflict
with the land use plan or scenic resources specific to this area.

O6-3

Through Implementation Program J, the County would seek official State Scenic
Highway designations for County-designated Scenic Highways. Countydesignated Scenic Highways are already subject to the Scenic Resources
Overlay Zone of the Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance, which regulates
discretionary development that could affect scenic resources. This policy “would
increase the protection of scenic resources visible from scenic highways” (draft
EIR page 4.1-23); it would not substantially change the development
requirements in these areas. There are no reasonably foreseeable indirect
adverse effects of this program. Eligible highways are discussed in the
Background Report (see page 8-64) and the impact analysis (draft EIR page 4.125 and depicted on Figure 8-8 in the Background Report.

O6-4

The draft EIR acknowledges existing zoning restrictions in the analysis. Page
4.1-23 states:
Future development within the Scenic Resource Protection Overlay Zone
would be required to comply with Section 8109-4.1.5 of the NCZO,
described above. Together the NCZO regulations for the Scenic Resource
Protection Overlay Zone and 2040 General Plan policies would require
future development to not result in physical alteration of scenic resources.
In addition, as required by Section 8107-5.5.3, new discretionary oil drill
sites and production facilities shall be sited so they are not readily seen.
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Similarly, page 4.1-25 indicates that “Section 8109-4.1.5 of the NCZO…requires
that all discretionary development within the Scenic Resource Protection Overlay
Zone to be sited and designed to prevent significant degradation of a scenic view
or vista.” The NCZO requirements are part of the existing conditions and are not
a consequence of the 2040 General Plan.
O6-5

The comment claims that the County’s definition of a sensitive receptor would not
include a residence. The comment then asks why a typical residence would be
excluded from the toxic air contaminant analysis. Specifically, the comment
quotes the draft EIR’s definition as “sensitive receptors are considered to be
populations or uses that are more susceptible to the effects of air pollutant than
the general population.” However, this is only part of the definition for sensitive
receptors used in the draft EIR. As stated on page 4.3-5 of the draft EIR, the
definition continues to say “… such as long-term health care facilities,
rehabilitation centers, retirement homes, convalescent homes, residences,
schools, childcare centers, and playgrounds.” The definition of sensitive
receptors used for the toxic air contaminant analysis includes residences. No
revisions to the draft EIR are required.

O6-6

Thresholds of significance are the benchmark against which projects are
evaluated to determine whether physical environmental changes that could be
reasonably expected to result from project implementation would be “significant”
as determined by the lead agency. The thresholds can be qualitative or
quantitative, and the determination of significance can vary based upon context.
Public agencies are encouraged to develop and publish thresholds of
significance that are used in the determination of the significance of
environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7(b)). The current Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines (ISAG), last amended by the County in April of 2011, set
forth the standard threshold criteria and methodology used in determining
whether a project could have a significant effect on the environment. The ISAG
were originally adopted in 1992 by the directors of those County
agencies/departments responsible for evaluating environmental issues and by
the County’s Environmental Quality Advisory Committee following a public
outreach process that included public notification and workshops, and
appropriate revisions. Similarly, all subsequent amendments to the ISAG have
included public notification and review prior to their adoption in accordance with
the State CEQA Guidelines and the County’s Administrative Supplement to the
State CEQA Guidelines.
For the purpose of evaluating the potential environmental effects of implementing
the 2040 General Plan, the thresholds of significance are based on the ISAG, as
well as the checklist presented in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines;
best available data; and the applicable regulatory standards of the County and
federal and state agencies with jurisdiction over the resources at issue. As
explained in Section 4.1, “Environmental Impact Analysis,” (page 4-1) and
described in detail for each resource analysis, “deviation from the ISAG
thresholds, was sometimes necessary to appropriately consider the
programmatic nature of a general plan for the entire unincorporated area, and to
incorporate the 2019 revisions to the Appendix G checklist.”
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In each of the resource-specific sections of the draft EIR (Sections 4.1 through
4.17), the “Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures” subsection identifies
the thresholds used to determine the level of significance of the environmental
impacts for the resource topic, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126. These thresholds appropriately set the parameters for what is
evaluated in the EIR.
Regarding TAC emissions, the 2040 General Plan was evaluated for its potential
to expose the public to substantial TAC emissions that exceed 10 in 1 million for
carcinogenic risk, as is presented in on page 4.3-6 of the draft EIR. Impact 4.3-5
evaluates the potential for this threshold to be exceeded. No revisions to the draft
EIR are needed.
O6-7

The comment suggests flares from landfills and wastewater treatment plants be
considered in Policy COS-7.8 of the 2040 General Plan. The comment then
states that if this addition to Policy COS-7.8 is not considered, then the draft EIR
should describe how the pollution from a flare at a landfill or wastewater
treatment plants differs from an oil and gas well flare. As discussed on page 4.318 of the draft EIR, “Stationary sources, such as boilers, heaters, flares, cement
plants, and other types of combustion equipment associated with industrial uses
undergo a permitting process by VCAPCD [Ventura County Air Pollution Control
District]…Stationary sources are required to implement and comply with
applicable VCAPCD rule(s) for their specific operation.” Thus, flares associated
with landfills and wastewater treatment plants would be required to comply with
VCAPCD rules specific to air pollutant emissions regardless of General Plan
policies. No revisions to the draft EIR are needed.

O6-8

The comment asserts that the draft EIR does not provide evidence to support the
assumption made in Impact 4.3-2 that construction emissions would exceed
countywide thresholds. As stated on page 4.3-13 of the draft EIR, “construction
activities were estimated to occur at a constant rate over the 2040 General Plan
horizon period of 20 years. Specific modeling inputs to derive emissions
estimates can be found in Appendix C of the draft EIR. Table 4.3-1 of the draft
EIR shows the land use assumptions used in the emissions modeling. Based on
the modeling conducted and presented in Table 4.3-2, construction-generated
NOX emissions would exceed countywide thresholds, as well as Ojai Valley
thresholds. With implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1a, AQ-1b, AQ-2a,
and AQ-2b, maximum daily construction emissions would be reduced below the
countywide threshold but would remain above the Ojai Valley threshold. This is
shown in Table 4.3-3 of the draft EIR.

O6-9

The comment states that Mitigation Measures AQ-1a and AQ-1b are duplicative.
While both mitigation measures seek to reduce construction-generated air
pollutant emissions, they are different in how they would be included in the 2040
General Plan. Mitigation Measure AQ-1a would be a new policy and Mitigation
Measure AQ-1b would be a new implementation program that would carry out
the policy included in Mitigation Measure AQ-1a. No revisions to the draft EIR are
required.
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O6-10

Refer to Master Response MR-7 regarding recirculation of a draft EIR. The
comment asserts that use of water trucks needed to implement Mitigation
Measure AQ-2a was not evaluated for its potential impacts to emissions and
water use. The amount of water needed to mitigate fugitive dust emissions would
depend on the size of the area disturbed, wind speed, season, and other external
factors as described on page 4.3-13 of the draft EIR. Additionally, as stated in
Mitigation Measure AQ-2a, the use of water trucks would only be required during
the primary stages of construction when excavation and grading occurs, which is
often one of the shortest phases of construction. Further, water demand during
the construction phase is usually substantially less than the average daily
demands. Water use is not usually based on total usage, but average daily
usage. Because of the programmatic nature of the draft EIR, it is not possible to
know individual discretionary project’s fugitive dust emissions or demand for
water trucks. No revisions to the draft EIR are required.

O6-11

Refer to response to comment A14-2 explaining that the County has revised
Mitigation Measure AQ-1b to require use of Tier 3 or Tier 4 diesel engines in all
off-road construction diesel equipment.

O6-12

Refer to Master Response MR-7 regarding recirculation of a draft EIR. The
comment suggests that use of the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB’s)
2005 Air Quality and Land Use Handbook for siting receptors near high-volume
roadways be revised to match CARB’s 2017 Technical Advisory: Strategies to
Reduce Air Pollution Exposure Near High-Volume Roadways. This advisory
states: “the possibility that near-roadway pollution exposure had been previously
underestimated and that people living as much as 1,000 feet from freeways were
being adversely impacted by poor air quality at night and in the early morning.”
While the guidance has provided an updated exposure distance, it remains a
recommended distance for new development and the draft EIR analysis does not
rely on this distance for an impact significance determination. However, in
response to this comment, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 is revised to reflect the
1,000-foot setback distance.
Mitigation Measure AQ-3 on page 4.3-22 of the draft EIR is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure AQ-3: New Policy HAZ-10.X: Setback Requirements Health Risk
Assessments for Sensitive Land Uses Near Heavily Traveled Transportation Corridors

The County shall include the following new policy in the 2040 General Plan.
Policy HAZ-10.X: Setback Requirements Health Risk
Assessments for Sensitive Land Uses Near Heavily Traveled
Transportation Corridors
The County shall require discretionary development for land uses
which that include sensitive receptors which are considered to be
(populations or uses that are more susceptible to the effects of air
pollution than the general population, such as long-term health care
facilities, rehabilitation centers, retirement homes, convalescent
homes, residences, schools, childcare centers, and playgrounds)
are be located at least 500 1,000 feet from any freeway or urban
road with traffic volumes that exceed 100,000 vehicles per day, or
Ventura County
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rural roads that exceed 50,000 vehicles per day. New sensitive
receptor use structures can be located within 500 1,000 feet from a
new or existing freeway or urban road with traffic volumes that
exceed 100,000 vehicles per day, or rural road with traffic volumes
that exceed 50,000 vehicles per day only if a project applicant first
prepares a qualified, site-specific health risk assessment (HRA).
The HRA shall be conducted in accordance with guidance from
VCAPCD and approved by VCAPCD. If the HRA determines that a
nearby sensitive receptor would be exposed to an incremental
increase in cancer risk greater than 10 in 1 million, then design
measures shall be incorporated to reduce the level of risk exposure
to less than 10 in 1 million. No further action shall be required if the
HRA demonstrates that the level of cancer risk would be less than
10 in 1 million. Project design features that may be considered in
an HRA may include, but are not limited to: installing air intakes
furthest away from the heavily traveled transportation corridor;
installing air filtration (as part of mechanical ventilation systems or
stand-alone air cleaner); using air filtration devices rated MERV-13
or higher; requiring ongoing maintenance plans for building HVAC
air filtration systems; limiting window openings and window heights
on building sides facing the heavily traveled transportation corridor;
or permanently sealing windows so they don’t open on the side of
the building facing the heavily traveled transportation corridor; and
installing vegetative barriers, considering height and cover
thickness, to create a natural buffer between sensitive receptors
and the emissions source. For purposes of this policy, “sensitive
receptors” means populations or uses that are more susceptible to
the effects of air pollution than the general population such as longterm health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, retirement homes,
convalescent homes, residences, schools, childcare centers, and
playgrounds.
Refer to response to comment A14-6 for additional discussion of revisions to
Mitigation Measure AQ-3.
O6-13

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.H, “Buffers (Setback),” and
Section MR-4.E, “Applicability of Reference Studies for Oil and Gas Operations,”
regarding the findings and conclusions related to setbacks and to the applicability
of reports relied upon for these findings and conclusions.

O6-14

Refer to response to comment O6-5 regarding the definition of sensitive receptor.

O6-15

This comment recommends a contextual change to page 4.4-2 of the draft EIR.
The recommended contextual change is incorrect, and the original version of the
sentence in question is correctly presented. The comment is noted and further
response is not required.

O6-16

This comment recommends a contextual change to page 4.4-10 of the draft EIR.
The recommended contextual change is incorrect, and the original version of the
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sentence in question is correctly presented. The comment is noted and further
response is not required.
O6-17

The comment provides suggested edits to policies proposed in the 2040 General
Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a Final 2040
General Plan.
The 2040 General Plan policies, as written, require that a qualified biologist
ensures that sensitive biological resources are accurately identified, and that
identification/designation is consistent with base mapping (Policy COS-1.1:
Protection of Sensitive Biological Resources).

O6-18

The comment recommends a text change to page 4.4-20 of the draft EIR to
correct a typo. The following paragraph has been edited accordingly.
The Rural land use designation would allow for low-density and lowintensity land uses such as residential uses and other rural uses which are
maintained in conjunction with agricultural and horticultural uses or in
conjunction with the keeping of farm animals for recreational purposes,
such as greenhouses, principal and accessory structures related to
agriculture, and also oil and gas wells, and would apply to approximately
0.9 percent of land in the unincorporated county.

O6-19

This comment recommends a contextual change to page 4.4-21 of the draft EIR.
The recommended contextual change is incorrect, and the original version of the
sentence in question is correctly presented. The comment is noted and further
response is not required.

O6-20

The comment recommends a text change to page 4.4-31 of the draft EIR to
correct a typo. The following paragraph has been edited accordingly.
In addition to existing federal and State laws and permitting processes, the
2040 General Plan includes several policies and implementation programs
that would further reduce potential impacts on wildlife corridors and native
wildlife nursery sites and require project-level environmental review and
mitigation for significant impacts (see “General Plan Update Policies and
Implementation Programs,” above). For example, Policies COS-1.1 and
COS-1.2 address the protection and consideration of sensitive biological
resources, which include wildlife movement corridors and native wildlife
nursery site. Because these features are typically considered sensitive
biological resources, implementation of Policies COS-1.1 and COS 1.2
would require evaluation of these features during site-specific surveys as
well as development of mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, or
compensate for impacts. Policies COS-1.7, COS-1.8, COS-1.9, COS-1.10,
and COS-1.11 include requirements to requirements for environmental
review for projects within 300 feet of wetland habitat, implementation of
100-foot setbacks from wetland habitat, incorporation of protective design
features to avoid impacts to riparian habitat, and requirements for

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-325

Comments and Responses to Comments

consultation with natural resources agencies for guidance regarding
avoidance and minimization of impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered
species. These requirements would have an indirect benefit on wildlife
movement corridors and native wildlife nursery sites as these features are
frequently associated with sensitive biological habitats (e.g., wetlands,
riparian corridors). Policies COS-2.2, COS-2.4, COS-2.8, COS-2.9, COS2.10, COS-2.11 address habitat conservation and protection of fisheries
and marine resources within the Coastal Zone. Policies COS-1.3, COS1.4, and COS-1.5 specifically address impacts on wildlife movement. For
instance, the County is required to consider impacts to wildlife movement
as part of the discretionary project review process, and the design and
maintenance of floodplain improvements including culverts and bridges
must be reviewed by a qualified biologist to accommodate feasible wildlife
passage measures. Policy COS-9.3 addresses preservation of open
space lands for habitat protection and wildlife movement. Development
within the county will also be guided by nine Area Plans; however, the
policies of these Area Plans do not provide additional or more specific
protection for resident or migratory wildlife corridors or native wildlife
nursery sites than the 2040 General Plan policies.
O6-21

Policy HAZ-4.2 is presented on page 4.7-3 of the draft EIR as it appears in the
2040 General Plan. Through this policy, the County would:
require that linear projects, including roads, streets, highways, utility
conduits, water transmission facilities, and oil and gas pipelines, avoid
intersecting active faults to the extent possible. When such locations are
unavoidable, the project design shall include measures to minimize the
effects of any fault movement.
The policy is cited in the discussion of Impact 4.7-1 as one of the many reasons
that implementation of the 2040 General Plan would not expose people or
structure to fault rupture hazards, or directly or indirectly cause fault rupture.
The 2040 General Plan establishes a land use plan that identifies the types of
development that could occur throughout the plan area. Specific developments
proposals cannot be known at this time and examination of the physical
consequences of specific infrastructure projects is not possible. However, the
physical effects of infrastructure necessary to support anticipated development
are evaluated throughout the draft EIR and are within the body of the potential
ground disturbance assumed with implementation of the 2040 General Plan.

O6-22

Policy HAZ-4.6 is provided on page 4.7-3 of the draft EIR as it appears in the
2040 General Plan. The County would require discretionary development to
minimize the removal of vegetation to protect against soil erosion, debris flows,
and landslides. The County’s authority does not supersede State regulation;
however, minimization of clearing would be determined based on consistency
with other applicable regulations.
The comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is
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acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration prior to making a decision on adoption of the Final 2040
General Plan.
O6-23

Policy HAZ-4.15 is provided on page 4.7-4 of the draft EIR as it appears in the
2040 General Plan. The policy would require that potential ground surface
subsidence be evaluated prior to approval of new oil, gas, water or other
extraction well drilling permits and appropriate and sufficient safeguards are
incorporated into the project design and facility operation. The draft EIR cites
implementation of this policy to support the conclusion that implementation of the
2040 General Plan would have a less-than-significant impact as a result of
development expose people or structures to subsidence or cause subsidence if
located within a subsidence hazard zone (refer to the discussion of Impact 4.7-6).
To this end, if an extraction well could cause or contribute to land subsidence if
proper material balance is not employed, this policy would address this condition.

O6-24

The comment requests that the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,
the Regulation for Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and the
State’s Cap-and-Trade regulation be included in the draft EIR rather than in the
Background Report.
The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 is discussed in detail in the
Background Report. Refer to Master Response MR-6 for discussion of how the
County appropriately uses the Background Report to describe the existing
environmental setting in the draft EIR. The County agrees with the addition of the
Regulation for Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the Capand-Trade regulation pertaining to GHG emissions sources, like industrial
emissions exceeding 25,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e)
annually. In response to this comment, the following is added on page 4.8-2:
In 2011, CARB adopted the Cap-and-Trade regulation and created the
Cap-and-Trade program. The program covers GHG emissions sources
that emit more than 25,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per
year (MTCO2e/year) such as refineries, power plants, industrial facilities,
and transportation fuels. The Cap-and-Trade program includes an
enforceable statewide emissions cap that declines approximately 3
percent annually. CARB distributes allowances, which are tradable
permits, equal to the emissions allowed under the cap. Sources that
reduce emissions more than their limits can auction carbon allowances to
other covered entities through the Cap-and-Trade market. Sources subject
to the cap are required to surrender allowances and offsets equal to their
emissions at the end of each compliance period (CARB 2012). Stationary
sources that emit more than 10,000 MTCO2e/year are required to report
their GHG emissions annually to CARB pursuant to the Mandatory
Reporting Regulation but are not required to reduce GHG emissions until
the 25,000 MTCO2e/year cap is exceeded. The Cap-and-Trade program
was initially slated to sunset in 2020, but the passage of SB 398 in 2017
extended the program through 2030.
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O6-25

The comment suggests that the GHG emissions associated with landfills in the
county are underestimated. The comment provides a citation to a CARBsupported methane emissions study that sought to measure landfill-generated
methane from the Toland Road Landfill in the county. Refer to Master Response
MR-1.A, which describes an updated calculation for the Toland Road Landfill
based upon the availability of new data sources.

O6-26

The comment suggests including the CO2 generated from composting facilities
operating in the County in the GHG inventory. It also suggests that these facilities
are designed to decrease methane emissions but create CO2 emissions.
The ICLEI U.S. Community GHG Protocol used by the County and many other
jurisdictions to produce GHG inventories does not contain standardized
methodologies to estimate fugitive emissions from composting due to the lack of
data and guidance. Appendix E of the of the protocol’s latest version 1.2 from
July 2019 states that the EPA is exploring methods to calculate emissions from
composting and the ICLEI guidance will be updated in future editions to reflect
the state of science for direct measurements. For lack of a generally accepted
method for quantifying GHG emission from this source, it was not included as
part of the draft EIR analysis.

O6-27

The comment asserts that the stationary source emissions estimates of the
baseline GHG inventory are incorrect because they do not match the emissions
reported in CARB’s Mandatory Reporting Rule (MRR), as cited in draft EIR
Appendix D. The reference to MRR in draft EIR Appendix D is incorrect. The
stationary source emissions were not based on MRR reports. Instead, they were
calculated using the County’s portion of statewide GHG emissions from oil and
gas production scaled by the County’s relative production of oil and gas in the
state. In response to this comment, reference to the MRR has been removed
from draft EIR Appendix D, as provided in Revised Appendix D, Attachment 2 to
the final EIR. In addition, these revisions recalculate the stationary source
emissions based on county-specific emissions data available from CARB. These
changes do not substantially affect the analysis or change the impact
conclusions in the draft EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-1.A for additional
discussion of the stationary source emissions calculations included in the draft
EIR and updated calculations for stationary source emissions included in the final
EIR.

O6-28

The comment states that the draft EIR does not explain why state-level data was
used to estimate the county’s emissions from oil and gas production in light of
facility-level data from MRR for three facilities in the county, and that reliance on
State-level data inaccurately reflects the oil and gas emissions in the county. The
comment states that the emissions estimated for the oil and gas sector are
considerably overestimated.
MRR data was not considered for the analysis after reviewing the limitations
associated with the MRR data. The MRR data only includes facilities that meet
the reporting criteria when they emit more than 10,000 MTCO2e per year and do
not include fugitive emissions from oil and gas production. Fugitive emissions are
included in CARB’s GHG inventory for the oil and gas sector (CARB 2020), and,
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to be consistent with the state’s GHG inventory, are also included in the County’s
GHG inventory in order to show consistency with the State’s GHG reduction
targets.
Also, in contrast to the two facilities identified by the comment, in 2015, the MRR
included four petroleum and natural gas extraction facilities in the county:


Aera Energy Ventura Basin (opt-in 2014);



Aera Energy Ventura Gas Plant;



California Resources Production Corporation - SCVGP Gas Plant; and



California Resources Production Corporation - Ventura Basin 755.

According to the MRR, these facilities emitted a total of 126,663 MTCO2e in
2015, excluding fugitive emissions (CARB 2019b).
In the final EIR, the county’s emissions from oil and gas production have been
revised to account for county-specific emissions data from CARB. These changes
do not substantially affect the analysis or change the impact conclusions in the
draft EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-1.A for additional discussion of the
stationary source emissions calculations included in the draft EIR and updated
calculations for stationary source emissions included in the final EIR.
O6-29

Comment requests an explanation for the differences in the rate of forecasted
decay in waste-in-place emissions between the Toland Road Landfill and the
Simi Valley Landfill.
The comment identifies an error in the calculation of the solid waste GHG
emissions forecasts for the Simi Valley Landfill and the Toland Road Landfill.
These forecasts were incorrectly quantified in the draft EIR. These forecasts
have been revised and both forecasts are now based on the decay rates
modeled in CARB’s Landfill Emissions Tool. These revisions clarify the data used
in the draft EIR analysis, but do not substantially change the analysis or
conclusions of the draft EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-1.A and the revised
Appendix D (Attachment 2 to this final EIR) for further explanation of the
methodology used to quantify solid waste emissions.

O6-30

The comment expresses concern over the methods used to forecast emissions from
oil and gas production. The comment identifies a discrepancy between the draft
EIR’s forecast of emissions from oil and gas production and the historical trends in
oil and gas production in the county. (Note that references to “gas” in the GHG
forecast data corresponds to “associated gas” production. No non-associated gas
was reported to be produced in the county between 2008 and 2018.)
In reviewing these calculations, an error was identified associated with the
scaling factors used to forecast emissions. Previously in the draft EIR, there was
a calculation error in the scaling factor used to forecast emissions through 2040
that was designed to scale emissions by average annual trends in oil and gas
production in the county since 2008. The forecasts have also been revised to
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incorporate historical oil and gas production in the county starting from 1980,
instead of 2008, to provide a more accurate assessment of the overall trends in
oil and gas production in the county. Additionally, the calculations have been
corrected such that oil-related emissions are scaled by oil production and gasrelated emissions are scaled by gas production. A discussion has also been
added to further explain the methodology used to forecast oil and gas emissions.
A revised version of draft EIR Appendix D that reflects these modifications is
provided in Attachment 2 to this final EIR.
Since 1980, oil and gas production in the county has decreased by approximately
60 percent, following an inverted growth curve pattern characteristic of oil
production decline. Based on this, the updates to the GHG calculations more
accurately reflect the anticipated trends in emissions from the oil and gas industry.
O6-31

The comment notes that the draft EIR analysis under Impact 4.12-3 in Section
4.12, “Minerals and Petroleum Resources,” concludes that the 2040 General
Plan could hamper or preclude access to oil and gas resources and suggests
that Section 4.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” in the draft EIR, should be
modified to include an explanation of the modeling assumptions in Appendix D to
the draft EIR that indicate that oil production would increase in the county. The
final EIR revises the methodology to forecast oil production in the county and,
using historical oil production data in county starting from 1980 from the
California Department of Conservation, anticipates that oil production in the
county will decline through 2040, instead of increase. See response to comment
O6-30, Master Response MR-1, and the Revised Appendix D in Attachment 2 to
the final EIR for further discussion of the revised scaling factors used to forecast
GHG emissions from stationary sources.

O6-32

The comment states that the overestimations of the stationary source emissions
made in Table 4.8-2 are compounded in the projections. The comment also
states that forecasted stationary source emissions should be decreasing relative
to 2015 levels, in line with historical trends in oil production in the county. Refer
to the response to comment O6-28, which explains the inclusion of fugitive
emissions from oil and gas production. Refer Master Response MR-1.A which
explains the revisions to the 2015 inventory and forecasted stationary source
emissions included in the final EIR. These revisions were made in response to
this and other similar comments expressing concern over using State-level data
and inappropriate oil production forecasts. Refer to response to comment O6-30
explaining why forecast GHG emissions from stationary sources have been
revised to assume a declining trend in future oil and gas production in the county.
Note that revision of the 2015 emissions from stationary sources in the final EIR
are higher than those estimated in the draft EIR; however, forecasted emissions
are lower and show a declining trend compared to the estimates in the draft EIR.
Refer to Master Response MR-1.A and the Revised Appendix D in Attachment 2
to the final EIR for further discussion of the revised methods used to estimate the
2015 and forecasted GHG emissions from stationary sources.

O6-33
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asserts that the oil produced in the county has a lower carbon intensity than that
of oil produced in other parts of the State. The comment references the Low
Carbon Fuel Standard as the driver of the reduction of carbon intensity of oil.
This is a State-regulated program that the County does not have authority to
revise and implementation of this regulation is not carried out through the CEQA
process. The impact of the Low Carbon Fuel Standard regulation is not quantified
in the draft EIR analysis as it represents upstream emissions associated with fuel
production. No revision to the draft EIR is required in response to this comment.
Refer to response to comment O2-6 and Master Response MR-4.K for a
discussion of the potential for GHG emissions from extraction of crude oil outside
of the county compared to extraction occurring within the county and whether
additional discussion of this potential is appropriate for inclusion in this draft EIR.
O6-34

The comment addresses Policies COS-7.4 and COS-7.7 of the draft 2040
General Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. Policy COS-7.7
is part of the draft 2040 General Plan and was not identified as a mitigation
measure for potentially significant GHG emissions impacts identified in the draft
EIR. No further response is required. However, this comment is acknowledged
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan.

O6-35

The comment addresses implementation of Implementation Program M in the
Conservation and Open Space Element of the 2040 General Plan, which would
require the County to evaluate the feasibility of establishing a local tax on oil and
gas operations located in the unincorporated county and asserts that doing so
would “usurp” authority designated to a State agency. This comment is not related
to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration
prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan.

O6-36

The comment states that several policies and programs analyzed in Section 4.8,
“Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” in the draft EIR are unrelated to GHG emissions
or climate change. The comment cites the following policies and programs: CTM2.1, CTM-2.10, CTM-2.19, PFS-4.4, COS-2.10, WR-4.1, and Implementation
Programs J and M.
The following briefly explains how the identified programs would reduce GHG
emissions.




Policies CTM-2.1, CTM-2.10, and CTM-2.19: These policies reduce GHG
emissions by promoting the use of alternative low-emission modes of
transportation, such as bicycling and walking. Physical separation of lowspeed and high-speed modes of transportation also promote safety and
desirability of those modes over faster automotive transportation.
Policies PFS-4.4, COS-2.10, and WR-4.1: The preservation of groundwater
resources allows for greater availability of local water resources, which
discourages the use of water from more GHG-intensive sources. According to
the California Energy Commission, groundwater from wells less than 250 feet
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deep is less energy intensive than water sourced from other major sources,
such as the State Water Project (California Energy Commission 2006:25).
Emissions of GHGs are proportional to electricity use, as long as electricity
sources are sourced from non-renewable sources.


O6-37

Implementation Programs J and M: These programs would reduce GHG
emissions by promoting the use of alternative fuels (e.g., electricity, biodiesel,
biogas) that emit less GHG emissions per unit of energy than their
conventional counterparts (e.g., diesel, gasoline, natural gas).

The comment asserts that 2040 General Plan Policy COS-7.4 (ElectricallyPowered Equipment for Oil and Gas Exploration and Production) is not feasible
for the County to implement because the County does not have control over the
renewable sources of imported electricity. Policy COS-7.4 states that “the County
shall require discretionary development for oil and gas exploration and
production to use electrically-powered equipment from 100 percent renewable
sources and cogeneration, where feasible, to reduce air pollution and GHG
emissions from internal combustion engines and equipment.”
The draft EIR evaluates the physical environmental effects of 2040 General Plan
implementation, including its policies and programs, but is not required to
analyze the “defects of, or infeasibility of” this policy or other components of the
project being analyzed.
Table 4.7 in the draft EIR identifies a list of policies, including Policy COS-7.4,
that are not supported by any implementation programs. The conclusion under
Impact 4.8-1 (page 4.8-44) explains that such policies do not contain enough
specificity to allow for the quantification of any potential GHG reductions.
Although this discussion did not specifically address Policy COS-7.4, it did not
discount the feasibility of Policy COS-7.4.
The implementation of Policy COS-7.4 could be supported by several means.
Under Policy COS-8.4, the Clean Power Alliance targets enrollment of 95 percent
of all residential and commercial customers into its Green Choice Program by
2030. This program offers 100 percent renewable electricity. Additionally, Senate
Bill 100 establishes a target of 100 percent renewable electricity in the state by
2045. Southern California Edison also offers two renewable energy programs
with 100 percent renewable options that businesses can join: the Green Rate
Program and the Community Renewables Program. Given these policies and
available renewable electricity options, it is feasible for electricity consumers to
choose renewably sourced electricity as part of the implementation of Policy
COS-7.4. Therefore, this policy is anticipated to reduce GHG emissions, although
such reductions cannot be quantified at this time.

O6-38

The comment recommends an edit to the text of the draft EIR. In response, the
following edit is made to the discussion on page 4.8-50 in Section 4.8,
“Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of the draft EIR:
However, for these reasons and those described in Impact 4.8-1, the
County cannot meaningfully quantify the effect of all its 2040 General Plan
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policies and programs on future GHG emissions, and there therefore, it
cannot conclude, at this program level of analysis, that future GHG
emissions in the county under the 2040 General Plan would be sufficiently
reduced to meet the State’s 2030 or post-2030 targets.
This edit provides clarification, but does not substantially change the analysis or
conclusions of the draft EIR.
O6-39

The comment recommends an edit to the text of the draft EIR. In response, the
following edit is made to the discussion on page 4.8-52 in Section 4.8,
“Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of the draft EIR:
However, due to the County’s minimal growth, most of the forecast GHG
emissions in 2030 and beyond are caused or influenced by from energy
use in existing buildings, vehicle use and travel behavior on existing
transportation systems, landfilled waste, and agricultural uses where the
County has limited authority to enforce stringent actions resulting in GHG
reductions beyond what have been already been included in the 2040
General Plan and the mitigation measures identified in Impact 4.8-2.

O6-40

The comment states that the draft EIR does not provide a definition for
“alternative technology” for the management of hazardous waste and therefore
fails to disclose an evaluation of the potential impacts due to onsite treatment of
hazardous waste. Through Policy HAZ-5.5, the County would “require that
hazardous wastes and hazardous materials be managed in such a way that
waste reduction through alternative technology is the first priority.” This speaks to
looking for technological solutions, which would vary based on industry, that
result in reduced use and generation of hazardous materials and wastes. The
policy does not promote alternative technology to manage said waste; but is
intended to reduce the quantity of potentially hazardous materials used and
wastes generated. The full policy, as provided on page 4.9-7 of the draft EIR is
provided below for reference.


Policy HAZ-5.5: Hazardous Waste Reduction at the Source. The
County shall, as part of the discretionary review process, require that
hazardous wastes and hazardous materials be managed in such a way
that waste reduction through alternative technology is the first priority,
followed by recycling and on-site treatment, with disposal as the last
resort. (RDR) [Source: Existing GPP Policy 2.15.1.1, modified]

Once produced, hazardous wastes are “treated” when the physical, chemical, or
biological character or composition of the hazardous waste is changed in a way that
removes or reduces its harmful properties or characteristics. In Ventura County, all
facilities that generate hazardous waste, except those in the City of Oxnard, are
required to obtain a hazardous waste producer’s permit from Ventura County
Environmental Health Department. The Environmental Health Department conducts
routine inspections of facilities that generate hazardous waste to verify compliance
with State hazardous waste laws and regulations contained in the California Health
and Safety Code. Businesses that treat hazardous waste onsite are required to
notify the Environmental Health Department. There are State laws and regulations
Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-333

Comments and Responses to Comments

pertaining to onsite hazardous waste treatment that are administered through an
existing permitting process established by the State of California. For further
discussion of these regulations, refer to Section 11.5, “Hazardous Materials,” of the
Background Report (pages 11-65 through 11-67).
The draft EIR provides a program-level analysis of the types of development that
could occur in the unincorporated county based on implementation of the
proposed land use plan and policies. Physical changes that could result from
subsequent development pursuant to land use designations established in the
2040 General Plan, implementation of policies and implementation programs
identified in the 2040 General Plan, and offsite or indirect development that is
necessitated by the 2040 General Plan, are encompassed in this analysis (see
“Approach to Environmental Analysis,” page 4-3 of the draft EIR). The reasonably
foreseeable effects of Policy HAZ-5.5 are considered in Impacts 4.9-1 through 4.94. No revision to the draft EIR is required in response to this comment.
O6-41

The comment references the justification of not providing additional mitigation to
address the significant and unavoidable impact identified under Impact 4.9-6
(Expose People to Risk of Wildfire by Locating Development in a High Fire
Hazard Area/Fire Hazard Severity Zone or Substantially Impairing an Adopted
Emergency Response Plan or Evacuation Plan or Exacerbate Wildfire Risk).
Here, the discussion explains that there is an existing regulation in place (VCFPD
Ordinance 31, the Ventura County Fire Protection District Fire Hazard Reduction
Program) which “requires mandatory 100-feet of brush clearance around
structures located in or adjacent to Hazardous Fire Areas” (page 4.9-24 of the
draft EIR), and concludes that there could be a significant increase in wildfire
hazards despite implementation of this and other regulations, as well as
applicable policies and implementation programs proposed in the 2040 General
Plan. VCFPD Ordinance 31, Chapter 2 Definitions, defines “Structure” as,
“That which is built or constructed, an edifice or building of any kind, or any piece
of work artificially built up or composed of parts joined together in some definite
manner.” (Ventura County Fire Code, Section 202).
The draft EIR provides a program-level analysis of the types of development that
could occur in the unincorporated county, based on implementation of the
proposed land use plan and policies. Physical changes that could result from
subsequent development pursuant to land use designations established in the
2040 General Plan, implementation of policies and implementation programs
identified in the 2040 General Plan, and offsite or indirect development that is
necessitated by the 2040 General Plan, are encompassed in this analysis. For
the purpose of this environmental analysis, the types of actions that could result
in physical changes to the environment under the 2040 General Plan are referred
to collectively as “future development” (see “Approach to Environmental
Analysis,” page 4-3 of the draft EIR).
In the analysis of the wildfire impact, the draft EIR (page 4.9-21) explains that:
Public Resources Code Section 4291 and Government Code Section
51182 require property owners in mountainous areas, forest-covered
lands, or any land that is covered with flammable material to create, at
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minimum, a 100-foot defensible space (or to the property line) around their
homes and other structures. Pursuant to VCFPD Ordinance 31, the
Ventura County Fire Protection District Fire Hazard Reduction Program
requires mandatory 100-feet of brush clearance around structures located
in or adjacent to Hazardous Fire Areas.
As explained on page 4.9-2 of the draft EIR, the Ventura County Fire Protection
District Ordinance No. 31 was adopted in October of 2019, which updated the
versions of the California Fire Code and International Fire Code adopted by
reference. The hazard reduction program is further described on page 11-52 of
the Background Report. More information about the applicability of, and
requirements to, clear brush or vegetative growth from structures, can be found
in VCFPD Ordinance 31, Section W105.
The 2040 General Plan would not change the requirement for brush clearing in
Hazardous Fire Areas. However, growth that occurs under the plan could
increase development in Hazardous Fire Areas that must comply with VCFPD
Ordinance 31. The land use diagram establishes the types of development
envisioned for areas of the county, while the policies and implementation
programs further guide, and provide parameters around, appropriate
development. The draft EIR appropriately acknowledges the potential for future
development in or adjacent to high and very high Fire Hazard Severity Zones or
Hazardous Fire Areas. Future development is considered a potential for land
disturbance in the analysis of erosion potential, irrespective of buffer
requirements for wildfire hazard reduction.
O6-42

The draft EIR lists proposed policies as they appear in the draft 2040 General
Plan. The EIR does not propose revisions to the draft policies unless necessary
to mitigate a potentially significant effect on the environment.
Stormwater drainage facilities would be installed as a component of new
development accommodated under the 2040 General Plan, and the County
would require that the facilities comply with Policy PFS-6.5: Stormwater Drainage
Facilities which states that “The County shall require that stormwater drainage
facilities are properly designed, sited, constructed, and maintained to efficiently
capture and convey runoff for flood protection and groundwater recharge.” The
actual land disturbance required to install and maintain these facilities would be
within the greater area of potential land disturbance assumed in the analysis.
As explained above, the draft EIR provides a program-level analysis of the types
of development that could occur in the unincorporated county based on
implementation of the proposed land use plan and policies. Physical changes
that could result from subsequent development pursuant to land use
designations established in the 2040 General Plan, implementation of policies
and implementation programs identified in the 2040 General Plan, and offsite or
indirect development that is necessitated by the 2040 General Plan, are
encompassed in this analysis. For the purpose of this environmental analysis, the
types of actions that could result in physical changes to the environment under
the 2040 General Plan are referred to collectively as “future development” (see
“Approach to Environmental Analysis,” page 4-3 of the draft EIR).
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O6-43

The comment addresses implementation of a policy of the 2040 General Plan
and is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. As described in response to
comment O6-42, the draft EIR lists proposed policies as they appear in the draft
2040 General Plan. The EIR does not propose revisions to the language and
level of detail provided in the draft policies unless necessary to mitigate an effect
on the environment. However, this comment is acknowledged for the record and
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration prior to
making a decision on adoption of the final 2040 General Plan.

O6-44

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

O6-45

The comment expresses concern that oil and gas have not been considered as
mineral resources. The County acknowledges that petroleum is, by definition, a
non-renewable mineral resource. The County chose to make a distinction
between oil and gas resources and other mineral resources to highlight the
discussion for the public.
The draft EIR evaluates petroleum resources and aggregate resources
separately in Section 4.12, “Minerals and Petroleum Resources,” because there
are conditions that are unique to each of these mineral resources. The approach
in the draft EIR is also consistent with the County’s ISAG. All mineral resources
are evaluated at the same level of detail, according to thresholds that combine
the ISAG with the sample questions in Appendix G of the State CEQA
Guidelines. As explained on page 4.12-6 of the draft EIR, “Appendix G questions
XII(a) and XII(b)…are evaluated as separate thresholds for mineral and
petroleum resources.” Therefore, all mineral resources have been evaluated
pursuant to the appropriate CEQA thresholds.

O6-46

The comment asserts that the draft EIR vaguely describes the imposition of
buffers for agricultural without any measurable values/distances for these buffers.
Section 4.11, “Land Use and Planning,” in the draft EIR does not impose buffers
on any land use. The draft EIR describes the buffers developed by the County in
the 2040 General Plan and evaluates whether there is potential that these buffers
could: result in physical development that is incompatible with existing land uses,
architectural form or style, site design/layout, or density/parcel sizes within any
communities; result in the physical division of an established community; or
cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with a regional plan,
policy, or program adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. No further response to this comment is required.

O6-47

Policy HAZ-2.3, as proposed in the 2040 General Plan and provided in the list of
policies on page 4.11-16 of the draft EIR, indicates that the County “shall prohibit
incompatible land uses and limit discretionary development within floodplains.”
The 2040 General Plan (page 12-12) defines the term “incompatible” as:
The characteristic of different uses or activities that are not permitted to be
located near each other because it is likely to create conflict. Some
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elements affecting compatibility include intensity of occupancy as
measured by dwelling units per acre; pedestrian or vehicular traffic
generated; volume of goods handled; and environmental effects including
noise, vibration, glare, air pollution, or radiation.
The analysis of incompatible physical development in Impact 4.11-1 explains that
“HAZ-2.3 would discourage development of incompatible land uses in areas with
designated safety hazards” (page 4.11-21 of the draft EIR). Compatibility would
be determined at the project level; however, it is reasonable to assume that the
community would benefit if certain critical facilities (i.e., hospitals and fire
stations) were located outside of identified floodplains. Reducing physical
development within the floodplain would result in positive physical consequences
given that such development can increase the severity of flooding and put
residents at risk. To the extent that potential development is displaced or moved
from an area prone to flooding to an area that is more appropriate, this
development would occur consistent with the land use plan and is within the
“buildout” assumptions for the 2040 General Plan used in the draft EIR. Further
discussion of flooding is provided in Section 4.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,”
of the draft EIR. Note also that this proposed policy is a modification of an
existing goal and policy in the current General Plan and is thus not a
substantively new policy or concept for the County.
O6-48

The land use diagram proposed in the 2040 General Plan is provided in Chapter
3, “Project Description,” because it is a key component of the project that is
evaluated throughout the draft EIR. Refer to Figures 3-2a and 3-2b. Refer to
Master Response MR-2 for discussion of the adequacy of the draft EIR project
description including the 2040 General Plan land use diagram.

O6-49

Refer to Master Response MR-4 regarding the findings and conclusions related
to setbacks, and the adequacy of the reports used to derive the findings and
conclusions, flaring, pipelines, and horizontal drilling. The remainder of the
comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not related
to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration
prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan.

O6-50

Refer to Master Response MR-4 regarding the findings and conclusions related
to State pre-emption of local laws, vested rights, intent of the policies related to
phasing out of oil and gas, the feasibility of horizontal drilling, and impacts
outside the general plan area including GHG impacts.

O6-51

Refer to Master Response MR-4 regarding the findings and conclusions related
to State pre-emption of local laws, vested rights, intent of the policies related to
phasing out of oil and gas, the feasibility of horizontal drilling, and impacts
outside the general plan area including GHG emissions impacts.

O6-52

Refer to Master Response MR-4 regarding the findings and conclusions related
to State pre-emption of local laws, vested rights, intent of the policies related to
phasing out of oil and gas, the feasibility of horizontal drilling, and impacts
outside the general plan area including GHG emissions impacts.
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O6-53

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.I, “Directional Drilling,” and
Section MR-4.L, “Oil Reserves.” Although the commenter makes specific factual
assertions regarding the approximate volume of oil reserves and claims that the
subsurface conditions could impair directional drilling, the comment does not
explain or cite substantial evidence supporting its asserted facts. As a result, the
comment’s accuracy is not known and cannot be independently assessed.
Regardless, the comment’s factual assertions, even if accurate, do not affect the
analyses or conclusions of the draft EIR and, therefore, no revisions have been
made in response to the comment. The comment addresses implementation
of the 2040 General Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the draft
EIR. However, this comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration prior to making a
decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan.

O6-54

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.A, “County’s Authority to
Regulate Oil and Gas Development,” and Section MR-4.B, “Antiquated Permits
and Takings,” regarding the findings and conclusions related to State preemption of local laws. The comment addresses implementation of the 2040
General Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, this
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmaking bodies for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a
final 2040 General Plan.

O6-55

The analysis in the draft EIR (page 4.13-13) acknowledges that discretionary
development in the unincorporated county:
would be required to comply with the following construction equipment
noise control measures identified in the Construction Noise Threshold
Criteria and Control Plan, which would substantially lessen construction
noise levels. In addition, the permitting agency/department would review
the construction noise reduction measures and confirm compliance with
the County’s noise threshold criteria.
One of those existing noise threshold criteria is “All back-up alarms should be
disarmed at 8:00 p.m. and not reactivated until 7:00 a.m. on weekdays and 9:00
a.m. on weekends and local holidays. Signal persons and strobe lights must be
used during periods when the back-up alarms are disarmed” (draft EIR page
4.13-14). This is not a requirement of the 2040 General Plan or mitigation in the
draft EIR, and, therefore, potential safety effects of these existing procedures
need not be evaluated in this EIR.

O6-56

2-338

Refer to response to comment O2-18 regarding the analysis of stationary noise
sources.
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Letter
O7

Borchard Companies, Inc
John W. Borchard, Jr., Chief Financial Officer
February 27, 2020

O7-1

This comment regarding the adequacy of the draft EIR is noted. However, no
specific issues related to the content, analysis, conclusions, or overall adequacy
of the draft EIR are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response is
provided.

O7-2

The history of the Borchard family is noted. This comment is introductory in
nature and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response
is required.

O7-3

Refer to Master Response MR-5 regarding the feasibility of Mitigation Measure
AG-2.

O7-4

The comment asserts that the agricultural industry is reliant on “reasonable water
costs and supply,” which it asserts are not evaluated in the draft EIR. As
explained in the “Methodology” subsection of Section 4.2, “Agriculture and
Forestry Resources,” a reduction in available water resources for irrigation is
considered an indirect impact on agricultural resources (see page 4.2-3 of the
draft EIR). Indirect impacts are evaluated under Impact 4.2-1 (Loss of Prime
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland
of Local Importance). Consistent with the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines ,
the subsequent discussion focuses on indirect loss of agricultural soils and land
use conflicts. The analysis concludes that the impact to farmland would be
significant and unavoidable because “any direct or indirect loss of Important
Farmlands would be considered a permanent loss of a valuable resource,” and
there “are no actions or policies that the County could feasibly mandate to fully
replace the loss of Important Farmland” (see page 4.2-17 of the draft EIR).
Cross reference is provided within this section to Section 4.10, “Hydrology and
Water Quality,” of the draft EIR for additional discussion of water resources. For
a discussion of groundwater supply, refer to Impact 4.10-1 (Directly or Indirectly
Decrease the Net Quantity of Groundwater in a Groundwater Basin That Is
Overdrafted or Create an Overdrafted Groundwater Basin). Although there could
be an increase in water demand with development that occurs over the more
than 20-year planning period for the 2040 General Plan, this impact is found to
be less than significant due to compliance with groundwater sustainability plans
which require an assessment of the condition of groundwater basins, managing
groundwater demand, and undertaking groundwater recharge projects to achieve
long-term sustainability; compliance with County Ordinance 4468, which prohibits
new wells for the extraction of groundwater in many groundwater basins; and
compliance with 2040 General Plan Policy COS-2.10, which requires the County
to enhance groundwater management to prevent excessive pumping and reduce
saltwater intrusion. For a discussion of surface water, refer to Impact 4.10-7
(Increase Surface Water Consumptive Use (Demand) Including Diversion or
Dewatering Downstream Reaches, Resulting in an Adverse Impact on One or
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More of the Beneficial Uses Listed in the Applicable Basin Plan). This impact is
also considered less than significant because Urban Water Management Plans
(UWMPs), which identify and evaluate the reliability and quantity of available
water supply sources , would ensure that water supplies are properly managed
and, thus, would not result in adverse effects to beneficial uses listed in the
applicable Basin Plans, including agriculture. Impact 4.17-4 (Result in
Development That Would Adversely Affect Water Supply Quantities during
Normal, Single-Dry, and Multiple-Dry Years) (starting at page 4.17-14) evaluates
whether sufficient water supplies would be available to serve future development
under 2040 General Plan implementation during normal, single-dry, and multipledry year scenarios and concludes that this impact would be significant and
unavoidable with implementation of Mitigation Measure UTL-1.
Additional discussion of potential indirect effects related to water supply and cost
would not change the analysis or conclusions of the draft EIR. No changes to the
draft EIR have been made in response to this comment.
O7-5

The comment does not specifically name which policies it is referring to;
therefore, the County has interpreted which policies the comment might be
referencing based on the content of the comment in a good faith effort to respond
to the comment. To clarify, though the comment refers to these policies as
“mitigation measures,” they are policies in the proposed General Plan.
Regarding setbacks, Policy LU-6.1 requires that non-agricultural land uses
adjacent to agricultural uses to incorporate adequate buffers to limit conflicts with
adjoining agricultural operations. While the commenter asserts this is a policy
that would hinder agricultural use, the buffer policy is meant to protect agricultural
uses from future development. The development subject to County approval
would be required to implement buffers, within their land area, and this
requirement would not require buffers to be created on existing agricultural
operations. As a result, the County does not believe the buffers would hinder
agricultural operations as claimed by the commenter.
Regarding fumigants and pesticides, Policy AG-3.2 states that the County shall
encourage and support the use of integrated pest management practices to
reduce pesticide use and human health risks. Policy AG-3.2 is not associated
with any implementation program in the General Plan. Because the policy only
requires that the County “encourage” and “support” certain practices, it would not
require changes in use. Therefore, the policy would not affect the viability of
agriculture in the County.
The County cannot determine which policy the commenter believes affects the
use of fertilizer. There are no 2040 General Plan policies that dictate type or use
of fertilizer.
To clarify, Policies AG-5.2 and AG-5.3 do not require farm equipment be
converted to electric. Refer to response to comment A13-10 regarding these two
policies and their potential impacts on agriculture.
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O7-6

Refer to Master Response MR-6 for a discussion of the accuracy, timeliness, and
level of detail in the Background Report. The comment refers to unspecified
“detailed studies that must be added” to identify impacts and mitigation measures
for “the agricultural industry” but it is not clear from the comment what the scope
of such studies should be or their relation to the draft EIR analysis of agricultural
resources impacts in Section 4.2. As a result, no further response can be
provided.

O7-7

It is unclear what “limiting mitigation measures for fire prevention” are the subject
of this comment. The draft EIR does not include any mitigation measures that are
intended to or that would limit wildfire prevention activities anywhere. For a
discussion of wildfire hazards, refer to Section 4.8, “Hazards, Hazardous
Materials, and Wildfire,” in the draft EIR.
Further, the commenter states that the draft EIR fails to study how the “wildlife
corridor” eliminates agricultural operations and fire prevention in corridor areas.
Although it is unclear precisely what the “wildlife corridor” refers to, it is assumed
that this is a reference to the draft 2040 General Plan Conservation and Open
Space Element Policy COS-1.3, Wildlife Corridor Crossing Structures, and Policy
COS-1.5, Development within Habitat Connectivity and Wildlife Corridors,
analyzed in the draft EIR Section 4.4, “Biological Resources.” The comment does
not explain the factual basis for its inaccurate assertion that the 2040 General
Plan would “eliminate” agricultural operations or fire prevention in designated
wildlife corridor areas. Consequently, a detailed response to the inaccurate
assertion is not possible. The draft EIR concludes that Policies COS-1.3 and
COS-1.5 would reduce potential direct and indirect impacts on special-status
species and habitats, require development to accommodate wildlife passage,
and require project-level environmental review and mitigation for significant
impacts (page 4.4-22). The Ventura County Fire Protection District Ordinance
No. 31 (Ventura County Fire Code) sets forth the requirements for fire
prevention, vegetation and brush clearance on properties in the unincorporated
area, inclusive of parcels within the Habitat Connectivity and Wildlife Corridors
Overlay Zone and Critical Wildlife Passage Areas Overlay Zone (Non-Coastal
Zoning Ordinance Sections 8104-7.7 and 8104-7.8).
Development subject to the 2040 General Plan would be required to comply with
the Ventura County Fire Code fire prevention requirements within the Habitat
Connectivity and Wildlife Corridors and Critical Wildlife Passage Areas Overlay
Zones. For a discussion of wildfire hazards, refer to Section 4.8, “Hazards,
Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire” in the draft EIR. The draft EIR does not
analyze the impact of 2040 General Plan policies on the “elimination” of
agricultural operations or fire prevention because, again, no proposed provision
of the 2040 General Plan would do so. Note that CEQA requires that the EIR
analyze the impact of these policies on the environment, including agricultural
resources such as designated agricultural soils. For discussion of impacts to
agricultural resources, refer to Section 4.2, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources,”
in the draft EIR.
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O7-8

The commenter has not specified which general plan policies they are concerned
about that expand permanent bike path and pedestrian walking trails. There are
several policies that encourage study and development of bicycle and pedestrian
routes (e.g., Policy CTM-2.12, Policy CTM-2.13, Policy CTM-2.17, Policy CTM2.26, Policy CTM-2.27, and Policy CTM-3.5).
Policy LU-6.1 requires that non-agricultural land uses adjacent to agricultural
uses to incorporate adequate buffers to limit conflicts with adjoining agricultural
operations. To clarify, though the commenter refers to this policy as a “mitigation
measure,” it is a policy in the proposed 2040 General Plan. While the commenter
asserts this is a policy that would hinder agricultural use, the buffer policy is
meant to protect agricultural uses from future development. The development
would be required to implement buffers, and this requirement would not require
buffers to be created on existing agricultural operations. As a result, the County
does not agree that the buffers would hinder agricultural operations as claimed
by the commenter. Additionally, see Policy CTM-3.5, which states that “[t]he
County shall plan for bicycle network connectivity in rural, agricultural, and open
space areas in a way that supports and complements business and agricultural
activities in those areas.” This and other policies would be implemented through
Implementation Program L, Master Bicycle Network Plan. As a result, the County
does not believe the buffers would create land that is unusable for agricultural
operations because the policy requires supporting and complementing
agricultural activities.
Impact 4.2-2 addresses conflicts of non-agricultural land use with agricultural
land use, and focuses on “classified farmland,” which includes lands designated
as grazing land, Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique
Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance.
While the commenter expresses concern over impacts from trail users on
agriculture, such as theft, vandalism, litter, and pet waste, these impacts would
not be significant because EIRs are not required to speculate about a project’s
environmental impacts (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145). The comment
does not present evidence that, to the extent the 2040 General Plan results in
trails adjacent to agricultural lands, the use of such trails would result in degrees
of theft, vandalism, litter, and pet waste, such that agricultural uses or operations
would cease to exist, although such activities may occur to some degree (e.g.,
stolen equipment, illegal picking, litter tossed into fields). Recreational trails and
pathways are routinely designed to deter trespassing onto private property (e.g.,
with signs, fencing) and routinely maintained by the owner or operator (e.g., to
repair vandalized facilities). Moreover, the plan area includes law enforcement
services (e.g., to address theft, vandalism). As a result, a discussion of the
impacts of theft, vandalism, litter, and pet waste on agriculture is appropriately
excluded from Impact 4.2-2.

O7-9

2-344

The comment asserts that the draft EIR does not address economic impacts of
various General Plan policies. However, EIRs are not required to treat a project’s
economic or social effects as significant effects on the environment (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15131). Social and economic effects need only be considered
in an EIR where there is a clear link between those economic or social effects
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and physical environmental changes. The economic issues raised in this
comment would not result in any adverse physical changes to the environment
not already addressed in the draft EIR. The commenter refers to letters submitted
by Aera Energy and “other operators.” Refer to responses to Letters O5 and O6
submitted by Aera Energy LLC. Also refer to response to comment O2-10.
O7-10

The draft EIR adequately analyzes the potential impacts of implementing the
proposed 2040 General Plan policies and provides mitigation measures (where
required) to reduce significant impacts.
Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.
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Letter
O8

Building Industry Legal Defense Foundation
Adam S. Wood, Administrator
February 27, 2020

O8-1

The description of the role of the commenting organization is noted. This
comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental
issue for which a response is required.

O8-2

This comment states that the term “when feasible” in Mitigation Measure BIO-1
(New Implementation Program COS-X: Protection of Sensitive Biological
Resources) is used without providing a definition or meaningful standard of
feasibility. This comment has been addressed through the addition of the term
“feasible” defined in the footnote with the definition of “feasibility” to Mitigation
Measure BIO-1. Refer to response to comment A3-5 for the full text of revised
Mitigation Measure BIO-1, which addresses the issues raised by this comment.

O8-3

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

O8-4

This comment, like comment O8-2, states that the term “if feasible” in Mitigation
Measures BIO-1 (New Implementation Program COS-X: Protection of Sensitive
Biological Resources) is used without providing a definition or meaningful
standard of feasibility. See response to comment O8-2, which explains that the
draft EIR has been revised to add a footnote to this mitigation measure to define
“feasibility.”
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This comment also states that the measure should more clearly define what is
meant by “wildlife corridors.” Definitions, description, and discussion of wildlife
corridors are provided in Section 4.4-1 “Background Report Setting Updates” and in
the Background Report, which is incorporated in the draft EIR by reference.
Additionally, the 2040 General Plan Glossary includes a definition for Habitat
Connectivity and Wildlife Corridors as “Areas of contiguous natural habitats or
undeveloped land of sufficient width to facilitate the movement, migration, foraging,
breeding, and dispersal of multiple wildlife or plant species between two or more
core habitat areas. The boundaries of the Habitat Connectivity and Wildlife Corridor
areas and the Habitat Connectivity and Wildlife Corridors overlay zone are
coterminous. This issue has been addressed and further comment is not required.
O8-5

This comment objects to an update to the County’s Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines that requires that wetland mitigation be “in kind” and that “on-site
restoration…shall be preferred…” Mitigation Measure BIO-1 includes the option
of on-site or off-site restoration, but does not include any limits to this mitigation;
thus, this measure is not in conflict with Implementation Program B of the 2040
General Plan’s Conservation and Open Space Element. Further, the comment
addresses the 2040 General Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the draft
EIR. Therefore, no additional response is required. However, this comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040
General Plan.

O8-6

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

O8-7

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.H, “Buffers (Setback),” for
discussion of the findings and conclusions related to setbacks.

O8-8

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.G, “Pipeline Requirements,”
regarding the findings and conclusions related to pipelines.

O8-9

Programs M and U of the Conservation and Open Space Element were developed
by the County to implement policies that support the County’s overarching goals, as
outlined in the 2040 General Plan. The physical environmental impacts of
implementing these policies are evaluated throughout the draft EIR.
The comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is acknowledged
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a Final 2040 General Plan.

O8-10

The comment addresses the 2040 General Plan and is not related to the adequacy
of the draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, this comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for
their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a Final 2040 General
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Plan. Also, refer to Master Response MR-5 regarding the feasibility of Mitigation
Measure AG-2 and Master Response MR-3 regarding RHNA numbers.
O8-11

To clarify, Mitigation Measure AG-1 requires that the County include a policy in
the General Plan that ensures discretionary development on Important Farmland
be conditioned to avoid direct loss of Important Farmland as much as feasibly
possible. The conservation easement requirement is found in Mitigation Measure
AG-2. Refer to Master Response MR-5 for discussion of the feasibility of
Mitigation Measure AG-2.

O8-12

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

O8-13

Through Policy COS-4.3, the County would:
require all structures and sites that are designated, or being considered for
designation, as County Historical Landmarks to be preserved as a condition
of discretionary development, in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior
Standards, unless a structure is unsafe or deteriorated beyond repair.
The potential impacts of implementing this policy are evaluated pursuant to
CEQA standards throughout the draft EIR. Section 4.5, “Cultural, Tribal Cultural,
and Paleontological Resources,” of the draft EIR discusses the potential effects
of the 2040 General Plan on historical and cultural resources.
Policy COS-4.3 requires compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standard.
As explained on page 4.5-2 of the draft EIR;
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (Secretary’s Standards), codified in 36 CFR 67, provide
guidance for working with historic properties. The Secretary’s Standards
are used by lead agencies to evaluate proposed rehabilitative work on
historic properties. The Secretary’s Standards are a useful analytic tool for
understanding and describing the potential impacts of proposed changes
to historic resources. Projects that comply with the Secretary’s Standards
benefit from a regulatory presumption that they would not result in a
significant impact to a historic resource.
The draft EIR includes mitigation that would require project-level evaluation
before altering all buildings or structures that are 50 years old or older.
Significance would be assessed by a qualified architectural historian using the
significance criteria set forth for historic resources under CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5. With Mitigation Measure CUL-3, evaluation of potentially eligible sites
would be undertaken by the project applicant, which would permit a timely
determination of eligibility for County Historical Landmark status.
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Policy COS-4.3 does not contradict the requirements of CEQA. Moreover, the
standards for evaluation of historical resources established by CEQA do not limit
a local agency’s ability to condition discretionary development.
O8-14

Ventura County’s 2019 Annual Progress Report on the status of the General Plan is
available online (Ventura County 2020). The purpose of this Annual Progress Report
is to summarize building activity and efforts to facilitate affordable housing
completed in the previous calendar year. The 2019 annual report reflects the most
recent reporting requirements and was accepted by the California Department of
Housing and Community Development in April 2020.
A jurisdiction is subject to SB 35 requirements if the number of dwelling units for
which it issued building permits is less than its Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) share by income category for that reporting period. The
California Department of Housing and Community Development released its list
of jurisdictions which did not make sufficient progress towards meeting their
RHNA share using data reported from 2014-2016 in February of 2018. Ninetyseven percent of all cities and counties were identified as not having enough new
housing construction to meet their RHNA targets (Ventura County 2020).
The County’s success at meeting past RHNA allocations does not affect the
conclusions of the draft EIR relative to potential to displace affordable house
(Impact 4.14-1), induce unplanned population growth (Impact 4.14-2), or increase
demand for low-income housing that exceeds the County’s inventory of
appropriately designated land (Impact 4.14-3). No changes have been made to
the draft EIR in response to this comment.

O8-15

The VMT and LOS standards within the draft 2040 General Plan are consistent
with both state law and the state’s General Plan Guidelines. While LOS is no
longer to be used as a determination of significance under CEQA, the County has
the authority under state law to continue to use LOS for establishing and
determining discretionary project-level consistency with General Plan policies (i.e.,
determining whether discretionary development may result in an unacceptable
LOS to County roadways), and as the basis for developing discretionary projectlevel conditions of approval and imposing fees on new development to fund
transportation related improvements needed to obtain consistency with applicable
General Plan policies. Thus, the County intends to utilize both VMT and LOS
standards, and the method by which the County will do so is clearly articulated
within the following 2040 General Plan policies:
Policy CTM-1.1: Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Standards and CEQA
Evaluation.
The County shall require evaluation of County General Plan land use
designation changes, zone changes, and discretionary development for
their individual (i.e., project-specific) and cumulative transportation
impacts based on Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to the methodology and
thresholds of significance criteria set forth in the County Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines.
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Policy CTM-1.3: County Level of Service (LOS) Standards
The County shall maintain LOS standards for use as part of the County’s
transportation planning including the traffic impact mitigation fee program,
and the County’s review and policy consideration of proposed land use
legislation and discretionary development.
In short, the draft 2040 General Plan identifies two standards. VMT would be used
to determine CEQA impacts and evaluate air quality impacts and greenhouse gas
emissions, and LOS would be used to evaluate and determine the ability of the
circulation system to meet the County’s mobility needs and standards.
O8-16

The comment notes that 2040 General Plan Policy COS-10.4 provides that the
County “shall reduce GHG emissions…through a combination of measures
included in the GHG Strategy, which includes new and modified regulations…”
and expresses concern about the potential for “secondary impacts leading to
significant environmental effects” caused by the new and modified regulations.
2040 General Plan Policy COS-10.4 is a component of the project that was
evaluated in the draft EIR. New and modified regulations supporting GHG
reducing activities may be considered under Policy COS-10.4 by the County at
any time following adoption of the 2040 General Plan. As the commenter notes,
the specific details of new or modified regulations that could be identified in the
future under this policy are not known at this time and, therefore, it would be
inappropriately speculative to analyze the physical environmental effects of such
new or modified regulations in the EIR for the 2040 General Plan. An appropriate
level of CEQA analysis would occur if determined to be necessary for any such
actions identified in the future.
The draft EIR does not rely on implementation of this policy, and any future new or
modified regulations under this policy, to support the GHG emissions analysis and
impact conclusions in Section 4.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions.” Also, the draft EIR
does analyze the physical environmental effects from implementation of the policies
and programs included in the 2040 General Plan, including policies and programs
that would reduce GHG emissions from existing and future development.
The comment also indicates that elimination of Implementation Program COS-EE,
as identified in the draft EIR “seems undesirable since the purpose of program EIRs
is in part to streamline future environmental review.” For clarification, Mitigation
Measure GHG-3 would not impair the utility of a program EIR for streamlining
environmental review of future projects that are consistent with the 2040 General
Plan. Mitigation Measure GHG-3 would only eliminate the program for streamlining
and tiering subsequent CEQA review of project-level greenhouse gas emissions
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. As a result, future projects that
tier from this program EIR would need to conduct a project-specific GHG analysis.
See Master Response MR-1.C for further discussion.

O8-17
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Refer to responses to comments O8-1 through O8-16, above, for responses to
the specific comments and concerns raised in this letter.
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Letter
O9

California Construction and Industrial Materials Association
Adam Harper, Director of Policy Analysis
February 27, 2020

O9-1

The California Construction and Industrial Materials Association’s role
representing construction and industrial producers in California is noted. This
comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental
issue for which a response is required.

O9-2

Refer to responses to comments O9-3 through O9-8, below, for responses to the
specific comments and concerns about mineral resources raised in this letter.
Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.

O9-3

The comment asserts that Section 4.12, “Mineral and Petroleum Resources,”
lacks a “complete and thorough” description of the existing regulatory setting.
The comment does not, however, provide any specific regulations that are
absent from the regulatory setting which would inform the analysis or conclusions
in the drat EIR. Therefore, no further response can be provided. Note, however,
that the County has revised the regulatory setting to include an enhanced
discussion of the California Geologic Energy Management Division’s regulations.
Refer to Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.”

O9-4

The comment raises concern about differences between the existing general
plan (2005) and the proposed 2040 General Plan.
CEQA requires an evaluation of the project being proposed compared to
baseline (existing) conditions, which are generally the existing physical
environmental conditions (State CEQA Guidelines 15125[a]). As such, the draft
EIR analyzes the potential for substantial adverse changes to the existing
environment that could result from implementation of the proposed 2040 General
Plan land use diagram, as well as proposed policies and implementation
programs. This is the appropriate methodology under CEQA. The analysis in the
draft EIR is not intended to provide a comparison of the proposed 2040 General
Plan against the existing general plan (2005). This would be a plan-to-plan
evaluation, which is specifically prohibited through CEQA and relevant case law.
Chapter 6, “Alternatives,” of the draft EIR compares the significant environmental
effects of the 2040 General Plan to significant environmental effects of the No
Project Alternative, in which the existing General Plan (2005) would remain in
effect (Section 6.5.1, page 6-12).
Additionally, the commenter states that removal of existing general plan Policy
1.4.2.6 is of concern. This policy requires evaluation of discretionary actions for
their potential to affect access to, and extraction of, recognized mineral resources
in compliance with CEQA. The CEQA requirement to evaluate the potential for
loss of availability of known mineral resources would continue to be applied and
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implemented by the County on a case-by-case basis and would be unaffected by
the 2040 General Plan.
O9-5

Commenter states that the draft EIR fails to provide any discussion of non-oil and
gas minerals within the environmental setting portion of Section 4.12 (Mineral
and Petroleum Resources). On page 4.12-5, the draft EIR refers the reader to
Sections 8.4 (Mineral Resources) and 8.5 (Energy Resources) of the Background
Report (draft EIR, Appendix B). Refer to Master Response MR-6, which explains
the County’s approach to utilizing the existing setting information in the
Background Report.

O9-6

Refer to Master Response MR-2 for an explanation of the land use diagram and
buildout assumptions used in the draft EIR. Refer to response to comment O5-90
for a discussion of policies in the 2040 General Plan that would address the
potential for discretionary development that could hamper or preclude extraction
of mineral resources.
The potential for the 2040 General Plan to result in development on or adjacent
to existing mineral extraction sites, which could hamper or preclude access to the
resources, is evaluated in Section 4.12, “Mineral and Petroleum Resources,”
(Impact 4.12-1).

O9-7

The impact conclusion on page 4.12-10 relates to Impact 4.12-1 (Result in
Development on or Adjacent to Existing Mineral Resources Extraction Sites or
Areas Where Mineral Resources Are Zoned, Mapped, or Permitted for
Extraction, Which Could Hamper or Preclude Extraction of the Resources). The
discussion in the draft EIR provides an appropriate evaluation of potential
program impacts. The evaluation is based on Section 3a, thresholds 1 and 2 of
the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, which were modified to consider the
programmatic nature of a general plan for the entire unincorporated area (refer to
page 4.12-6 of the draft EIR).
Future discretionary actions would be subject to review using the County’s Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines and/or other applicable CEQA and State law
requirements in place at the time of the proposal. Further, there are policies in
the 2040 General Plan that would address the potential for incompatible land use
that could occur if the land use diagram were implemented without the policy
framework. Refer to response to comment O5-90.

O9-8

The complete draft 2040 General Plan was reviewed in preparation of the draft
EIR. The potential for the 2040 General Plan to generate indirect impacts that
could “hamper” mineral resource extraction is evaluated under Impact 4.12-1. As
explained on page 4.12-10, Policy COS-6.5 would:
…promote mineral resource land use capacity by ensuring that
discretionary development in areas designated MRZ-2 is compatible with
mineral resources extraction and processing activities. Specifically, the
County would require an evaluation of the significance of the mineral
resources deposits located in the area of a proposed discretionary
development and determine whether the use would significantly hamper or
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preclude access to, or the extraction of, mineral resources; and require
discretionary development proposed adjacent to existing mining
operations to provide a buffer (based on an evaluation of noise,
community character, compatibility, scenic resources, drainage, operating
conditions, biological resources, topography, lighting, traffic, operating
hours, and air quality) between the development and mining operations to
minimize land use incompatibility and avoid nuisance complaints. This
review would address discretionary development both on or adjacent to
mineral extraction sites and adjacent to principal access roads to existing
aggregate extraction or production sites.
Policy COS-6.5 is also included in the evaluation of Impact 4.11-1 (Result in
Physical Development That Is Incompatible With Land Uses, Architectural Form
Or Style, Site Design/Layout, Or Density/Parcel Sizes Within Existing
Communities) in Section 4.11, “Land Use and Planning.”
The analysis in the draft EIR for Impact 4.12-2 (Result in the Loss of Availability
of a Known Mineral Resource That Would Be of Value to the Region and the
Residents of the State) acknowledges the MRZ-3 lands in the plan area, but
determined that “it would be speculative to assess the potential effects of future
development in these areas” as a loss of a known mineral resource pursuant to
the threshold “because MRZ-3 and MRZ-3a areas have not been established as
areas of value to the region or the State” (draft EIR page 4.12-11). Refer to
response to comment O5-91.
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Letter
O10
O10-1

California Independent Petroleum Association
Rock Zierman. Chief Executive Officer
February 27, 2020
This comment regarding the adequacy of the draft EIR is noted. However, no
specific issues related to the content, analysis, conclusions, or overall adequacy
of the draft EIR are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response is
provided. Refer to responses to comments O10-2 through O10-8, below, for
responses to the specific comments and concerns raised in this letter.
Regarding the comment that the draft EIR should be recirculated, refer to Master
Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the draft EIR is not
required.

O10-2

The California Independent Petroleum Association’s role representing oil and gas
producers and understanding the oil and gas production in the Ventura County
economy is noted. This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a
significant environmental issue for which a response is required.

O10-3

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

O10-4

The comment states that the draft EIR does not include an analysis of economic
impacts. However, EIRs are not required to treat a project’s economic or social
effects as significant effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, §
15131). Social and economic effects need only be considered in an EIR where
there is a clear link between those economic or social effects and physical
environmental changes. The economic issues raised in this comment would not
result in any adverse physical changes to the environment not already addressed
in the draft EIR.
The comment also states that the draft EIR relies on factually incorrect
assumptions, but it does not provide specific issues related to the content,
analysis, conclusions, or overall adequacy of the draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is provided.
Regarding the comment that the draft EIR should be recirculated, refer to Master
Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the draft EIR is not
required.

O10-5

The commenter refers to letters submitted by Aera Energy LLC and WSPA. See
responses to Letters O5, O6, and O37.

O10-6

The comment states that the draft EIR’s GHG emissions analysis is legally
flawed and makes assertions related to “imported energy.” Refer to response to
comment O2-6 regarding GHG emissions and imported energy.
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O10-7

The comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040
General Plan.

O10-8

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.E, “Applicability of Reference
Studies for Oil and Gas Operations,” regarding the validity of relying on this and
related reports.

O10-9

Refer to responses to comments O10-2 through O10-8, above, for responses to
the specific comments and concerns raised in this letter.
Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-369

Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter
O11
O11-1

2-370

California Native Plant Society
David L. Magney, CNPS Rare Plant Program Manager
February 24, 2020
The draft EIR was available for a 45-day review period from January 13, 2020, to
February 27, 2020, in compliance with CEQA (Pub. Res. Code, § 21091). The
commenter’s request for extension of the comment period has been noted. No
extension of the comment period was granted.
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Letter
O12

California Native Plant Society
David L. Magney, CNPS Rare Plant Program Manager
February 27, 2020

O12-1

The description of the commenting agency is noted. This comment is introductory
in nature and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a
response is required.

O12-2

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

O12-3

Thresholds of significance are the benchmark against which projects are
evaluated to determine whether physical environmental changes that could be
reasonably expected to result from project implementation would be “significant”
as determined by the lead agency. The thresholds can be qualitative or
quantitative, and the determination of significance can vary based upon context.
Public agencies are encouraged to develop and publish thresholds of
significance that are used in the determination of the significance of
environmental effects (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7(b)). The current Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines (ISAG), last amended by the County in April of
2011, set forth the standard threshold criteria and methodology used in
determining whether a project could have a significant effect on the environment.
The ISAG were originally adopted in 1992 by the directors of those County
agencies/departments responsible for evaluating environmental issues and by
the County’s Environmental Quality Advisory Committee following a public
outreach process that included public notification and workshops, and
appropriate revisions. Similarly, all subsequent amendments to the ISAG have
included public notification and review prior to their adoption in accordance with
State CEQA Guidelines and the County’s Administrative Supplement to State
CEQA Guidelines.
For the purpose of evaluating the potential environmental effects of implementing
the 2040 General Plan, the thresholds of significance are based on the ISAG, as
well as the checklist presented in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines;
best available data; and the applicable regulatory standards of the County and
federal and state agencies with jurisdiction over the resources at issue. As
explained in Section 4.1, “Environmental Impact Analysis,” (page 4-1):
…deviation from the ISAG thresholds, which were established by the
County to evaluate the impacts of individual projects, was sometimes
necessary to appropriately consider the programmatic nature of a general
plan for the entire unincorporated area, and to incorporate the 2019
revisions to the Appendix G checklist.
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In each of the resource-specific sections of the draft EIR (Sections 4.1 through
4.17), the “Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures” subsection identifies
the thresholds used to determine the level of significance of the environmental
impacts for the resource topic, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126. These thresholds appropriately set the parameters for what is
evaluated in the EIR.
The commenter also states that the term “substantially” used in the thresholds of
significance are ambiguous and that the use of actual numbers would be more
useful for determining impacts. The CEQA and ISAG thresholds are designed to
apply to as many situations as possible. An action may result in a “substantial”
effect on a biological resource with an extremely limited range or small
population size whereas the same project may not result in a ”substantial” effect
on a resource with a wider distribution or larger population size. Therefore,
applying a numeric value to a “substantial” effect may not be appropriate for
every project. These nuances would be considered and the determination of
whether a biological resource would be “substantially” affected would be made by
a qualified biologist at the project level. The biologist at the development projectspecific level would take into account the rarity of the resource, the nature of the
project, and other project-level details as required under the ISAG.
O12-4

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

O12-5

This comment includes several recommendations for additions to Implementation
Program COS-X: Protection of Sensitive Biological Resources (Mitigation
Measure BIO-1).
The first recommendation is that databases and checklists for locally rare/Locally
Important Species should be included in the initial data review required under
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (New Implementation Program COS-X: Protection of
Sensitive Biological Resources). Impact 4.4-1 of the draft EIR on pages 4.4-20
through 4.4-25 includes a definition of special-status species, and explicitly states
that Locally Important Plant species are included within this definition:
In addition to those species, CEQA requires analysis of Ventura County’s
list of Locally Important Plant and Animal species, which, as of 2017,
includes 286 plant species and 13 wildlife species and are included in the
Background Report (Appendix B).
However, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 does not reference the Locally Important
Species databases mentioned by the commenter. The text of Mitigation Measure
BIO-1 has been edited to add these requirements to query these databases, as
shown below.
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The commenter also expressed concern about the qualifications of the “qualified
biologist” referred to in Mitigation Measure BIO-1. The commenter recommends
that the qualified biologist should be a “Certified Consulting Botanist” or a
“Certified Wildlife Biologist.” Certification of botanists or wildlife biologists is not a
typical requirement for a qualified biologist and is not regulated by the resource
agencies (e.g., California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW], U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service [USFWS]). For example, many botanists or wildlife biologists
have the appropriate qualifications (e.g., education, experience, expertise) to
conduct reconnaissance-level, focused, or protocol-level surveys may not also be
certified biologists. The text of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 has been edited to add
a more specific definition of a qualified biologist, including a reference to the
minimum qualifications for biological consultants listed in Attachment 1 to the
County of Ventura ISAG, as shown below.
The commenter objects to the use of reconnaissance-level surveys to determine
which sensitive biological resources may be present on a project site. The
commenter recommends that all botanical surveys should be floristic in nature
and timed to maximize detection of plant species. The use of reconnaissancelevel surveys to determine the habitat present within a project site, determine the
likelihood of occurrence of sensitive resources, and rule out species due to the
lack of suitable habitat is the industry standard. If special-status plant surveys are
determined to be necessary after the reconnaissance-level survey, these focused
surveys will follow CDFW guidelines, as described in Mitigation Measure BIO-1:
... (e.g., Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status
Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities [CDFW 2018]…
These guidelines require floristic surveys and surveys conducted during the
appropriate bloom period to detect plant species. This issue is addressed in the
draft EIR, and further response is not required.
Refer to response to comment A3-5 for the full text of revised Mitigation Measure
BIO-1, which addresses the issues raised by this comment.
O12-6

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

O12-7

The comment provides the preferred contact for the organization. The County
has noted the information appropriately for future reference.
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Letter
O13
O13-1

2-388

Alston & Bird
Matthew C. Wickersham
February 26, 2020
The commenter refers to letters submitted by Western States Petroleum
Association. See responses to Letter O37. Regarding the comment that the draft
EIR should be recirculated, refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in
detail why recirculation of the draft EIR is not required.
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Letter
O14
O14-1

Camarillo Chamber of Commerce
Gary Cushing, MPPA, CEO
February 27, 2020
This comment regarding the adequacy of the draft EIR is noted. Refer to Master
Response MR-2 for discussion of the adequacy of the draft EIR project
description. Refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion of why the draft EIR
correctly excludes discussion and analysis of the County’s projected housing
needs for the 2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation and 20212029 Housing Element update.
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Letter
O15

Carbon California Company
Neal Maguire
February 26, 2020

O15-1

This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant
environmental issue for which a response is required. Refer to responses to
comments O15-2 through O15-25, below, for responses to the specific
comments and concerns raised in this letter, including those provided by the
commenter’s technical staff.

O15-2

Refer to Master Response MR-6 for discussion of how the County appropriately
uses the Background Report to describe the existing environmental setting in the
draft EIR.

O15-3

The comment references the brief summary of the project provided in Chapter 2,
“Executive Summary,” of the draft EIR. For further detail, the commenter is
referred to Chapter 3, “Project Description.” As stated on page 3-4 of the draft
EIR, “[t]he 2040 General Plan land use designations would be consistent with
land uses and densities/intensities allowed under the current (2018) zoning
designations for each affected parcel.” Refer to Master Response MR-2 for
discussion of the adequacy of the draft EIR project description.

O15-4

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.K, “Effects Outside the Study
Area,” regarding the effects of the 2040 General Plan and increased importation
of oil.

O15-5

Refer to Master Response MR-2 for an explanation of the growth forecast
assumptions and buildout assumptions used in the draft EIR. The anticipated
physical changes of implementing the land use plan are identified in the draft
EIR; analysis is not deferred.
While the County acknowledges that the existing communities are diverse, the
requirements of the County’s land use designations are consistent, and the
analysis is objective. It would be inappropriate to speculate about the
preferences of future home builders and assume a disproportionate allocation of
housing. Refer to Section 4.14, “Population and Housing,” in the draft EIR for a
discussion of the potential for the 2040 General Plan to induce substantial
population growth or generate demand for new housing that exceeds the
County’s inventory of appropriately designated land.
The 2040 General Plan directs urban development to existing unincorporated
communities. As explained on page 4.14-8 of the draft EIR, modest growth (0.4
percent annually) “would be expected to occur without implementation of the
2040 General Plan. The philosophy of the 2040 General Plan is that the County
would be prepared and able to accommodate projected growth, while adhering to
policies that define where and how development would occur.” As indicated on
page 4.14-9 “the physical environmental impacts associated with the growth that
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would be accommodated by the 2040 General Plan have been analyzed and
disclosed throughout Chapter 4 of this draft EIR.”
O15-6

Refer to Master Response MR-2 for an explanation of the growth projections and
buildout assumptions used in the draft EIR, including their relationship to the
2040 Ventura County General Plan Land Use Model discussed in Appendix F of
the draft EIR (page F-2). Also refer to response to comment O5-6 for a
discussion of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the draft EIR.
The 2040 General Plan provides a regulatory framework for the County when
considering future discretionary development. That framework is applied to all
lands within the County. It is not possible for the County to anticipate every
possible environmental effect of all discretionary development that could be
initiated by project proponents over the more than 20-year plan horizon. Rather,
under CEQA, lead agencies must be informed of the potential impacts that could
occur based on the information known at the time of preparation of the
environmental document. The draft EIR explains in detail that the analysis is
based on the program of policies and implementation actions presented in the
2040 General Plan. It applies those policies to all lands within the county, and it
identifies the range of potential impacts that could occur. The County has, in
good faith, evaluated the anticipated effects of typical development based on the
growth projections and buildout assumptions and provided all appropriate and
feasible mitigation. The commenter offers no evidence to the contrary.
In some cases, such as the potential effects on special-status species noted in
the comment, the County concluded that significant impacts could remain for
some future projects depending on the individual facts associated with those
projects. CEQA does not require the County to speculate about the details of
specific impacts that may vary depending upon project type, size, or location.
Rather, in accordance with CEQA, the draft EIR provides the overall program of
environmental effects and, where impacts would occur, provides mitigation
standards that should be implemented and measured for compliance. Given the
programmatic nature of this EIR, the County has conducted a good faith effort at
full disclosure, providing decision-makers with a sufficiently detailed document to
consider the environmental consequences of adopting the 2040 General Plan.

O15-7

Refer to Master Response MR-2 for an explanation of the project description,
growth forecast assumptions, and buildout assumptions used in the draft EIR.
As explained in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” (page 3-20) of the draft EIR, the
County is expected to experience a low rate of population growth over the more
than 20-year plan horizon; there are 1,281 additional households forecast in the
unincorporated areas of Ventura County between 2015 and 2040. Approximately
half of these households would be constructed in areas designated for residential,
industrial, and mixed land uses. Together, these areas comprise approximately 1
percent of the unincorporated county. The remainder of the development is
anticipated to occur throughout the County on lands under other designations. This
discussion indicates that 98 percent of the county’s unincorporated area is
designated agricultural, open space, and rural.
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The commenter notes that the Los Padres National Forest, in which development
under the 2040 General Plan would not occur, covers most of the northern half of
the County. As a result, the growth would be concentrated in the southern portion of
the County. This development pattern is assumed throughout the draft EIR. As
explained in the “Approach to Environmental Analysis” (page 4-2 of the draft
EIR):
The County…lacks land use authority within incorporated cities and land
owned or managed by the state or federal government, such as Los
Padres National Forest (which is located in the northern portion of the
county and accounts for approximately 574,000 acres, or 47 percent of the
county’s total land area)…The unincorporated area within the southern
portion of plan area under the land use authority of the County is the focus
of the environmental analysis in this draft EIR.
The draft EIR does not assume dispersal of development throughout the
unincorporated county; it assumes that half of all growth would occur within
approximately 1 percent of the land area. This is a concentration of development
in existing communities and urban areas. There are no instances where an
impact conclusion provided in the draft EIR is based upon the assumption that
effects would be dispersed. The cumulative, countywide effects of development
pursuant to the proposed land use diagram and policies in the 2040 General Plan
in compliance with applicable federal, State, and local regulations have been
evaluated throughout.
The northern portion of Ventura County encompassing the Los Padres National
Forest, including the privately owned inholdings located within the geographic
boundaries of the national forest, is currently designated as Open Space in the
existing General Plan (2005). The Board of Supervisors did not direct staff to
change the 2040 General Plan Open Space designation. Therefore, the
designation of Open Space in the land use diagram is proposed to remain
unchanged in the 2040 General Plan relative to the exiting land use diagram
(refer to page 3-19 of the draft EIR). Consequently, the comment inaccurately
states that the designation of this general geographic area as Open Space is a
“recharacterization” that is intended to “intentionally mislead” with respect to
development potential. Moreover, as the comment acknowledges, the draft EIR
specifically states that development is not anticipated to occur on federally
owned land within the Los Padres National Forest. The County proposes to
retain the Open Space land use designation of this geographic area to ensure
that the relatively small and widely dispersed private inholdings within the
geographic boundaries of the Los Padres National Forest – which inholdings
would be difficult to separately identify on a land use map – continue to have this
existing land use designation.
Because the County lacks land use authority over federally owned land
comprising the Los Padres National Forest, and because the County is not
proposing to modify the General Plan land use designation for the relatively small
and disperses areas of non-federally owned land located adjacent to and within
the boundaries of the Los Padres National Forest, there is no potential for the
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2040 General Plan to conflict with the Los Padres National Forest Land
Management Plan. The commenter cites no substantial evidence to the contrary.
O15-8

The draft EIR evaluates the 2040 General Plan’s potential to cause a significant
environmental impact due to a conflict with a regional plan, policy, or program
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect,
consistent with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The draft 2020-2045
RTP/SCS forecasts were not used in the analysis because they had not been
adopted at the time the Notice of Preparation or draft EIR were released.
On May 7, 2020, the Southern California Association of Government’s Regional
Council adopted Connect SoCal (2020 - 2045 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy) for federal transportation conformity
purposes only. In light of the COVID-19 pandemic, the Regional Council will
consider approval of Connect SoCal in its entirety and for all other purposes
within 120 days from May 7, 2020. Like the 2016 RTP/SCS, the 2020 RTP/SCS
envisions growth concentrated around existing communities and job centers. As
discussed in the draft EIR for the 2040 General Plan, this is consistent with the
proposed land use diagram, policies, and programs in the 2040 General Plan.

O15-9

Refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion of why the draft EIR correctly
excludes discussion and analysis of the County’s projected housing needs for the
2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation and 2021-2029 Housing
Element update.

O15-10

The analysis in Section 4.12, “Mineral and Petroleum Resources,” on page 4.1231 of the draft EIR explains that the:
effects of pipeline construction would be consistent with the overall land
disturbance described for physical development anticipated with
implementation of the 2040 General Plan…potential environmental
impacts from pipeline construction on traffic and circulation, air and water
quality, and cultural, archeological and paleontological resources may
occur. Additionally, construction activities and risks associated with
pipeline operation may result in potential impacts on biological resources;
however, NCZO 8107-5.5.5(d) and CZO 8175-5.7.7(e)(3) require pipelines
to be routed away from sensitive biological habitats and other areas when
feasible.
Therefore, any impact evaluation that is based on potential for land disturbance
encompasses the implementation of these policies within the assumptions of
potential land disturbance. As explained in the discussion in Section 4.4,
“Biological Resources,” which is cited in the comment, the County cannot know if
or where petroleum companies would propose to site pipelines over the more
than 20-year plan horizon and can only generally assess the types of
environmental effects that could occur and provide a prescriptive, performancebased mitigation to address reasonably foreseeable impacts.

O15-11

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.G, “Pipeline Requirements,”
regarding the findings and conclusions related to pipelines. The commenter
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asserts that the draft EIR should identify the reasonably foreseeable location of
future pipelines and analyze the potential environmental impacts of those
foreseeable physical changes arising from the 2040 General Plan. The potential
locations of future pipelines are unknown because their location depends on
numerous market conditions and constraints that are highly uncertain. Mitigation
Measure PR-2 recognizes this and specifies that “[t]rucking of crude oil and
produced water may only be allowed if the proponent demonstrates that
conveying the oil and produced water via pipeline is infeasible.”
O15-12

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.G, “Pipeline Requirements.”
Analysis of the potential locations of future pipelines and the resulting capacity
needs of the existing pipeline system would be speculative because they will
depend on numerous market conditions and constraints that are highly uncertain.
Mitigation Measure PR-2 recognizes that the locations are unknown and
specifies that “[t]rucking of crude oil and produced water may only be allowed if
the proponent demonstrates that conveying the oil and produced water via
pipeline is infeasible.”

O15-13

The County provided the draft EIR to the State Clearinghouse on Friday, January
10, 2020 for distribution Monday, January 13, 2020. (Refer to the stamped Notice
of Completion available at https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2019011026/2.) The
County established the public review period as January 13, 2020 through
February 27, 2020 in documents submitted to the State Clearinghouse and on
the Notice of Availability sent to interested parties. The County considered all
submittals through February 27, 2020 in this final EIR.
The County is unaware of any evidence to support the commenter’s claim that
State agencies did not receive the draft EIR on January 13th as intended. State
CEQA Guidelines Section 21091(c) provides three working days from the
determination of completeness to distribution of the draft EIR, and indicates that
the first day of the 45-day review period shall be the day that the document is
distributed. This same subsection of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that
the State Clearinghouse establishes the period of review and comment by State
agencies. The period of review established by the State Clearinghouse for State
agencies was January 13, 2020 through February 26, 2020. The County
assumes that the State Clearinghouse established this review period in
compliance with the applicable regulations and the documents were timely
distributed on January 13, 2020.

O15-14

The County has noted the preferred contact for the organization appropriately for
future reference.

O15-15

The comment suggests the addition of the Bureau of Land Management or U.S.
Forest Service to the discussion of potential responsible and trustee agencies on
page 1-5 in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” because the Los Padres National Forest is
designated as Open Space in the 2040 General Plan. Responsible and trustee
agencies are defined in Public Resource Code Sections 21069 and 21070.
Responsible agencies are agencies other than the lead agency that have
discretionary power over carrying out or implementing a specific component of
the general plan or approving a project (such as an annexation) that implements
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the goals and policies of the general plan. Trustee agencies are specifically
defined as State agencies with jurisdiction by law over natural resources that
could be affected by the project. The draft EIR does not purport to, nor is it
required to, provide a complete list of all potential agencies that could have
discretionary power over aspects of development that would be implemented
under the 2040 General Plan.
As is explained in the 2040 General Plan and the draft EIR, and as reiterated
above, the County lacks land use authority over the federally owned land,
including that comprising the Los Padres National Forest. The 2040 General Plan
does not state or suggest that County-regulated development could occur on any
such federally owned land. Moreover, the County has provided the U.S. Forest
Service with notification of the draft EIR and solicited comment pursuant to
Section 15086 of the State CEQA Guidelines.
O15-16

Refer to response to comment O15-7, above, for a discussion of why the Los
Padres National Forest is designated as Open Space in the 2040 General Plan.

O15-17

The comment requests two additions to the draft EIR that are not required to
satisfy the requirements of CEQA. The comment suggests the addition of a
matrix that includes all 2040 General Plan policies and identification of potential
impacts by resource category in Chapter 2, “Executive Summary,” rather than the
summary of impacts and mitigation measures provided in compliance with the
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132. While this suggestion is acknowledged as an
alternative method of presenting the conclusions of the draft EIR, such a matrix
has not been added to the document because it would not facilitate evaluation of
the proposed 2040 General Plan as a complete program.
The comment also suggests that the County’s key industries be listed in the draft
EIR and an analysis of the 2040 General Plan’s economic impacts on those
industries should be provided. However, EIRs are not required to treat a project’s
economic effects as significant effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines, §
15131). Economic effects need only be considered in an EIR where there is a
clear link between those economic or social effects and physical environmental
changes. Although the comment implies that the economic effect would
precipitate from land use inconsistencies generated through implementing the
2040 General Plan, there is no substantial evidence to support this claim. For
further discussion of land use compatibility, refer to Section 4.11, “Land Use and
Planning,” in the draft EIR.

O15-18

The comment provides suggested edits to the policies proposed in the 2040
General Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmaking bodies for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a
final 2040 General Plan. Refer to response to comment A13-10 regarding the
impacts of Policy AG-5.2

O15-19

The comment requests the addition of an implementation program to the 2040
General Plan that would identify funding sources or develop incentive to
encourage the oil and gas industry to transition to electrical equipment, similar to
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Implementation Program J aimed at facilitating the transition for the agricultural
industry. The comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and
is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a Final 2040
General Plan.
The comment also requests clarification about the implementation of Policy COS7.2. Policy COS-7.2 does not include a provision that would permit occupants of
nearby sensitive uses to waive the buffer requirement. The analysis of
operational emissions in Section 4.3, “Air Quality,” of the draft EIR does not
suggest that it does. The analysis cites Policy COS-7.2 as a mechanism for
reducing the effects of operational emissions under the 2040 General Plan
compared to the existing requirements of the zoning code, indicating that “The
proposed setback increases of Policy COS-7.2 would reduce the potential for
sensitive receptors at residential dwellings and schools to be exposed to air
pollutants including toxic air contaminants associated with new oil wells subject
to discretionary approval” (draft EIR page 4.3-22). No revisions to the draft EIR
have been made in response to this comment.
O15-20

The comment states that natural gas consumption is assumed to increase in the
draft EIR analysis. It also states that Implementation Program COS-M does not
align with the 2040 General Plan’s objective to “promote efficiency and economic
vitality” and the County should analyze how to supply the projected natural gas
demands with renewable energy.
Implementation Program COS-M, which states that the County shall evaluate the
feasibility of establishing a local tax on oil and gas operations, is intended to
support the County’s efforts to reduce future GHG emissions, which may include
the expansion of local renewable energy generation in support of Policy COS-8.1
(Reduce Reliance on Fossil Fuel). Under this policy “the County shall promote
the development and use of renewable energy sources (e.g., solar, thermal,
wind, tidal, bioenergy) to reduce dependency on petroleum-based energy
sources.” Impact 4.8-1, on page 4.8-44 of the draft EIR explains that “the County
would evaluate the feasibility of an excise tax on oil and gas operations, which
would be intended to partially fund the County’s response to climate change
impacts.”
The comment indicates that levying a tax on local oil and gas production “does
not align with” the Guiding Principal established for public facilities, services, and
infrastructure in the 2040 General Plan and incorporated into this EIR as a
project objective to “Invest in facilities, infrastructure, and services, including
renewable energy, to promote efficiency and economic vitality, ensure public
safety, and improve our quality of life.” While concepts such as economic vitality
can be subjective and are best considered outside of the EIR’s analysis of
potential physical environmental changes that could result from project
implementation, the 2040 General Plan and Program M in the Conservation and
Open Space Element do support investment in infrastructure, including
renewable energy. For this reason, the County finds that the 2040 General Plan
is consistent with this objective.
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The 2040 General Plan includes policies and programs that would support
meeting the projected energy demands of the unincorporated county with
renewable energy sources rather than natural gas. The County does not,
however, intend “to supply these demands” with renewable energy, and a plan to
do so does not need to be analyzed in the draft EIR. Specific policies in the 2040
General Plan that are analyzed throughout the draft EIR include: Policy COS-8.1,
through which the County would promote the development and use of renewable
energy resources; Policy COS-8.4, through which the County would continue to
serve as an active member of the Clean Power Alliance or similar organization
providing local customer access to electricity generated from low carbon
renewable energy sources in excess of State requirements; Policy COS-8.5
establishing that the County would work with utility providers to offer residents
options to purchase and use renewable energy resources; Policy COS-8.8
encouraging the integration of features that support the generation, transmission,
efficient use, and storage of renewable energy sources in discretionary
development; and Policy EV-4.4, which establishes that the County will identify
appropriate locations to allow for development of renewable energy generation
and storage facilities and encourage the development of innovative approaches to
renewable.
O15-21

The comment indicates that the California Energy Commission’s (CEC’s) study of
the cost effectiveness of the reach code (which go over and above minimum
energy code requirements) and identified in Mitigation Measure GHG-1 should
have been performed prior to release of the draft EIR and “would be
supplemental to this EIR to effectively analyze social and economic impacts.”
The comment further states that policies that rely on approval of this study should
be removed from the 2040 General Plan.
The discussion of impact significance after mitigation on page 4.8-47 of Section
4.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” notes that Mitigation Measure GHG-1 “directs
the County to update the building code to include reach codes.” However, the
discussion notes that the ultimate decision about implementation of Mitigation
Measure GHG-1 is not entirely in the County’s jurisdiction because adoption of a
reach code is predicated on approval of a cost-effectiveness study by CEC,
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 25402.1(h)2. For this reason, the
proposed mitigation measure was not relied upon to reduce Impact 4.8-1
(Generate GHG Emissions, Either Directly or Indirectly, That May Have a
Significant Impact on the Environment) to a less-than-significant level. Although
under this mitigation measure a cost-effectiveness study specifically for the
County would be submitted to the CEC for review prior to code adoption, this
study would likely include analyses already conducted by utilities in 2019 which
demonstrate the technical feasibility, cost-effectiveness, GHG and energy
reducing potential of reach codes in climate zones covering the County (SCE
2019; PG&E 2019). The County will consider adopting this mitigation measure
when making a decision regarding approval of the 2040 General Plan. Although
the County has not yet adopted the mitigation that would require development of
the reach code, the initial studies cited show favorable economic and energy
saving outcomes of reach code implementation for ratepayers that would likely
satisfy the prerequisites evaluated by the CEC under Public Resources Code
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Section 25402.1(h)2. Note that there are no policies in the 2040 General Plan
that require approval of the study. Further, the study would not inform the
analysis of economic and social impacts in the draft EIR because analysis of
these issues is specifically omitted from consideration in an EIR. Social and
economic effects need only be considered in an EIR where there is a clear link
between those economic or social effects and physical environmental changes.
The EIR has not been revised in response to this comment.
O15-22

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.G, “Pipeline Requirements.”
Analysis of the potential locations of future pipelines and the resulting capacity
needs of the existing pipeline system would be speculative because they will
depend on numerous market conditions and constraints that are highly uncertain.
Mitigation Measure PR-2 recognizes that the locations are unknown and
specifies that “[t]rucking of crude oil and produced water may only be allowed if
the proponent demonstrates that conveying the oil and produced water via
pipeline is infeasible.”

O15-23

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.H, “Buffers (Setback),” Section
MR-4.E, “Applicability of Reference Studies for Oil and Gas Operations,” and
Section MR-4.G, “Pipeline Requirements,” regarding the findings and
conclusions related to setbacks, and the adequacy of the reports used to derive
the findings and conclusions. Additionally, the commenter notes that Thomas
Aquinas College, which does not meet the definition of a school pursuant to
Policy COS 7.2, is incorrectly identified in the draft EIR Figure 4.12-1, Oil and
Gas Well 2,500-ft Setback from Schools Map (page 4.12-5). Figure 4.12-1
includes the following notation in the legend “As defined in the County of Ventura
Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section 8102.” The draft EIR indicates that the
Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance (Section 8102-0 defines schools
as educational facilities for pre-college levels of instruction; specifically limited to
elementary, middle school and high schools offering full curricula as required by
State law. The Ventura County Coastal Zoning Ordinance does not include a
definition for schools (page 4.12-18). The commenter is correct that Thomas
Aquinas College was incorrectly depicted on Figure 4.12-1. Furthermore, the
legend on Figure 4.12-1 did not include the full citation for the Section 8102-0 of
the Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance. Figure 4.12-1 has been revised in response
to this comment, as shown below.
As a result of the figure revisions made in response to this comment, the last
sentence of the second paragraph on page 4.12-14 in Section 4.12, “Mineral and
Petroleum Resources,” is revised as follows:
As shown in Figures 4.12-1 and 4.12-2, there are currently 21 23 active and
idle oil wells within 2,500 feet of existing schools and 715 active and idle oil
wells within 1,500 feet of existing dwelling units in the unincorporated
county.
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Source: Ventura County, 2016; CAL FIRE 2007 (State), 2008 (Local), and 2016 (Federal); USGS, 2013; DOGGR, 2019

Revised Figure 4.12-1

Oil and Gas Well 2,500 foot Setback from Schools
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Similarly, the second paragraph on page 4.12-22 is revised to read:
As discussed above, Figure 4.12-3 depicts the oil fields within Ventura
County, active and idle oil and gas wells, and the eleven zone
classifications which allow for oil and gas exploration and production as a
conditionally permitted land use that is potentially compatible with dwelling
units and schools. Future oil and gas extraction within compatible zone
classifications with minimum parcel sizes of 10,000 and 20,000 square
feet may be hampered or access to petroleum reserves precluded as
these zones have smaller minimum lot sizes which provide less flexibility
in the siting of allowed uses and allow for greater maximum lot coverage
which may inhibit compliance with the setback distances prescribed in
Policy COS-7.2. Furthermore, as shown in Figures 4.12-1 and 4.12-2,
there are currently 21 23 active and idle oil wells within 2,500 feet of
existing schools and 715 active and idle oil wells within 1,500 feet of
existing dwellings in the unincorporated county. Future discretionary
expansion of oil production within the setback distances depicted on
Figures 4.12-1 and 4.12-2 would be prohibited pursuant to Policy COS7.2. Policy COS-7.2 could theoretically affect local oil and gas exports and
increase the reliance on imports from outside of the 2040 General Plan
area. There are no actions or policies that the County could feasibly
mandate to fully reduce the impact that Policy COS 7.2 would have on
hampering or precluding access to petroleum resources. This impact
would remain significant and unavoidable.
The remainder of the comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General
Plan and is not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, this comment
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040
General Plan.
O15-24

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.G, “Pipeline Requirements.”
Analysis of the potential locations of future pipelines and the resulting capacity
needs of the existing pipeline system would be speculative because they will
depend on numerous market conditions and constraints that are highly uncertain.
Mitigation Measure PR-2 recognizes that the locations are unknown and
specifies that “[t]rucking of crude oil and produced water may only be allowed if
the proponent demonstrates that conveying the oil and produced water via
pipeline is infeasible.”

O15-25

The comment raises a series of concerns related to the analysis of energy
facilities in Section 4.17, “Utilities.” As explained in the draft EIR, this section
focuses on gas and electricity facilities that supply energy to consumers. An
evaluation of county-wide energy consumption is provided in Section 4.6,
“Energy,” and an evaluation of effects on the extraction of petroleum resources is
provided in Section 4.12, “Minerals and Petroleum Resources.”
The comment suggests that information about the fuel sources currently used in
the county and the existing capacity to provide renewable energy should be
provided in the existing setting to inform the analysis of impacts in Section 4.17,
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“Utilities,” in the draft EIR. However, this information is not relevant to the impact
evaluation that follows. The transition to renewable resources is discussed in
Section 4.6, “Energy.” As explained in the analysis on page 4.6-20, the process
is underway. The 2040 General Plan encourages the County to continue to work
with local partners to supply electricity and gas produced from renewable
sources, building on the “Clean Power Alliance, which currently provides 100
percent carbon-free electricity to 83 percent of eligible utility customers in the
unincorporated county, as shown in Table 4.6-1.”
Impact 4.17-1 in Section 4.17, “Utilities,” evaluates the potential for the 2040
General Plan to cause a disruption or rerouting of an existing utility facility. The
new policies in the 2040 General Plan related to oil and gas extraction would
apply only to new wells and, therefore, are not the subject of this analysis.
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Letter
O16
O16-1

Center for Biological Diversity
J.P. Rose, Urban Wildlands Staff Attorney
February 24, 2020
The draft EIR was available for a 45-day review period from January 13, 2020, to
February 27, 2020, in compliance with CEQA (Pub. Res. Code, § 21091). The
commenter’s request for extension of the comment period has been noted. No
extension of the comment period was granted.
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Letter
O17
O17-1

Channel Islands Bicycle Club
Leslie Ogden, President
February 24, 2020
This comment expresses support for the 2040 General Plan and is not related to
the adequacy of the draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, this
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmaking bodies for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a
Final 2040 General Plan.
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Letter
O18
O18-1

2-416

Climate First: Replacing Oil & Gas
John Brooks, President
February 25, 2020
The draft EIR was available for a 45-day review period from January 13, 2020, to
February 27, 2020, in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(Pub. Res. Code, § 21091). The commenter’s request for extension of the
comment period has been noted. No extension of the comment period was
granted.

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-417

Comments and Responses to Comments

2-418

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-419

Comments and Responses to Comments

2-420

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter
O19

Climate First: Replacing Oil & Gas
February 26, 2020

O19-1

Refer to Master Response MR-4.

O19-2

Refer to Master Response MR-4.

O19-3

Refer to Master Response MR-4.

O19-4

Refer to Master Response MR-4.
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Letter
O20
O20-1

Climate First: Replacing Oil & Gas
Kevin P. Bundy, Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP
February 27, 2020
The comment summarizes more detailed comments provided elsewhere in the
comment letter. Refer to responses to comments O20-2 through O20-33
regarding the draft EIR’s analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, use of air
quality thresholds, compliance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
proposed 2040 General Plan policies, oil and gas operations, and project
alternatives, as well as other issues.
The County acknowledges Climate First: Replacing Oil & Gas’s June 5, 2019,
letter on the 2040 General Plan, which was reviewed and considered in
preparation of the draft EIR. Where concerns raised in the June 5, 2019 letter are
reiterated in this letter, they are responded to below. With respect to the 2040
General Plan’s approach to oil and gas policies and the suggestion that a “shift in
direction” relative to petroleum extraction should be considered as an alternative
or series of mitigation measures to reduce impacts identified in the EIR, refer to
the discussion of project alternatives that would limit active and idle wells to
reduce emissions (Section 4.4.4) and eliminate or reduce existing oil and gas
wells (Section 6.4.5).

O20-2

The comment asserts that the draft EIR fails to meet CEQA requirements and
summarizes more detailed comments regarding mitigation measures and
alternatives provided elsewhere in the comment letter. Refer to responses to
comments O20-3 through O20-33, below, regarding feasible mitigation measures
and alternatives to reduce the project’s significant impacts.

O20-3

The comment asserts that the 2040 General Plan largely fails to reduce GHG
emissions, presents incomplete and inaccurate GHG data, and lacks specific,
enforceable measures to achieve GHG emission reductions. Refer to Master
Response MR-1.A for discussion of the accounting of baseline and forecast GHG
emissions from oil and gas development in the 2040 General Plan and draft EIR,
and policies and programs of the 2040 General Plan related to GHG emissions
reduction. Refer also to the response to comment O20-8 for discussion of the draft
EIR’s detailed quantitative and qualitative analysis of the 118 policies and 45
implementation programs included in the 2040 General Plan to reduce GHG
emissions in the county and the seven feasible mitigation measures included in the
draft EIR to address the potentially significant GHG impacts of the 2040 General
Plan and achieve additional GHG emissions reductions.

O20-4

This comment expresses concern with the completeness and accuracy of the
baseline GHG inventory, particularly regarding emissions associated with oil and
gas production. The comment identifies numerical inconsistencies between the
2015 stationary source emissions estimates within pages 43 to 45 in Appendix D
of the draft EIR. The 2015 emissions estimates on page 43 in Appendix D
incorrectly used global warming potential factors from IPCC’s Fourth Assessment
Report. However, these values were not linked to the final results. All other
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emissions estimates use global warming potentials from IPCC’s Fifth
Assessment Report. Per this and other similar comments, the stationary source
emissions estimates have been revised. These revisions are discussed in Master
Response MR-1 and revisions to draft EIR Appendix D in Attachment 2 to the
final EIR.
The comment also expresses concern that natural gas combustion emissions
from the oil and gas sector are not being properly accounted for because natural
gas combustion is a major source of CO2 emissions from the oil and gas sector in
the state. According to the State’s annual oil and gas reports, no natural gas was
produced from Ventura County in 2015 (California Department of Conservation
2015). However, associated gas is produced in the county as part of crude oil
production. Emissions from associated gas combustion are included in the
county’s inventory. Associated gas is natural gas that is produced as a byproduct of crude oil production, rather than directly mined. Thus, the scope of
emissions analyzed in the EIR properly accounts for all relevant emissions from
oil and gas production in the county.
The comment also expresses concern that the county’s oil and gas emissions
are too low when compared to the county’s percentage of oil and gas production
in the State; and that the inventory does not include emissions related to the
transport of oil and gas production. Per this and other similar comments, the
quantification of emissions from oil and gas production have been revised to use
county-specific emissions data from a 2007 CARB oil and gas survey, which was
then scaled to 2015 and future years based on the county’s oil production in
2015 and anticipated production in future years. Forecasted oil production was
revised, based on responses to other comments, to reflect production trends
beginning from 1980. Refer to Master Response MR-1.A and revisions made to
Appendix D of the draft EIR as shown in Attachment 2 of the final EIR.
Attachment 2 includes a more detailed discussion of the methodology used to
quantify the oil and gas emissions inventory and forecast, including a discussion
of the scope of oil and gas emissions included in the inventory.
The comment also expresses concern that aviation emissions are excluded from
the inventory. The communitywide GHG inventory does not include emissions
associated with aviation, as emissions associated with interstate commercial
transport are addressed through federal agency planning. The U.S. Federal
Aviation Administration’s (FAA’s) Office of Energy and Environment works
collaboratively with the International Civil Aviation Organization, as well as its
Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection, to address aviation’s impact on
the environment. The FAA supports the policy work of the International Civil
Aviation Organization and the technical work conducted by the Committee on
Aviation Environmental Protection in partnership with the Department of State,
Environmental Protection Agency, and other federal agencies. For more
information, refer to the U.S. Aviation GHG Reduction Plan (FAA 2015).
The comment also expresses concern that it is unclear whether emissions from
operations at the Port of Hueneme are included in the inventory. The Port is
located within the City of Port Hueneme’s incorporated boundary, part of a
Ventura County
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special district (Oxnard Harbor District), and the inventory does not include
emissions related to operations at the Port of Hueneme.
O20-5

This comment addresses the accounting of emissions from aviation industry and
operations at the Port of Hueneme in the baseline GHG inventory.
The communitywide GHG inventory does not include emissions associated with
aviation, as emissions associated with interstate commercial transport are
addressed through federal agency planning. The UFAA’s Office of Energy and
Environment works collaboratively with the International Civil Aviation
Organization (ICAO), as well as its Committee on Aviation Environmental
Protection, to address aviation’s impact on the environment. The FAA supports
the policy work of the International Civil Aviation Organization and the technical
work conducted by the Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection in
partnership with the Department of State, Environmental Protection Agency, and
other federal agencies. For more information, refer to the U.S. Aviation GHG
Reduction Plan (FAA 2015).
The Port is located within the City of Port Hueneme’s incorporated boundary, part
of a special district (Oxnard Harbor District), and the inventory does not include
emissions related to operations at the Port of Hueneme.
A revised version of draft EIR Appendix D is provided in Attachment 2 to this final
EIR, which clarifies that the following activities were not included in the GHG
inventory: airport ground support equipment, commercial harbor craft, cargo
handling equipment, military, and ocean-going vessels.

O20-6

The comment asserts that “super emitters” contribute to GHG emissions in
Ventura County and that the draft EIR and 2040 General Plan fail to disclose
these emissions, analyze their impacts, or identify emission reduction measures
for them. Refer to Master Response MR-1.A for a discussion about the
consideration of “super emitters” in the draft EIR analysis. As explained in the
master response, the GHG emissions inventory was produced using the 2013
ICLEI U.S. Community Protocol for Accounting and Reporting of Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, the latest version available at the time of publication. This is an
industry standard protocol used by local governments throughout the United
States for quantification of communitywide GHG emission. “Super emitters” were
not included in the inventory because they are not a component of this protocol
and there is lack of scientific consensus on a technical definition of these
sources. Refer to response to comment O6-30 for a discussion of the basis for
projections specific to the oil and gas sector. The 2040 General Plan does not
provide flawed baseline data that has undermined the planning process. Master
Response MR-1.B provides further discussion of the emissions targets
established by the County and the relationship to State goals. No revisions to the
2040 General Plan or draft EIR have been made in response to this comment.

O20-7

The comment states that projections of “business as usual” emissions from the
oil and gas sector in the 2040 General Plan and draft EIR lack adequate
justification, and speculates that projections for this activity were based upon
population, employment and housing as they were for other sectors. This is not
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accurate. As shown in the “Assumptions” section of Appendix D to the draft EIR
(page 52) and in the revised version of draft EIR Appendix D in Attachment 2 to
the final EIR, forecasted emissions from oil and gas production were scaled from
the projected increase of oil production in the county through 2050.
The comment suggests that the increase in local oil and gas production runs
counter to California’s trends of grid decarbonization, electrified transportation
and increased building energy efficiency in California. While some oil and gas
generated is used within California, it is also sold into national and international
markets for refinement and consumption that are not influenced by California’s
policy preferences for grid decarbonization, electric vehicles, and building energy
efficiency. Additionally, natural gas is the main fossil fuel used within buildings
and for statewide electricity generation. According to the California Energy
Commission, oil and petroleum-based fuels accounted for just 0.16 percent of the
state’s total electric system generation in 2018 (CEC 2019). State policies
concerning these activities would have a negligible effect on local oil production.
As explained in response to comment O6-30, there was a calculation error in the
scaling factor used to forecast emissions through 2050 in Appendix D to the draft
EIR. In response to this and other similar comments, the calculations for
stationary source inventory emissions and forecasts have been completely
revised in the final EIR and are included in the revised version of draft EIR
Appendix D in Attachment 2 to this final EIR. The updates to the GHG
calculations more accurately reflect the anticipated trends in emissions from the
oil and gas industry. Refer to Master Response MR-1.A and the Revised
Appendix D for additional discussion of the revisions made to the stationary
source emissions inventory and forecast.
These revised emissions estimates would not change the impact conclusions of
the draft EIR. As described in Section 4.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of the
draft EIR, future GHG emissions in the county would be on a downward
trajectory compatible with State plans, policies, and regulations that would also
result in GHG reductions in the county; however, due to uncertainty regarding
regulatory reductions in the transportation sector and the County’s minimal
growth, Impact 4.8-1 (Generate GHG Emissions, Either Directly or Indirectly,
That May Have a Significant Impact on the Environment) and Impact 4.8-2
(Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Policy, or Regulation for the Purpose of
Reducing the Emissions of GHGs) would remain significant and unavoidable.
The comment also points to two draft scopes of work between the University of
California and the Governor as evidence that the State is actively transitioning
away from fossil fuels. These scopes describe a feasibility study to be conducted
in the future by researchers, not an officially adopted State plan. The comment
gives two examples of statewide legislation and policies said to be missing from
the GHG forecast, Zero Net Energy (ZNE) improvements to the building code,
and the state’s Short-Lived Climate Pollution Strategy. It is correct that ZNE was
not considered as one of the legislative reductions in the GHG forecasting. The
commenter’s description of ZNE as “improvements to the building code” is not an
accurate characterization, and conflates the State’s aspirational goals for ZNE
buildings established 12 years ago under an Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan
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(Engage 360 2011) with the actual building code requirements that have been
more recently adopted in California Energy Code Title 24 Part 6. In 2008, the
California Energy Commission and California Public Utilities Commission
established ZNE as a “goal” for all new residential buildings by 2020 and new
commercial buildings by 2030 and later developed a series of Action Plans
identifying actions needed to achieve this goal. However, incorporation of
residential ZNE requirements into the 2019 California Energy Code, effective
January 1, 2020 did not occur and was substituted with a rooftop solar ordinance
offsetting the electric load of homes, falling short of the original ZNE goal (NRDC
2018). While ZNE may become a code requirement in the future, the timing and
shape that these code requirements will take remains uncertain and were thus
incorporated into the 2040 General Plan as a policy under COS-8.6, Zero Net
Energy and Zero Net Carbon Buildings, rather than assumed as a statewide
mandate for purposes of calculating GHG emission forecasts for the draft EIR.
The comment states that Appendix D of the draft EIR does not mention the
State’s Short-Lived Climate Pollution Strategy. Senate Bill 1383, which is a
component of the State’s the Short-Lived Climate Pollution Strategy is listed on
the fourth row down on page 29 of the Appendix D to the draft EIR. Senate Bill
1383 addresses organic waste diversion to reduce methane emissions from
waste decomposition. Organic waste reduction regulations pursuant to the ShortLived Climate Pollution Strategy were also among the State laws analyzed as
part of the relevant State policies for the 2040 General Plan. Table B-5 of the
2040 General Plan identifies which plans were considered.
For a discussion of the 2040 General Plan’s consistency with of the State’s 2017
Climate Change Scoping Plan, see Master Response MR-1.B.
O20-8

The comment asserts that the measures included in the 2040 General Plan do
not meet the County’s GHG reduction targets and goals. The comment is correct
and the draft EIR acknowledges on page 4.8-49 that, “(w)ith the modest amount
of forecast future growth in the county, substantial GHG reductions would need
to be derived from measures targeting existing development, infrastructure, and
associated activity levels… While the County encourages and promotes the
reduction of or changes to these activities contributing to GHG emissions, it does
not have the authority to enforce measures that may potentially infringe upon
private property rights, reduce the economic competitiveness of local businesses,
or inhibit the ability for residents to travel between residences, jobs, and
amenities.”
The comment also states that the 2040 General Plan and draft EIR do not
include enforceable, concrete commitments to mitigation as required under
CEQA. The comment asserts further that “enforceable measures and
quantification” are “required to demonstrate consistency with” targets and goals.
This is not accurate.
The 2040 General Plan does include measurable targets for GHG reductions for
2030, 2040, and 2050 that are aligned with the State’s legislative GHG reduction
targets and other reduction goals (page 4.8-6). Where feasible, the draft EIR
estimates the anticipated emissions reductions from certain measures (displayed
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in Table 4.8-1) using Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s Global
Warming Potential values from the most recent Fifth Assessment Report. In
preparing the GHG analysis provided in the draft EIR, the County considered,
and included references to, the proposed 2040 General Plan policies and
implementation programs most applicable to the analysis. As explained in the
methodology subsection in Section 4.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” (page 4.87), the analyses evaluate whether the GHG reduction benefits of these policies
and programs are supported by substantial evidence. Substantial evidence
leading to estimates of GHG emissions resulting from implementation of the 2040
General Plan include both qualitative and quantitative assessments, consistent
with Section 15064.4(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines. The draft EIR includes a
detailed quantitative and qualitative analysis of the 118 policies and 45
implementation programs included in the 2040 General Plan to reduce GHG
emissions in the county (pages 4.8-37 to 4.8-45).
Table 4.8-5 summarizes the policies and programs that would have quantifiable
GHG reductions by 2030 (page 4.8-39). Implementation of the quantified policies
and programs in Table 4.8-5 would collectively provide reductions of 151,903
MTCO2e by 2030, an approximate 9 percent reduction from forecast 2030 levels
and 30 percent of the reductions needed to meet a target of 1,113,972 MT CO2e
for consistency with emissions targets identified in Policy COS-10.2 (41 percent
below 2015 levels by 2030). An additional 361,250 MTCO2e of reductions would
be needed to close the gap with the 2030 target (page 4.8-40).
Note that revisions made to draft EIR Appendix D shown in Attachment 2 to this
final EIR have resulted in slight modification of these numbers, refer to
Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” It is now estimated that 242,748 MTCO2e
of reductions would be needed to close the gap with the 2030 target.
Other policies and programs of the 2040 General Plan would also result in GHG
reductions, but specific amounts cannot be determined at this time as described
on page 4.8-39. Qualitative analysis of the GHG reduction benefits of 43
programs included in the 2040 General Plan to reduce GHG emissions is
provided in Table 4.8-6 (pages 4.8-40 to 4.8-43). The draft EIR also includes
seven feasible mitigation measures that address the potentially significant GHG
emissions impacts of the 2040 General Plan (draft EIR pages 4.8-45 to 4.8-47).
Thus, the draft EIR correctly identifies and considers 2040 General Plan policies
and programs in the GHG emissions analysis conducted in the draft EIR and
correctly includes feasible and enforceable mitigation measures in the draft EIR
analysis of GHG emissions. Mitigation Measures GHG-1, GHG-2, GHG-4, CTM1, CTM-2, and CTM-3 would reduce GHG emissions. However, as noted on
page 4.8-49 of the draft EIR, “Most of the GHG reduction policies and
implementation programs included in the 2040 General Plan, and the mitigation
measures identified above, are targeted to future development (as opposed to
existing development), because these are the activities where the County has the
greatest ability to enforce regulations, ordinances, and design standards.” The
2040 General Plan policies and recommended mitigation measures would not be
sufficient to reduce GHG emissions to the established 2030 and 2040 reduction
target because the policies, while supportive of future GHG reductions, do not
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contain enough specificity for their numeric contribution to the established 2030
and 2040 targets to be quantified. The draft EIR (page 4.8-52) explains that:
“No additional feasible mitigation has been identified at this time beyond
the mitigation measures identified above and the policies and
implementation programs of the 2040 General Plan. Under the 2040
General Plan future GHG emissions in the county would be on a
downward trajectory compatible with State plans, policies, and regulations
that would also result in GHG reductions in the county.”
In Impact GHG-2 (page 4.8-50), the draft EIR explains that the 2040 General
Plan includes several implementation programs with a quantifiable effect on
future GHG emissions, and a substantial number of additional programs and
policies in every GHG emission sector that would result in further GHG
emissions, although their effect on GHG emissions cannot be quantified at this
program level of analysis. The 2040 General Plan policies and programs
complement the main area of local government influence over GHG emissions,
including renewable energy and energy efficiency, land use decisions, and local
transportation infrastructure and policy. The available information that can be
quantified demonstrates that future emissions in the county would be on a
downward trajectory through 2050. Qualitative evidence shows that the many
policies and programs that cannot be quantified at this time would lead to further
GHG reductions and additional progress toward State GHG reduction targets.
However, for these reasons and those described in Impact 4.8-1, the County
cannot meaningfully quantify the effect of all its 2040 General Plan policies and
programs on future GHG emissions, and therefore, it cannot conclude, at this
program level of analysis, that future GHG emissions in the county under the
2040 General Plan would be sufficiently reduced to meet the State’s 2030 or
post-2030 targets. No revision to the draft EIR is required in response to this
comment.
O20-9

The comment asserts that the draft EIR did not identify feasible mitigation
measures for significant GHG emissions impacts. Refer to Master Response MR1.C for discussion of the feasible mitigation measures included in the draft EIR to
reduce the 2040 General Plan’s significant GHG emissions impacts.

O20-10

The comment states that the 2040 General Plan and draft EIR do not adequately
address methane emissions from the oil and gas sector by omitting policies,
programs, or mitigation measures to reduce methane emissions from oil and gas
operations. A series of recommendations are made by the commenter in
comments and addressed in response to comments O20-18, O20-19, O20-20,
O20-21, O20-22, O20-23, O20-24, O20-25, and O20-26.
As stated in the “Regulatory Setting” subsection of Section 4.8, “Greenhouse
Gas Emissions,” of the draft EIR, methane emissions are regulated through
CARB’s GHG Regulations for Crude Oil and Natural Gas with local assistance
from the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD). These
regulations, adopted in 2018, require reporting and retrofitting of existing wells to
reduce methane emissions in existing operations. The regulations also apply to
new oil and gas wells requiring permits from VCAPCD. Thus, the 2040 General
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Plan and draft EIR do not include policies, programs, or mitigation measures for
methane emissions.
O20-11

The comment asserts that the draft EIR attempts to avoid responsibility for
proposing mitigation. As described in response to comment O20-8, the draft EIR
proposes seven mitigation measures to reduce the significant GHG emissions
impacts of the 2040 General Plan. The conclusion that impacts would be
significant and unavoidable was reached primarily because (1) the 2040 General
Plan is intended to guide future development, which comprises a limited share of
the projected GHG emissions and (2) effectiveness of many proposed
implementation programs cannot be reliably quantified at this program level of
analysis, although the draft EIR provides qualitative evidence to demonstrate that
these types of programs achieve GHG reductions.
The sentence from the draft EIR that is quoted in this comment was not intended
to express that the County has a general lack of legal authority to implement any
specific mitigation measure addressing GHG emissions or climate
change. Rather, the sentence was intended to list factors that the County may
consider in determining whether any such mitigation measure is “feasible”
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act in accordance with the
balancing process that is referenced in the draft EIR’s following sentence.
The second paragraph on page 4.8-49 of the draft EIR is revised as follows:
With the modest amount of forecast future growth in the county,
substantial GHG reductions would need to be derived from measures
targeting existing development, infrastructure, and associated activity
levels. Most emissions that are forecast to occur in the county are from
energy use in existing buildings, vehicle use and travel behavior
influenced by the existing land use pattern and transportation systems,
landfilled waste, and established agricultural operations. While the County
encourages and promotes the reduction of or changes to these activities
contributing to GHG emissions, it may decide that certain mitigation
measures are infeasible based, for example, on their does not have the
authority to enforce measures that may potentially infringement upon
private property rights, reduction in the economic competitiveness of local
businesses, or inhibition on the ability for residents to travel between
residences, jobs, and amenities. Pursuant to Section 15093 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, CEQA requires the lead agency to balance, as
applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a
proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when
determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal,
social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental
effects may be considered acceptable. These factors are considered by
the decision-making body of the lead agency following certification of the
EIR and prior to making a decision about whether to approve the project
constrain the ability for the County to reduce GHG emissions from existing
activities through additional mitigation measures.
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O20-12

This comment asserts that the draft EIR appears to conclude that the County
may weigh the benefits of the 2040 General Plan against its environmental
consequences without first proposing and adopting all feasible measures to
mitigate or avoid significant impacts.
There are two impacts (Impact 4.8-1 and Impact 4.8-2) evaluated in draft EIR
Section 4.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions.” The draft EIR finds that the 2040
General Plan could result in significant and unavoidable effects in both impact
discussions, despite application of seven mitigation measures.
As part of a detailed discussion of impact significance after mitigation, the County
references the role of decision-makers in balancing effects on the environment
against economic and other factors is in discussion in the subsection
“Significance after Mitigation” on pages 4.8-49 and 4.8-52. Here, the County
explains that most of the forecast GHG emissions in 2030 and beyond are
caused or influenced by energy use in existing buildings, vehicle use and travel
behavior on existing transportation systems, landfilled waste, and agricultural
uses. It is the obligation of the decision-making body of the lead agency that
chooses to approve a project for which an EIR has been certified to determine if
there are considerations that make additional mitigation infeasible. Because most
emissions are expected to be generated from existing uses, effective mitigation
would mandate changes that “may reduce the economic productivity of
established businesses, and/or impose limitations on technologies available for
agricultural production, transportation, and construction.” Further, “the County
has limited authority to enforce stringent actions resulting in GHG reductions
beyond what have been already been included in the 2040 General Plan” and
proposed as mitigation measures in the draft EIR. This is a description of CEQA
procedure and is provided after the draft EIR environmental analysis and
consideration of feasible mitigation measures. The draft EIR does not include a
premature proclamation that the project’s benefits outweigh its environmental
impacts or otherwise “disclaim its responsibility to develop feasible mitigation by
prematurely claiming that the project’s benefits outweigh its environmental
drawbacks.” Refer also to response to comment O20-11, which clarifies the
statement of factors that may be considered by the County after certification of
the final EIR and when considering project approval on page 4.8-49.

O20-13

The comment states that the 2040 General Plan fails to provide any basis for
streamlining analyses of cumulative GHG impacts in CEQA associated with
subsequent projects. It states that neither the 2040 General Plan nor the CAP
contains sufficient specific, enforceable GHG reduction measures to support
streamlined CEQA review of future projects CEQA Guidelines section 15183.5
and that this should be made more explicit in the 2040 General Plan.
The draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure GHG-3, which would eliminate
Implementation Program COS-EE. As explained on page 4.8-48 of the draft EIR,
this could reduce potential GHG emissions reductions because design features
or alternatives for individual projects cannot all be evaluated in a programmatic
EIR at a county-wide scale, and because the types of emerging technologies that
could be available when projects are proposed over the next two decades cannot
be determined at this time. Mitigation Measure GHG-3 specifies that the CEQA

2-468

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

streamlining provision proposed as COS-EE in the 2040 General Plan be
removed, and that the potential GHG emissions impacts of future, discretionary
projects be reviewed in accordance with the most recent adopted version of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (ISAG) at the time of project-level
environmental review.
The comment suggests adding a statement to the 2040 General Plan clarifying
this approach and removing references to the streamlining provisions of Section
15183.5. The County agrees and has removed references to tiering and
streamlining the GHG analysis for projects subject to environmental review
pursuant to Section 15183.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines in the 2040 General
Plan on pages 12-4, B-3, B-5, B-24 to B-25 and B-57. Specifically, in Chapter 12,
“Glossary and Acronyms,” the definition of streamlining under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) on page 12-4 will be revised to remove, “or
tiering and streamlining GHG emissions analysis for projects consistent with a
climate action plan or GHG reduction plan, per CEQA Guidelines Section
15183.5” from the parenthetical example. The introduction to, and text of, Table
B-1 beginning on page B-3 has been modified. Implementation Program COS-EE
has been removed from Table B-9 and the corresponding explanation of COSEE implementation from pages B-24 through B-25 has been deleted. Finally,
Implementation Program COS-EE has been removed from Table B-9 on page B57. These changes are provided in the Ventura County Planning Commission
hearing materials for July 16, 2020 (see exhibit for “Planning Division
Recommended Revisions to the 2040 General Plan”).
These changes do not affect the analysis or conclusions of the EIR. No revisions
to the draft EIR have been made in response to this comment.
O20-14

The comment recommends that a new mitigation measure be considered that
would require all discretionary projects in the county to use the Ojai Valley
thresholds pursuant to the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
(VCAPCD) Air Quality Assessment Guidelines (AQAG) when undergoing CEQA
review. The threshold of significance for daily ROG and NOX emissions in the
Ojai Valley which is referenced in the Ojai Valley Area Plan, applies to sources
that are not permitted by VCAPCD, and were added to the VCAPCD’s Air Quality
Assessment Guidelines in 1989. The reference to this threshold was thereafter
added to the Ojai Valley Area Plan in 1995. Currently the VCAPCD recommends
two different thresholds for ROG and NOX emissions for individual discretionary
projects: 5 pound per day for Ojai Valley and 25 pound per day for the remainder
of the county for both ROG and NOX, for emissions from sources that are not
permitted by VCAPCD. As discussed on page 4.3-6 of the draft EIR, “In
consideration of new and more stringent NAAQS and CAAQS adopted since
2000, VCAPCD identified numerical thresholds for project-generated emissions
of ozone precursors that would determine whether a project’s non-VCAPCD
permitted emissions would result in a cumulative, regional contribution (i.e.,
significant) to the baseline nonattainment status of Ventura County.” Also
discussed on page 4.3-6 of the draft EIR, “CEQA-related air quality thresholds of
significance are tied to achieving or maintaining attainment designations with the
NAAQS and CAAQS, which are scientifically substantiated, numerical
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concentrations of criteria air pollutants considered to be protective of human
health.”
The comment does not provide reasoning for why reducing the countywide
threshold would improve air quality or reduce public health risk. The adoption of
the Ojai Valley thresholds for the rest of the county would not in and of itself
result in reduced air quality emissions as a threshold is not inherently a mitigation
measure. As discussed on page 4.3-18, “Policies HAZ-10.05 and HAZ-10.12
would require that discretionary development with significant adverse air quality
impacts only be approved if it is conditioned with all reasonable mitigation
measures to avoid, minimize or compensate for the impact.” A reduction in the air
quality thresholds would not reduce air quality emissions or reduce air quality
impacts. As such, this suggested mitigation measure is not included in the EIR
and no revisions to the EIR are needed.
O20-15

This comment asserts that the VCAPCD’s AQAG violate CEQA and that both the
AQAG and the County’s ISAG must be revised in a manner that reflects CEQA’s
requirements. Refer to response to comment O5-27 regarding thresholds of
significance. As referenced in the comment, a June 5, 2019 letter submitted by
the commenter claimed that the AQAG guidelines were unlawful because a
discretionary project’s total emissions should exclude permitted stationary
sources when comparing the project to the recommended thresholds for
significance determination. The letter claims that only non-permitted sources are
counted toward the threshold while permitted sources from the same project are
ignored. This is an incorrect interpretation of the VCAPCD guidance. As stated
on page 5-9 of the AQAG, “Air emissions from any project-related stationary air
emissions sources that do not require permits from the District should be
estimated and included in total project emissions… Air emissions from a wide
range of stationary sources are controlled through the District’s air pollution
permit program. The District permit program mitigates emission increases from
stationary sources by requiring emission control devices, emission process limits,
and emission offsets.” All discretionary projects’ emissions are evaluated
pursuant to the VCAPCD guidance, whether through the numeric thresholds or
the permitting process. This guidance is consistent with other air districts
throughout the state, including the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and
the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District.
The comment also asserts that the air quality thresholds used in the draft EIR
must be consistent with CEQA requirements. As explained on page 4.3-5 of the
draft EIR, “To develop thresholds of significance for this section of the draft EIR,
the County has deviated from the ISAG threshold criteria, where appropriate, to
appropriately consider the programmatic nature of a general plan for the entire
unincorporated area and to incorporate the 2019 revisions to the Appendix G
checklist.” Page 4.3-6 provides a bulleted list of the thresholds used in the air
quality analysis, which are consistent with CEQA requirements. No revisions to
the draft EIR are needed.

O20-16
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respect to the earthquake risk, the cited Report of the Oil and Gas Supervisor
indicates that the process of well repair began soon after the event.
The commenter also identifies a typographical error in Policy COS-7.2, as
provided in Mitigation Measure PR-1 on page 4.12-18 of the draft EIR, which
incorrectly indicates that this policy applies to gas wells. The 2040 General Plan,
Conservation and Open Space Element includes Policy COS-7.2: Oil Well
Distance Criteria which states, “The County shall require new discretionary oil
wells to be located a minimum of 1,500 feet from residential dwellings and 2,500
from any school,” (page 6-12). Further, the draft EIR accurately identifies Policy
COS-7.2 on page 4.12-8. Oil wells are commonly referred to as oil and gas wells
based on that fact that they frequently produce both oil and gas. The draft EIR
Policy COS 7.2 in Mitigation Measure PR-1 included reference to gas wells,
which is not consistent with Policy COS-7.2 in the 2040 General Plan. The
inclusion of gas wells in Mitigation Measure PR-1 was completed in error.
Therefore, in response to this comment, Policy COS 7.2 in Mitigation Measure
PR-1 has been revised on page 4.12-18 to delete the reference to gas wells as
follows:
Mitigation Measure PR-1: Revised Policy COS-7.2: Oil Well Distance Criteria.

The County shall include the following revised policy in the 2040 General
Plan.
COS-7.2: Oil Well Distance Criteria
The County shall require that new discretionary oil and gas wells to
be located be sited a minimum of 1,500 feet from the well head to
residential dwellings dwelling units and 2,500 from any school
sensitive use structures which include dwellings, childcare facilities,
hospitals, health clinics, and school property lines.
O20-17

The comment provides an argument to support the assertion that draft EIR
Mitigation Measure PR-2 and Mitigation Measure PR-3, which would modify
Policy COS-7.7 and Policy COS-7.8 proposed in the 2040 General Plan to
reduce the effects on availability of petroleum resources identified in the EIR
analysis, are inadequate mitigation measures under CEQA. Specifically, the
comment asserts that these mitigation measures are improperly deferred, do not
provide guidance or concrete performance standards on how feasibility
determinations must be made, and would take place out of public view and
without a hearing.
In this case, the environmental impact under evaluation in the draft EIR is
whether implementation of the 2040 General Plan would result in the loss of
availability of a known petroleum resource that would be of value to the region
and the residents of the State (Impact 4.12-4). The analysis finds that the
County’s proposed policies (COS-7.7 and COS-7.8), while potentially beneficial
in other ways, would result in the loss of availability of known petroleum
resources in some cases, which the draft EIR concludes is a potentially
significant impact. As mitigation, the draft EIR modifies these policies in
Mitigation Measures PR-2 and PR-3 to establish a standard by which the
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requirements set forth in these policies would be adhered unless they result in
the loss of availability of known petroleum resource.
Specifically, the proposed revision to COS-7.7 in Mitigation Measure PR-2 would
replace the condition that “oil and produced water shall not be trucked” with
language acknowledging that requiring exclusive use of pipelines for conveying
oil and produced water would be technologically or economically infeasible in
certain cases and therefore, result in the loss of availability of known petroleum
resource. With Mitigation Measure PR-2, the County could allow trucking of
crude oil and produced water, and therefore, avoid loss of availability of a known
petroleum resource “if the proponent demonstrates that conveying the oil and
produced water via pipeline is infeasible.” Similarly, in Policy COS-7.8, the
condition that “flaring and venting shall not be allowed” is revised in Mitigation
Measure PR-3 to state that flaring and venting may be allowed, and therefore
avoid the loss of availability of a known petroleum resource “if the proponent
demonstrates that conducting operations without flaring or venting is infeasible.”
Therefore, Mitigation Measures PR-2 and PR-3 would clearly commit the County
to mitigation that would avoid or substantially lessen the loss of availability of
petroleum resources: the measures set forth standards by which the County
would be able to approve new discretionary oil wells (Mitigation Measure PR-2)
and oil and gas wells (Mitigation Measure PR-3) where the County has
determined that requirements to convey crude oil or processed water (Mitigation
Measure PR-2) and/or restrict flaring or venting (Mitigation Measure PR-3) would
be infeasible and therefore, result in the loss of availability of known petroleum
resources if still required.
In the cases cited by the commenter, mitigation was found to be ineffective
because it included an “if feasible” clause such that implementation was not
guaranteed and the decision about mitigation was deferred. In Mitigation
Measures PR-2 and PR-3, “if feasible” is the mitigation because it allows the
County to consider all proposals and does not limit the potential for extraction at
the program level. Whether the County’s future project-level analysis determines
that the requirements of COS-7.7 and COS-7.8 are or are not feasible is
immaterial to the adequacy of Mitigation Measures PR-2 and PR-3 presented in
the draft EIR. Allowing project proponents to demonstrate infeasibility of these
policies, subject to approval by the County, means that new discretionary wells
for which the requirements are infeasible could still operate and access available
petroleum resources. There is no deferral of mitigation for impacts of the 2040
General Plan. Further, it is precisely the authority and function of the County’s
Planning Division to review and consider future discretionary development
proposals. This includes conducting appropriate project-level CEQA analysis with
the requisite public participation.
The commenter is incorrect in asserting that the application of these policies
would occur administratively without a public hearing. Under the County’s zoning
ordinances, a public hearing is required for all discretionary permit requests that
would be subject to the policies. Consequently, every County decision applying
the policies would occur at a public hearing.
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These measures have been revised as shown below to clarify the definition of
feasible and that the County is responsible for approving feasibility
determinations prepared by project proponents.
Mitigation Measure PR-2: Revised Policy COS-7.7: Limited Conveyance for Oil and Produced
Water.

The County shall include the following revised policy in the 2040 General
Plan.

Policy COS-7.7: Limited Conveyance for Oil and Produced
Water. The County shall require new discretionary oil wells to use
pipelines to convey crude oil and produced water, if feasible.1; oil
and produced water shall not be trucked. Trucking of crude oil and
produced water may only be allowed if the proponent
demonstrates, subject to approval by the County, that conveying
the oil and produced water via pipeline is infeasible. In addition,
trucking of crude oil and produced water is allowed in cases of
emergency and for testing purposes consistent with federal, state
and local regulations.
1. “Feasible” means that this mitigation measure shall be applied to
future discretionary projects under the 2040 General Plan when
and to the extent it is “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into
account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological
factors” as determined by the County in the context of such future
projects based on substantial evidence. This definition is consistent
with the definition of “feasible” set forth in CEQA (Pub. Res. Code,
§ 21066.1) and the CEQA Guidelines (§ 15164). The County shall
be solely responsible for making this feasibility determination in
accordance with CEQA.
Mitigation Measure PR-3: Revised Policy COS-7.8: Limited Gas Collection, Use, and Disposal.

The County shall include the following revised policy in the 2040 General
Plan.

Revised Policy COS-7.8: Limited Gas Collection, Use, and
Disposal. The County shall require that gases emitted from all new
discretionary oil and gas wells be collected and used or removed
for sale or proper disposal, if feasible.1 Flaring or venting shall may
only be allowed if the proponent demonstrates, subject to approval
by the County, that conducting operations without flaring or venting
is infeasible. In addition, flaring or venting is allowed in cases of
emergency or and for testing purposes consistent with federal,
State, and local regulations.
1. “Feasible” means that this mitigation measure shall be applied to
future discretionary projects under the 2040 General Plan when
and to the extent it is “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into
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account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological
factors” as determined by the County in the context of such future
projects based on substantial evidence. This definition is consistent
with the definition of “feasible” set forth in CEQA (Pub. Res. Code,
§ 21066.1) and the CEQA Guidelines (§ 15164). The County shall
be solely responsible for making this feasibility determination in
accordance with CEQA.
O20-18

This comment cites CEQA’s requirements that mitigation measures in an EIR be
“fully enforceable” and then asserts that many policies and programs of the 2040
General Plan “relied on to mitigate” GHG emissions impacts are unenforceable
and should be made mandatory. The comment appears to assert that policies
included in the 2040 General Plan do not meet CEQA requirements for mitigation
measures in an EIR.
In preparing the GHG analysis provided in the draft EIR, the County considered,
and included references to the proposed 2040 General Plan policies and
implementation programs most applicable to the analysis. As explained in the
methodology subsection in Section 4.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” (page 4.87), the analyses evaluate whether the GHG reduction benefits of these policies
and programs are supported by substantial evidence. Substantial evidence
leading to estimates of GHG emissions resulting from implementation of the 2040
General Plan include both qualitative and quantitative assessments, consistent
with Section 15064.4(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines. See Master Response
MR-1-C for a description of the policies, programs, and measures included in the
2040 General Plan and draft EIR.

O20-19

The comment states that the 2040 General Plan has vague and unenforceable
policies and programs that do not commit the County to specific actions and,
thus, fail to mitigate impacts. The comment points out that some policies in the
2040 General Plan do not have associated implementation programs. It then
describes Mitigation Measure GHG-4, which seeks to align these policies with
additional programs through a stakeholder process as “unlawful” because it
cannot serve as CEQA mitigation.
The case cited in the comment, Anderson First, concerns mitigation for traffic
impacts in an EIR involving a gas station project. While mitigation at an individual
project level can be expected to incorporate a high degree of specificity in the
design requirements as mitigation, a general plan relies on policies and programs
to guide future decision making over a larger scale, hence the analysis of the draft
EIR as a programmatic document. As such, flexibility is provided within the 2040
General Plan for additional programs to be developed with stakeholder input that
support implementation of the 2040 General Plan’s established policies.
The Climate Emergency Council established under COS-CC is intended to
advise the Board of Supervisors on the latest science concerning climate change
and potential actions that can be implemented. Addressing climate change is a
grand challenge for communities that requires ongoing attention. Through the
GHG Reduction Policy Enhancement Program proposed under Mitigation
Measure GHG-4, the Climate Emergency Council would take on an additional
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role of recommending programs to the Board of Supervisors, consistent with
policies adopted as part of the 2040 General Plan.
For clarity, the County has revised Mitigation Measure GHG-4 to clarify the scope
of its Greenhouse Gas Reduction Policy Enhancement Program and to clarify the
membership and scope of the Climate Emergency Council. The full text of
revised Mitigation Measure GHG-4 is provided below:
Mitigation Measure GHG-4: New Implementation Program COS-X HAZ-X:
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Policy Enhancement Program and Revised
Implementation Program COS-CC: Climate Emergency Council

The County shall include the following new implementation program in the
2040 General Plan.
Implementation Program COS-X HAZ-X: Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Policy Enhancement Program
The Climate Emergency Council (CEC) that would be established
under COS-CC shall develop recommended subprograms which
implement the 52 policies identified in Table 4.8-78 of the draft EIR
that do not have associated implementation programs in the 2040
General Plan. Any recommendations that would require amendments
to the General Plan, including any subprograms that may include
expansions to programs already proposed in the 2040 General Plan,
shall be provided to the County Planning Director. The Planning
Director shall include the recommendation in a report for
consideration by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.
This report shall be presented to the Board of Supervisors.
For any additional future policies that may be adopted as part of the
County’s Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction Strategy (2040
General Plan, Policy COS-10.1), the CEC may recommend new
subprograms. The CEC shall demonstrate in the materials
submitted to the Board of Supervisors that the proposed
subprograms and policies would result in quantifiable GHG
emission reductions that further the County’s progress towards
achieving the 2030, 2040, and 2050 GHG reduction targets and
goals established in the 2040 General Plan. The GHG emission
reduction policy topics that may be considered and analyzed by the
CEC for recommendation to the Board of Supervisors are identified
in the Table 4.8-7 and include but are not limited to the following:









Sustainable Technologies;
Regional Bicycle Infrastructure;
Funding and Maintenance for Sidewalks;
Amtrak Service Improvements;
Routine Use of Alternative Transportation Options;
Permeable Pavement;
Facilities for Emerging Technologies;
Electric Vehicle Charging Stations;
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Neighborhood Electric Vehicles;
Shared Mobility Operations;
Sustainable Community Facility Design;
Energy Efficient Facility Construction, Purchases, Leases,
Retrofits, and Expansions;
Agricultural Waste Reuse;
Value-Added Alternatives to Waste Disposal;
Smart Grid Development;
Consistent Fire Protection Standards for New Development;
Soil Productivity;
Incentives for Energy Efficiency;
Battery Energy Storage Systems;
Air Pollutant Reduction;
Air Pollution Impact Mitigation Measures for Discretionary
Development;
Transportation Control Measures Programs;
Alternative Transportation Modes;
Urban Greening;
Integrated Pest Management Practices;
Technological Innovation; and
Renewable Energy Facilities.

The CEC’s recommended GHG reduction subprograms and policies shall
be presented to the Planning Commission for review and recommendation
to the Board of Supervisors, and then to the Board of Supervisors for
consideration and approval, no later than 2025. The Board of Supervisors
shall have sole authority to adopt (including as modified) and direct the
County’s implementation of the subprograms and policies that are
developed and recommended by the CEC. Any CEC recommendation that
would require amendments to the 2040 General Plan, County ordinances,
policies or regulations shall be processed and approved by the County in
accordance with all applicable legal requirements.
Any recommendations that would require amendments to the General Plan,
including any subprograms that may include expansions to programs already
proposed in the 2040 General Plan, shall be provided to the County Planning
Director. The Planning Director shall include the recommendation in a report
for consideration by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.
This report shall be presented to the Board of Supervisors by 2025.
The County shall also include the following revised implementation
program in the 2040 General Plan.
Implementation Program COS-CC: Climate Emergency Council
The County shall establish a Climate Emergency Council (CEC) by
a resolution of the Board of Supervisors to advise the Board of
Supervisors on climate action planning and implementation of the
Climate Action Plan (CAP) goals, policies, and programs.

2-476

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

The County agency or department responsible for implementation
of this program shall draft, administer, and maintain the CEC
bylaws. Initial establishment of the CEC and its bylaws shall include
the following terms, duties, and membership composition:






Term of each member is two years. At the conclusion of a term,
a CEC member may be re-appointed or re-selected, as
applicable, for a consecutive term by the appointing authority.
Duties of the CEC members include attendance at duly called
meetings; review, in advance, of all written material provided in
preparation for CEC meetings; serve and participate on
committees and/or sub-committees; and contribute to the CEC’s
advisory recommendations to the Board of Supervisors;
The officers of the CEC shall be Chairperson and ViceChairperson.










Officers shall be elected annually at regular meeting each
year by CEC members. Nomination shall be made from the
floor. Election shall be by simple majority.
Officers shall serve a one-year term. An officer may be reelected, but no individual shall serve more than three full
consecutive terms in the same office. No member shall hold
more than one office at a time.
The Chairperson shall preside at all meetings of the CEC,
sign all correspondence, reports, and other materials
produced by the CEC, and perform any and all other duties
prescribed by the CEC from time to time. The Chairperson
may serve as an ex-officio member of all committees.
The Vice-Chairperson shall represent the Chairperson
and/or substitute in performance of the Chairperson during
their absence.

Membership of the CEC shall be comprised of the following:




One person representing each Supervisorial District who has
demonstrated interest in and knowledge of climate action
planning shall be nominated by each of the five members of
the Board of Supervisors, and confirmed by a majority of the
Board of Supervisors resulting in a total of five Supervisorial
District representatives;
One resident from each of the designated disadvantaged
communities identified in the 2040 General Plan who has
demonstrated an understanding of their community’s needs
as well as an interest in and knowledge of climate action
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planning shall be appointed by a majority of the Board of
Supervisors; and




Two additional at-large members who have demonstrated
special interest, competence, experience, or knowledge in
climate action planning shall be selected by a majority of the
CEC members.
Each member is entitled to one vote on each matter
submitted to a vote of the CEC.

References within the draft EIR version of Mitigation Measure GHG-4referring to
Planning Director approval of amendments to the 2040 General Plan have been
deleted. It is accurate, however, to note that the specifics of the programs
developed by the Climate Emergency Council cannot be known at this time. As
explained in the “Significance After Mitigation” subsection (draft EIR page 4.8-48):
“Mitigation Measure GHG-4 could result in additional GHG emission reductions by
prompting the County to explore subprograms based on the recommendations of a
Climate Emergency Council that support the policies and implementation
programs of the 2040 General Plan. This approach would allow the County to
develop programs and actions with increased specificity using the latest available
research, tools, and methodologies available in the evolving field of climate action
planning and GHG reduction.” The comment offers no suggestions for evaluation.
Mitigation Measure GHG-4 would create a new program that creates an important
role for local stakeholders within the County whose expertise and perspectives will
be highly valued. This represents a good-faith effort by the County to continue to
evaluate ways to address emissions in the unincorporated county. Specific
reductions in GHG emissions cannot be attributed to this mitigation measure,
however, and Impacts 4.8-1 and 4.8-2 remain significant and unavoidable.
O20-20

The comment summarizes more detailed comments provided elsewhere in the
comment letter. Refer to responses to comments O20-21 through O20-26,
regarding proposed 2040 General Plan policies.

O20-21

The comment proposes that certain new policies be added to the Land Use
Element of the 2040 General Plan as “mitigation measures and/or as part of a
‘Climate and Public Health Alternative’ that would reduce the significant impacts
of oil and gas development.” Policies proposed in this comment would: “prohibit
new oil and gas extraction on all lands within the County’s unincorporated area”
to reduce GHG emissions and protect public health and welfare; make existing
oil and gas operations become nonconforming uses that would be phased out
according to a specified schedule; terminate all nonconforming existing oil and
gas operations in the shortest time period necessary and no later than 2045
unless prohibited by State or federal law.
Refer to Master Response MR-4.J, “Potential to Stop Issuing Permits for New
Wells (Phase Out Oil and Gas Operations),” for a discussion on mitigation
measures in the form of new General Plan policies to phase out existing oil and
gas facilities. Refer to Section 6.4.4, “Limit Active and Idle Wells and Reduce Oil
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Well Emissions Alternative,” (draft EIR page 6-8) and Section 6.4.5, “Eliminate or
Reduce Existing Oil and Gas Wells or Production Alternative,” (draft EIR page 6-9)
for a discussion of alternatives to the proposed 2040 General Plan that would limit
increases in the number of active and idle wells in the county (Section 6.4.4) and
eliminate or greatly reduce the number of existing oil and gas wells in the county,
and/or the amount of oil and gas extracted from existing wells in the county
(Section 6.4.5).
As explained in the draft EIR (Section 6.4.4), the alternative to limit increases in
the number of active and idle wells was considered but rejected from further
evaluation because major elements of an alternative to limit increases in the
number of new discretionary oil and gas wells are included in the 2040 General
Plan, including policies COS-7.2 regarding buffer distances from residential
dwellings and schools, COS-7.8 regarding use of pipelines to convey oil and
produced water, and COS-7.9 regarding collection of gases instead of flaring.
The draft EIR explains that an alternative that would eliminate or greatly reduce
the number of existing wells (Section 6.4.5) was rejected from further evaluation
because it focuses on one specific land use and does not comprehensively
address most of the basic project objectives. This alternative would also present
economic feasibility issues that could be implicated by County efforts to eliminate
or reduce production from existing oil and gas wells (page 6-9), which would
need to occur over an extended time period in order to be legally feasible.
The commenter’s request that mitigation measures in the form of new General
Plan policies that would prohibit new oil and gas extraction on all lands within the
county’s unincorporated area are not a component of the project under evaluation
(i.e., the 2040 General Plan).The existence of these existing oil and gas facilities
are part of the baseline as considered in the evaluation of environmental impacts
in the draft EIR. Impacts resulting from the change that implementation of the
2040 General Plan on baseline conditions are evaluated in the draft EIR with
corresponding mitigation measures to lessen significant environmental impacts,
where applicable. As such, the commenter’s proposed policies have not been
identified as potential mitigation measures in the draft EIR.
O20-22

The comment suggests that additional policies related to oil and gas operations
should be incorporated into the 2040 General Plan to require that all new or
expanded wells undergo discretionary review and CEQA review and that oil and
gas facilities operating with antiquated conditional use permits be subject to the
County Zoning Ordinance, 2040 General Plan, and other local regulations and
standards. As noted in the comment, the Board of Supervisors has directed staff
to prepare an ordinance expanding the discretionary approval requirements for
expansion of existing oil and gas facilities. This is occurring as a process
separate from the 2040 General Plan. If implemented, more future activities
would be considered discretionary and would be subject to the requirements of
the policies proposed in the 2040 General Plan.
The comment also asserts that not requiring discretionary review for all new and
expanded oil and gas operations in the 2040 General Plan means that the draft EIR
“fail(s) to ensure” that new and expanded oil and gas operations “will comply with

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-479

Comments and Responses to Comments

new policies and programs to reduce GHG emissions and address other impacts.”
The analysis in the draft EIR assumes that the 2040 General Plan policies will apply
only to discretionary wells permits. The 2040 General Plan and draft EIR have no
obligation to ensure that actions under established permits subject to ministerial
review meet the same requirements proposed for discretionary actions.
The impact analysis conducted in the draft EIR evaluates the effects that 2040
General Plan policies and programs would have on future GHG emissions
associated with 2040 General Plan implementation, including oil and gas
extraction-related emissions associated with 2040 General Plan implementation.
This comment is not otherwise related to the adequacy of the draft EIR, as it does
not demonstrate how the policies proposed would address significant impacts
identified in the draft EIR. However, this comment is acknowledged for the record
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration prior to
making a decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan. Refer to Section 4.12,
“Mineral and Petroleum Resources,” in the draft EIR for a discussion of the
potential for the 2040 General Plan to affect petroleum and mineral resources.
O20-23

The comment requests evaluation of a policy that would prohibit certain oil and
gas extraction methods, such as well stimulation and cyclic steaming, as a
mitigation measure, because these extraction methods could adversely affect air
quality, greenhouse gas emissions, toxic and seismic hazards, and water quality.
Note, however, that these types of oil and gas extraction methods have not been
identified in the draft EIR as resulting in any potentially significant impacts
associated with implementation of the 2040 General Plan. Therefore, because no
significant impacts were identified, it would not be appropriate for the County to
identify prohibitions on these activities as mitigation measures in the draft EIR for
the 2040 General Plan. The specific effects and merits of proposed oil and gas
extraction methods will be evaluated during project-level permit review of new
discretionary oil and gas wells conducted by California Geologic Energy
Management Division (CalGEM, formerly DOGGR) and the County. Refer to
Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” which includes additions to Section
4.12.1, “Background Report Setting Updates,” in the draft EIR for additional
information about the responsibilities and jurisdiction of CalGEM and the County
regarding petroleum extraction methods and procedures. As explained in this
section, CalGEM has regulatory authority over well stimulation and underground
injection. The County lacks legal authority to directly regulate or prohibit well
stimulation, cyclic steaming, and other subsurface oil and gas production
methods due to State law preemption. Consequently, this policy would be legally
infeasible. Refer to Master Response MR-4.A for further discussion of the
County’s authority to regulate oil and gas development.

O20-24

The comment suggests revisions to policies included in the Conservation and
Open Space Element and additional policies related to petroleum extraction and
energy use be added to the 2040 General Plan. This comment is acknowledged
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan.
The new and revised policies related to oil and gas resources are not evaluated
in this final EIR because they would not directly address significant impacts

2-480

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

identified in the draft EIR. Similarly, the proposed revisions to energy-related
policies are not evaluated in detail because Section 4.6, “Energy,” of the draft
EIR concludes that the 2040 General Plan would not result in wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy or conflict with or impede State
or Local Plans for Renewable Energy or Energy Efficiency. As a result, no
mitigation is required. In addition, although Policies COS-8.1, COS-8.7, COS-8.8,
and COS-8.9 are listed for context in Section 4.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,”
of the draft EIR, they are not relied upon in the analysis and the proposed
revisions would not substantially reduce identified impacts. The commenter’s
three new policies presented as energy resource conservation measures to
further reduce GHG emissions are discussed in greater detail below.


Commenter’s Policy COS-xx, Carbon-free Economy. The County
will prioritize and facilitate a rapid transition to a carbon-free
economy countywide.


It is unclear what actions would be taken to “prioritize” and
“facilitate” a transition to a carbon free economy. Without clear
performance criteria, it would not be possible to gauge whether this
measure is effectively implemented or what, if any, effect on the
potential for the 2040 General Plan to generate GHG emissions
would result. For this reason, this policy has not been considered as
mitigation for the impacts identified in Section 4.8 of the draft EIR.
Note that the 2040 General Plan includes policies supportive of
reducing use of nonrenewable energy resources. For example,
through Policy COS-8.6, the County would support the transition to
zero net carbon for new buildings. In addition, the draft EIR
evaluated Zero Net Energy Buildings Alternative in the draft EIR
that focuses on creating incentive programs to encourage the
retrofit of existing buildings, which account for the majority of GHG
emissions in the county. As discussed in Chapter 6, “Alternatives,”
modest reductions in GHG emissions would be anticipated because
“building emissions would account for a relatively small fraction of
the County’s greenhouse gas inventory and forecast and the
County’s authority is limited” (draft EIR page 6-21).



Commenter’s Policy COS-xx, Non-fossil Fuels for County
Facilities and Fleets. The County will actively pursue a rapid
transition to a diversity of non-fossil fuel alternatives for all
County facilities and vehicle fleets.


This policy would not effectively mitigate impacts identified in the
draft EIR because it is duplicative of policies already considered in
the analysis. As identified in Section 4.8 of the draft EIR, alternative
fuel vehicle purchases would be prioritized through Policy PFS-2.6
and renewable energy features would be encouraged in all
discretionary development (Policy COS-8.8). Through Conservation
and Open Space Element Implementation Program COS-T, the
County would continue to review its energy consumption
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performance and implement programs designed to increase energy
efficiency in County-owned buildings, including investigating and
implementing new energy technologies such as solar and fuel cells.


Commenter’s Policy COS-xx, Non-fossil Fuels Manufacturing and
Distribution. The County will actively pursue, through the
development of incentives and streamlined permit review,
increasing a diversity of renewable energy manufacturing and
distribution facilities countywide.


This policy would not effectively mitigate impacts identified in the
draft EIR because it is duplicative of policies already considered in
the analysis. As identified in Section 4.8 of the draft EIR, the County
would work to decarbonize communitywide electricity supply through
Policy COS-8.5. Conservation and Open Space Element
Implementation Program Q would incentivize the development of the
Renewable Energy Priority Zone sites. To do so “the County shall
consider waiving permit fees and providing a reduction on the annual
property tax assessment for the portion of land used for renewable
energy generation or storage.” Further, through Policy EV-4.4, the
County would “identify appropriate locations to allow for development
of renewable energy generation and storage facilities and encourage
the development of innovative approaches to renewable energy
deployment, including solar power, wind power, wave energy,
distributed power systems and micro-grids, and other appropriate
renewable sources and storage and distribution system.”

The comment also references potential GHG mitigation measures not included in
the 2040 General Plan and draft EIR. Refer to response to comments O1-29 and
O20-30 for mitigation measures considered for the 2040 General Plan and draft
EIR that were determined to be infeasible. Response to comment O20-08 further
addresses enforcement measures and mitigation as required under CEQA.
The draft EIR includes an analysis of 118 policies and 45 implementation
programs included in the 2040 General Plan to reduce GHG emissions in the
county (pages 4.8-37 to 4.8-45). Moreover, Section 4.8, “Greenhouse Gas
Emissions,” of the draft EIR includes seven feasible mitigation measures that
meet CEQA requirements and address the potentially significant GHG emission
impacts of the 2040 General Plan (draft EIR pages 4.8-45 to 4.8-47). Thus, the
draft EIR correctly identifies and considers feasible and enforceable mitigation
measures to reduce GHG emissions.
O20-25
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The comment suggests that additional policies should be incorporated into the
2040 General Plan that would impose additional (undefined) County safety
standards for oil and gas pipelines that traverse fault lines and require “seismic
and other geotechnical studies” that evaluate proposed injection wells at the
County-level. The comment is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR.
However, this comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to
the decision-making bodies for their consideration prior to making a decision on
adopting a final 2040 General Plan. Refer to Section 4.7, “Geologic Hazards,” in
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the draft EIR for a discussion of the potential for the 2040 General Plan to
expose people or structures to significant seismic ground shaking.
O20-26

The comment suggests additional policies that could be considered in the 2040
General Plan to support established State and federal regulations related to
petroleum extraction, use and transport of hazardous materials, and remediation
of abandoned well sites. The comment is not related to the adequacy of the draft
EIR. However, this comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration prior to making a
decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan.

O20-27

Refer to response to comment O20-16.

O20-28

Refer to response to comment O20-16.

O20-29

This comment asserts that the draft EIR analysis of alternatives does not comply
with CEQA and that the draft EIR’s “failure to disclose the extent and severity of
the Project’s climate impacts distorts the document’s analysis of Project
alternatives.” The draft EIR provides a legally sufficient study of alternatives. In
Chapter 6, “Alternatives,” the draft EIR explains the County’s obligation. Section
15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to describe “… a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a range of potentially
feasible alternatives that will avoid or substantially lessen the significant adverse
impacts of a project, and foster informed decision making and public participation.
An EIR is not required to consider alternatives that are infeasible.”
With respect to the draft EIR analysis of GHG emissions impacts, as established
in the above responses, the County provided a reasoned analysis of GHG
impacts, which concluded that the 2040 General Plan would result in significant
and unavoidable GHG-related impacts because it cannot be determined at this
program level of analysis that future GHG emissions in the unincorporated
county would meet State 2030 and post-2030 targets for GHG reduction (Impact
4.8-1 and Impact 4.8-2). Based on the conclusion that these impacts would be
significant, the County considered alternatives to the 2040 General Plan in the
draft EIR that would avoid or substantially lessen the effects while supporting the
Guiding Principles contained in Section 1.2 of the 2040 General Plan.
As described in response to comment O20-21, two alternatives that principally
would limit oil and gas extraction were considered in the draft EIR but dismissed
from detailed evaluation. Also refer to the response to comment O20-30.

O20-30

As noted by the commenter, three alternatives that could reduce GHG impacts
were dismissed from further analysis. However, the three alternatives that were
selected for detailed analysis in the draft EIR (Alternative 2: Existing Community
and Urban Area Designations Alternative, Alternative 3: Dense Cores Alternative,
and Alternative 4: Zero Net Energy Buildings Alternative) would each lessen the
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significant GHG emissions impacts of the 2040 General Plan, although not to a
less than significant level.
The commenter provides no evidence to indicate that an alternative general plan
that includes either further restrictions of oil and gas production or that prohibits
the land use would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects
caused by implementation of the 2040 General Plan as proposed. It should be
noted, that in the 2015 GHG inventory oil and gas production only accounts for
16.3 percent of GHG emissions within the county (Attachment 2 to the final EIR).
Further, policies addressing existing oil and gas wells would not address
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the 2040 General Plan.
In addition, the draft EIR does not identify significant impacts attributable to future
oil and gas extraction specifically that would warrant such a targeted alternative.
Refer to the response to comment O20-21 explaining the reasons why the “Limit
Active and Idle Wells and Reduce Oil Well Emissions Alternative,” (draft EIR
page 6-8) and the “Eliminate or Reduce Existing Oil and Gas Wells or Production
Alternative,” (draft EIR page 6-9) were rejected from detailed consideration in the
draft EIR. Refer to response to comment O20-31 for discussion of the “Carbon
Neutrality Alternative” and the reasons why is was rejected from further
evaluation in the draft EIR (starting at draft EIR page 6-9). Also refer to Master
Response MR-4, Section MR-4.J, “Potential to Stop Issuing Permits for New
Wells (Phase Out Oil and Gas Operations),” and MR-4.A, “County’s Authority to
Regulate Oil and Gas Development,” for response to the comment’s assertion
that reducing both new and existing oil and gas operations in the County is
legally feasible and discussion of the County’s authority to regulate oil and gas
development.
As described in response to comment O20-21, alternatives that principally would
limit oil and gas extraction were considered in the draft EIR but dismissed from
detailed evaluation. Also, as previously noted in Section 4.8 of the draft EIR, due
to regulations adopted in 2018, methane emissions from oil and gas extraction
are regulated through CARB’s GHG Regulations for Crude Oil and Natural Gas
with local assistance from the VCAPCD. These regulations require reporting and
retrofitting of existing wells to reduce methane emissions in existing operations.
The regulations also apply to new oil and gas wells requiring permits from
VCAPCD. Additionally, CalGEM has jurisdiction over nearly 101,300 wells
throughout the State that are defined as active or idle oil producers. The recently
established Idle Well Program has created mandates for idle oil and gas wells
that include a compliance schedule to test for leaks and plug and abandon wells,
engineering analysis for wells and enhanced idle well management plans.
The draft EIR includes policies and implementation programs to reduce GHG
emissions in the county (pages 4.8-37 to 4.8-45), and mitigation measures that
meet CEQA requirements and address the potentially significant GHG emission
impacts of the 2040 General Plan (draft EIR pages 4.8-45 to 4.8-47). Thus, the
draft EIR correctly identifies and considers 2040 General Plan policies and
programs in the GHG emissions analysis conducted in the draft EIR and correctly
includes feasible and enforceable mitigation measures in the draft EIR analysis
of GHG emissions.
2-484

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

O20-31

The comment states that the draft EIR improperly disclaims the County’s
authority to fight climate change, asserting that the draft EIR omits detailed
consideration of a project alternative focused on “carbon neutrality.”
The draft EIR provides a robust discussion of the reasons that the Carbon
Neutrality Alternative is dismissed. Although carbon neutrality is often used
colloquially to describe activities that do not substantially contribute to release of
GHGs, by definition, such an alternative would require a mechanism to ensure
that any carbon emissions are accounted for and offset (usually through
purchase of credits) or wholly eliminate the release of carbon dioxide from all
existing and future land use and activities in the unincorporated county.
Achieving carbon neutrality would require “transformational changes to all
aspects of society” that “are outside of the County’s or any individual local
government’s ability to directly control or effect” (draft EIR page 6-10).
This alternative would require “[m]ajor changes to lifestyles and behaviors of
individual residents and businesses…either as a result of major government
intervention or in tandem with it” (draft EIR page 6-11). The discussion in the
draft EIR describes many obstacles to implementing this alternative, which
include mandating retrofit of existing homes, creating new employment
opportunities, and eliminating fossil fuel consumption in existing buildings. The
County concluded that requiring carbon neutrality for the entire unincorporated
county would be infeasible due to the County’s limited authority to mandate such
changes, particularly to existing structures and employment sectors, the
significant private and public costs to implement, and because of the County’s
lack of legal authority to implement and potential infringement on property rights.
However, please note that the 2040 General Plan does include policies and
implementation programs to achieve GHG reductions and the draft EIR includes
detailed discussion (pages 4.8-37 to 4.8-52) of how implementation of the 2040
General Plan would put the County’s future emissions on a downward trajectory
and would be consistent with and supportive of a larger State, national, or
international effort to achieve carbon neutrality (for discussion of the 2040
General Plan’s policies and implementation programs to reduce GHG emissions
refer to Section 4.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions”). Further, Alternative 4, which
is evaluated in detail, is the Zero Net Energy Building Alternative. This alternative
focuses on creating incentive programs to encourage the retrofit of existing
buildings, which account for the majority of GHG emissions in the county.
Alternatives 2 and 3, also evaluated in detail in the draft EIR, would reduce the
significant GHG emissions impacts of the 2040 General Plan through creation of
more compact development pattern and integration of land uses relative to the
2040 General Plan, which would reduce the number and length of single
occupancy vehicle trips, and support notable increases in walking, biking, use of
public transit, and other alternatives to driving.

O20-32

This comment is a concluding statement and does not raise a significant
environmental issue for which a response is required.
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O20-33
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The comment references attachments to the main body of the letter. The County
has reviewed the attachments and determined that they do not contain comment
on the content or conclusions of the draft EIR, nor do they raise any significant
environmental issues for which a response is required. All comment letters
submitted to the County on the draft EIR are provided with complete attachments
in Attachment 1 to this final EIR.
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Letter
O21
O21-1

Coast Ranch Family LLC
Laura K. McAvoy, Musick, Peeler, & Garrett LLP
February 25, 2020
The description of Coast’s role and operations in Ventura County are noted. This
comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental
issue for which a response is required.
Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.

O21-2

The commenter refers to letters submitted by Aera Energy, Western States
Petroleum Association (WSPA), and “other operators.” Refer to responses to
Letters O5 and O6 (from Aera Energy LLC) and O37 (from WSPA).

O21-3

The comment asserts that the draft EIR failed to consider economic
consequences associated with policies in the 2040 General Plan. However, EIRs
are not required to treat a project’s economic or social effects as significant
effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15131). Social and
economic effects need only be considered in an EIR where there is a clear link
between those economic or social effects and physical environmental changes.
The economic issues raised in this comment would not result in any adverse
physical changes to the environment not already addressed in the draft EIR. Also
refer to the response to comment O2-10.

O21-4

The commenter refers to letters submitted by Aera Energy, WSPA, and “other
operators.” Refer to responses to Letters O5 and O6 (from Aera Energy LLC)
and O37 (from WSPA).
Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.
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Letter
O22

Community Environmental Council
Sigrid Wright, Executive Director
February 27, 2020

O22-1

The description of the Community Environmental Council’s role and the climate
change background in Ventura County are noted. This comment is introductory in
nature and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response
is required.

O22-2

The comment recommends setting higher carbon reduction goals and a carbon
neutrality goal for the 2040 General Plan consistent with executive orders and
goals set by the County of Santa Barbara and the City of San Luis Obispo. Refer
to Master Response MR-1 for discussion of how the County established its GHG
reduction target for 2030 and reduction goals for 2040 and 2050 in alignment
with State targets and goals.

O22-3

The comment recommends a series of new or modified policies. Each of the
recommendations was considered as follows:


An oil and gas tax on new and existing operations that seeks to slowly phase
out oil and gas production by 2045, in line with State carbon neutrality goals,
while creating revenue to fund climate action programs




Parking and pricing policies that disincentivize driving




The 2040 General Plan Circulation, Transportation and Mobility Element
seeks to reduce VMT from all types of vehicles, in compliance with Senate
Bill 743.

Electrification of the County fleet




Supported through the expansion of EV charging stations and
neighborhood EVs in LU-11.3, CTM-6.5, CTM-6.6, and PFS-2.8.

Increased zero-emissions vehicle miles traveled (VMT)




Refer to Comment Response 01-19.

Electrification of light duty and medium-heavy duty vehicles




Refer to Comment Response O2-12.

Program PSF-F calls for the County to provide support for the use of
electric vehicles and would provide charging for these vehicles at County
facilities.

An actionable food waste reduction plan that supports Senate Bill 1383


Program PSF-L Food Waste Recovery is an action that would support the
intent of this recommendation. Under this program the County shall
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provide educational and informational materials to restaurants, grocery
stores, and other food providers, as part of food handler permitting, to
support donation of safe, unused food to non-profit service agencies.


An unincorporated county zero waste goal




Restrictions on new oil and gas development




Refer to Master Responses MR-1 and MR-4.

Elimination of existing oil and gas operations within environmental justice
communities




Refer to comment response O1-19.

Refer to Master Responses MR-1 and MR-4.

Programs to sequester carbon in our natural and working lands


Refer to 2040 General Plan Policy AG-5.5 and AG-L Carbon Farming
Practices which describes several potential actions that the County would
support to increase carbon sequestration and directs the County to initiate
such programs. Policies COS-C and COS-H also support sequestration
through tree planting. Impact discussion 4.8-2, page 4.8-51 states “as part
of future monitoring activities, the County may also consider new
technologies that support GHG reduction or CO2 sequestration and
determine the potential application of these within the county.”

O22-4

The comment states that the draft EIR does not include analysis or mitigation to
support the 2040 General Plan’s Environmental Justice guiding principle and
define a locally relevant definition of an “Environmental Justice Community.”
Environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all
people, regardless of race, color, national origin, or income, with respect to the
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws,
regulations, and policies. However, EIRs are not required to treat a project’s
economic or social effects as significant effects on the environment (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15131). Social and economic effects need only be considered in an
EIR where there is a clear link between those economic or social effects and
physical environmental changes. The social issues raised in this comment would
not result in any adverse physical changes to the environment not already
addressed in the draft EIR.

O22-5

Refer to Master Response MR-1 for discussion of the draft EIR’s significant and
unavoidable impact conclusions for GHG emissions (Impacts 4.8-1 and 4.8-2)
and the feasible mitigation measures included in the draft EIR to address the
significant GHG emissions impacts of the 2040 General Plan.
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Letter
O23

Laborers’ International Union of North America
Martin Rodriguez, President, Tri-Counties Building & Construction Trades
Council
Tony Skinner, Executive Secretary-Treasurer, Tri-Counties Building &
Construction Trades Council
Jeff Bode, Business Manager, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Local 952
Anthony Mireles, Business Manager, LiUNA Laborers Local 585
Mercy Urrea, Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters
February 27, 2020

O23-1

The description of the role of the commenting organization is noted. This
comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental
issue for which a response is required.

O23-2

The comment generally asserts that the draft EIR provides an insufficient
evaluation of the impacts of the 2040 General Plan on jobs and the economy and
does not address the need for increased housing in the county. EIRs are not
required to treat a project’s economic or social effects as significant effects on
the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15131). Social and economic effects
need only be considered in an EIR where there is a clear link between those
economic or social effects and physical environmental changes. The comment
does not establish a connection between impacts on jobs and the economy and
any adverse physical changes to the environment not already addressed in the
draft EIR. Therefore, any evaluation of these impacts would be considered
speculative under the California Environmental Quality Act and the County
correctly excluded such analysis from the draft EIR.
Housing and the potential for the 2040 General Plan to contribute to demand for
housing that cannot be accommodated by the land use designations established
in the land use diagram is evaluated in Section 4.14, “Population and Housing,”
in the draft EIR. Specifically, the analysis on page 4.14-10 indicates: “While an
increase in employment opportunities within the plan area is expected during the
2040 planning horizon, the county has adequate capacity to meet the current
Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation for housing in all household
income categories. In addition, policies and programs within the 2040 General
Plan would ensure that housing needs, including future housing needs for the
projected increase in low-income employment would be met.” No changes to the
draft EIR have been made in response to this comment.

O23-3

The comment expresses concern that the draft EIR underrepresents the number
of workers that would be affected by the oil and gas policies in the 2040 General
Plan and that the draft EIR does not address impacts related to loss of jobs in the
oil and gas industry. However, EIRs are not required to treat a project’s economic
or social effects as significant effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines, §
15131). Social and economic effects need only be considered in an EIR where
there is a clear link between those economic or social effects and physical
environmental changes. The economic issues raised in this comment would not
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result in any adverse physical changes to the environment not already addressed
in the draft EIR.
Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.
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Letter
O24

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce
Nancy Lindholm, President/CEO
February 24, 2020

O24-1

The description of Oxnard Chamber of Commerce’s role in the county is noted.
This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant
environmental issue for which a response is required.

O24-2

The comment asserts that the draft EIR lacks sufficient detail regarding
“suggested policies” and how the environment is “actually protected by these
proposals” and states that this causes “these projects (to be) more difficult to
explain and comprehend” and “room for error when attempting to implement such
projects.” No specific references or examples are provided to support this claim.
The draft EIR analyzes, at a programmatic level, the physical environmental
changes that could occur upon implementation of the 2040 General Plan and
provides sufficient specificity regarding the environmental protections anticipated
to result from the proposed policies and programs of the 2040 General Plan.
Where the benefits of the policies and programs are unclear or otherwise not
supported by substantial evidence, they have not been relied upon as the basis
for impact significance conclusions in the draft EIR. Refer to Master Response
MR-2 for more explanation of how policies and programs of the 2040 General
Plan are evaluated in the impact analysis conducted in the draft EIR.

O24-3

The comment claims that the analysis in the draft EIR is “flawed, biased, and
misleading” and serves a greater initiative to “discredit Ventura oil and gas
producers.” The only substantiation provided is the lack of specific information
about the quantity and salary of individuals employed in the oil and gas industry
and the taxes paid by the oil and gas industry in the draft EIR explanation of why
the Carbon Neutrality Alternative was dismissed from detailed analysis in the
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draft EIR. The draft EIR acknowledges that individuals employed in the oil and
gas industry could be displaced by this alternative and the County has limited
authority to set aside jobs in the renewable energy sector specifically for these
employees. Further detail is not necessary to support the dismissal of the
alternative.
Note that EIRs are not required to treat a project’s economic or social effects as
significant effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15131). Social
and economic effects need only be considered in an EIR where there is a clear
link between those economic or social effects and physical environmental
changes. The issues raised in this comment would not result in any adverse
physical changes to the environment not already addressed in the draft EIR.
O24-4

The comment describes the importance of housing in the county, states that the
draft EIR “does not sufficiently address solutions” to the issue of housing, and
asserts that the draft EIR does not sufficiently address impacts to affordable
housing, including impacts from Mitigation Measure AG-2 (Implementation
Program AG-X) regarding agricultural conservation easements to offset loss of
Important Farmland, Mitigation Measure GHG-1 (Implementation Program HAZX), which would prohibit natural gas infrastructure in new residential
development, and Policy COS-6.5, which requires an evaluation of mineral
resources where discretionary development is proposed on land identified on the
current mineral resource zone maps by the California Geological Survey and
requires setbacks from existing mining operations (2040 General Plan, Section
6.5 Soil and Mineral Resources, page 6-11). The comment specifically refers to
natural gas as the “most affordable” heat source for low-income households and
the “sky high” cost of electricity.
The population and housing effects of the proposed 2040 General Plan policies
are evaluated in the draft EIR in Section 4.14, “Population and Housing.” Using
the significance thresholds provided in the State CEQA Guidelines and adopted
in the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, the draft EIR analysis of
housing impacts addresses whether implementation of the 2040 General Plan
would eliminate three or more existing affordable housing units or displace
substantial numbers of people or housing units (Impact 4.14-1 starting at page
4.14-5) and result in low-income employment opportunities that could generate
demand for new housing that exceeds the County’s inventory of land to develop
low-income housing (Impact 4.14-3 starting on page 4.14-9). The draft EIR
concludes that these impacts would be less than significant because
implementation of the 2040 General Plan would not displace substantial numbers
of housing units, including affordable housing units, and because the 2040
General Plan includes policies and programs to provide adequate provision of
low-income housing for projected increases in low-income employment
opportunities through 2040. The implementation of these two mitigation
measures and 2040 General Plan policy would not result in direct or indirect
impacts on affordable housing that are not already analyzed in the draft EIR.
The draft EIR is not required to analyze how implementation of the above policies
would affect the affordability or cost of housing. As discussed above, EIRs are
not required to treat a project’s economic or social effects as significant effects
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on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15131). Social and economic
effects need only be considered in an EIR where there is a clear link between
those economic or social effects and physical environmental changes. In
addition, a Lead Agency need not speculate about environmental impacts (State
CEQA Guidelines, § 15145). The comment does not provide any facts or
evidence regarding how the 2040 General Plan would affect the cost of housing
or the “affordability” of housing; these economic impacts are speculative and not
reasonably foreseeable. Moreover, any physical impacts resulting from such
economic impacts cannot be defined and are not reasonably foreseeable.
Evaluation of these impacts of the two mitigation measures and General Plan
policy on the cost of housing or affordable housing was correctly excluded from
the impact analysis conducted in the draft EIR.
O24-5
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Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.
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Letter
O25

Port of Hueneme: Oxnard Harbor District
Kristin Decas, CEO & Port Director
February 27, 2020

O25-1

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

O25-2

The comment requests that the draft EIR be edited to state that railroad owners
and operators would not be responsible for costs associated with measuring
railroad noise levels in responses to Policies HAZ-9.2 and HAZ-9.6 proposed in
the 2040 General Plan. This comment about the entity responsible for bearing
certain costs in response to policies of the 2040 General Plan is noted but is not
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a Final 2040
General Plan.
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Letter
O26

Renaissance Petroleum, LLC
Marc Wade Traut, President
February 26, 2020

O26-1

The comment summarizes more detailed comments provided elsewhere in the
comment letter. See responses to comments O26-2 through O26-4, below,
regarding proposed 2040 General Plan policies.

O26-2

Refer to Master Response MR-4 for discussion regarding 2040 General Plan
Policy COS-7.2, which would require that new discretionary oil and gas wells be
located a minimum of 1,500 feet from residential dwellings and 2,500 feet from
any school.

O26-3

Refer to Master Response MR-4 for discussion regarding 2040 General Plan
Policy COS-7.7, which would require new discretionary oil wells to use pipelines
to convey oil and produced water; oil and produced water shall not be allowed to
be trucked for new discretionary oil wells.

O26-4

The comment asserts that the Figure 4-12.4 (Major Oil Transmission Pipelines
Map in the draft EIR inaccurately depicts both oil and gas transmission lines.
Figure 4-12.4 (draft EIR page 4.12-25) depicts the major oil transmission
pipelines in the County as reported by the following Geographic Information
System (GIS) mapping layers: CAL FIRE 2007 (State), 2008 (Local), and 2016
(Federal); USGS, 2013; DOGGR, 2019. Similarly, Figure 4.12-5 Major Gas
Transmission Pipelines Map includes the major gas transmission pipelines in the
County as reported by the following GIS mapping layers: CAL FIRE 2007 (State),
2008 (Local), and 2016 (Federal); USGS, 2013; DOGGR, 2019; VCAPCD, 2017.
These figures depict the individual oil (Figure 4-12.4) and gas (Figure 4-12.5)
transmission pipelines as reported by the agencies responsible for providing
regulatory oversight and GIS mapping layers mapping layers to local
jurisdictions. Therefore, both figures depict the best available data for oil and gas
transmission pipelines in the county. No revisions to the draft EIR have been
made in response to this comment.
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Letter
O27
O27-1

SoCalGas
Jennifer Pezda, MESM, Environmental Policy Advisor
February 27, 2020
The comment addresses the draft 2040 General Plan and is not related to the
adequacy of the draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, this
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmaking bodies for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a
Final 2040 General Plan.
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Letter
O28

SoCalGas
Deanna Haines, Director Policy, Strategy and Environment
February 27, 2020

O28-1

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

O28-2

The comment states that SoCalGas is concerned about draft EIR Mitigation
Measure GHG-1 (New Implementation Program HAZ-X: Prohibit Natural Gas
Infrastructure in New Residential Development), which is described as being
technology restrictive, and limits residents and businesses from hedging against
wildfire and energy costs. It also states that a ban would contravene State law
and raises concerns under federal law, though no specific laws are cited. These
concerns are acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmaking bodies for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a
Final 2040 General Plan.
The comment states that Mitigation Measure GHG-1 is legally flawed under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because it does not consider,
discuss, or analyze the environmental effects of implementing the measure and
asserts this measure is infeasible. The comment also states that the draft EIR
“neglected to consider” other mitigation measures for the significant and
unavoidable greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impacts identified in the draft
EIR. These concerns are addressed in detail in responses to comments O28-3
through O28-8, below.
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an EIR identify
potentially feasible mitigation to address significant environmental impacts. The
ultimate determination of mitigation feasibility is made by the lead agency, in this
case the County, at the time a decision is rendered about whether to approve the
project. Although the comment suggests that additional GHG reduction strategies
should be considered in the draft EIR, no specific suggestions are provided;
therefore, no further analysis can be provided. Note, however, that the
significance conclusions for Impacts 4.8-1 and 4.8-2 do not rely only on
Mitigation Measures GHG-1, GHG-2, and GHG-3. Mitigation Measure GHG-4 is
also proposed, as well as Mitigation Measures CTM-1, CTM-2, and CTM-3.
Mitigation Measure GHG-4 would require that the Climate Emergency Council
develop recommended subprograms to implement policies that do not have
associated implementation programs in the 2040 General Plan.

O28-3
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The comment states that the draft EIR “fails to discuss the potential
environmental effects from implementing a Reach Code that bans or restricts
natural gas,” as outlined in Mitigation Measure GHG-1. In addition, the comment
asserts that implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-1 could result in
significant environmental impacts, which are discussed below and in response to
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comments O28-4 through O28-8. Here the comment claims that there is
substantial evidence that adopting and implementing Mitigation Measure GHG-1
could lead to significant environmental effects related to utilities and service
systems.
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 is proposed in Section 4.8, “Greenhouse Gas
Emissions,” to address GHG emissions associated with new residential and
specified types of commercial construction. It would result in a new program in
the Hazards and Safety Element of the 2040 General Plan that prohibits the
installation of new natural gas infrastructure in new residential construction
through amendments to the Ventura County Building Code. Mitigation Measure
GHG-1 also would apply to new commercial construction such as offices, retail
buildings, and hotels where the use of natural gas is not critical to business
operations and appliances can be feasibly substituted with electricity powered
equivalents.
For clarification, the language of Mitigation Measure GHG-1 beginning on page
4.8-45 of the draft EIR is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure GHG-1: New Implementation Program HAZ-X: Prohibit Natural Gas
Infrastructure in New Residential and New Commercial Development

The County shall include the following new implementation program in the
2040 General Plan.
Implementation Program HAZ-X: Prohibit Natural Gas
Infrastructure in New Residential and New Commercial
Development
To support the proposed reach codes under COS-S, the 2040
General Plan shall include a new program in the Hazards and Safety
element that prohibits the installation of new natural gas
infrastructure in new residential development construction through
amendments to the Ventura County Building Code. This program
shall also be extended to include new commercial development
building types such as including but not limited to offices, retail
buildings, and hotels. where the use of natural gas is not critical to
business operations and contain appliances that can be feasibility
substituted with electricity powered equivalents. The County shall
allow may exempt certain new commercial development to be
exempt from these requirements where the County can make upon
making findings based on substantial evidence that supports why
the use of natural gas is critical to business operations, and that it is
not feasible1 to replace critical appliances or equipment with
electricity powered equivalents. This program shall be completed
no later than 2023.
1. “Feasible” means that this mitigation measure shall be applied to
future discretionary projects under the 2040 General Plan when and
to the extent it is “capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
Ventura County
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economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors” as
determined by the County in the context of such future projects
based on substantial evidence. This definition is consistent with the
definition of “feasible” set forth in CEQA (Pub. Res. Code, § 21066.1)
and the CEQA Guidelines (§ 15164). The County shall be solely
responsible for making this feasibility determination in accordance
with CEQA.
The comment states that a developer’s choice to construct all electric buildings
could cause an increase in electricity demand that may not be supported by local
generation or transmission and distribution resources. The comment points to the
possibility of a statewide natural gas ban necessitating the construction of new
capacity for power systems, expanding transmission lines, and increasing
hydropower by 100 times existing capacity if natural gas is banned statewide.
The comment speculates about the indirect effects of fabricating and constructing
new infrastructure to support the energy demands of new construction due to a
policy that prohibits the installation of natural gas infrastructure to serve
development under the 2040 General Plan. Contrary to the commenter’s
assertion, these are not reasonably foreseeable outcomes of the mitigation
measure and the County is not obligated under CEQA to speculate about these
potential effects.
Regarding new residential construction, Ventura County’s forecast for residential
development is anticipated growth by 1,281 units between 2015 and 2040, which
would comprise approximately 3 percent of the County’s overall housing stock in
2040. With respect to commercial development, the draft EIR estimates that by
2040 implementation of the 2040 General Plan would result in 284,821 square
feet of mixed retail development and 535,714 square feet of general office
building development. But the energy needs of residential and commercial
buildings will be minimal, even if designed as all-electric buildings. For example,
under the 2019 California Energy Code, effective January 1, 2020, new
residential buildings are required to install solar panels sized to offset electric
loads. The performance pathway for code compliance also allows for the
specification of on-site battery storage systems that capture the renewable
energy generated during non-peak hours and makes this electricity available
during peak hours, minimizing grid demand. These battery storage technologies
are identified as features encouraged by the County for new development under
Policy COS-8.8. Zero Net Energy buildings supported under Policy COS-8.6
would require very little grid-sourced electricity, with the California Energy
Commission’s definition of the Zero Net Energy Code Building being “one where
the net amount of energy produced by on-site renewable energy resources is
equal to the value of the energy consumed annually by the building (CEC 2013).
Regarding new commercial construction, a transition to all-electric office, retail
and hotel buildings would switch some of the energy load of these facilities from
natural gas to electricity, but that switch would not require additional generation
or transmission and distribution resources beyond what would already be
provided to these buildings under a mixed-fuel design. An incremental increase
in electricity consumption as opposed to natural gas would help electric utilities
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with the disposition of excess electricity generated during the day.
Overgeneration of electricity between 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. is an existing and
forecasted issue for California’s electrical grid, resulting from the increased
penetration of distributed and utility-scale photovoltaic renewable energy systems
(CAISO 2016).
Under current conditions, the ramping up of electricity generation to account for
the difference between low and peak energy loads throughout the day is
achieved by operating fossil-fuel-based peaking power plants, which increases
the carbon intensity of the supplied electricity. While energy storage systems are
being incentivized at the building scale and mandated at the utility scale to
reduce these effects, shifting building energy loads to take advantage of
abundant solar generated electricity during the middle of the day is another
important strategy for smoothing this energy demand/supply curve (Piette 2017).
The retail and office commercial building types covered under Mitigation Measure
GHG-1 are occupied by business with typical 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. business
hours, where increasing the electrical load during these times would take
advantage of this excess grid capacity. An analysis of simulated energy load
profiles for small and medium size retail and office buildings in California by
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratories confirms that energy use is
concentrated between these hours (Hong et al 2017).
Hotels, which are also covered under Mitigation Measure GHG-1, are distinct in
that they have high energy demands throughout the day, because they function
as both a business activity during the day and temporary lodging for travelers in
the evening. Load profiles for hotels fluctuate by season, due to variations in
occupancy, but there are no extreme peaks or troughs in electricity demand
observed throughout the year. These relatively flat load profiles indicate that
adding additional electricity consumption through an all-electric design would be
unlikely to result in major spikes in electricity demand that are incompatible with
the excess renewables-based electricity available through California’s grid.
(Placet 2010).
Moreover, as explained below, this comment does not raise any issues requiring
analysis in an EIR that have not already been addressed in the draft EIR. Notably,
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 would apply to new construction only. To the extent
this mitigation measure prohibiting natural gas in new residential construction
would result in the need for new electric infrastructure, the physical
consequences of constructing electric transmission facilities to new development
is considered throughout the draft EIR as a component of the “future
development” described in the “Approach to the Environmental Analysis” section
(page 4-2 of the draft EIR). Also refer to Section 4.17, “Utilities,” for analysis of
the potential significant environmental impacts associated with the relocation or
construction of new or expanded electric power infrastructure to serve increased
demand under implementation of the 2040 General Plan (Impact 4.17-2 starting
at page 4.17-11). The draft EIR already includes an adequate discussion of
physical impacts associated with the construction or new or expanded electric
power infrastructure.
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Because the location and characteristics of future development subject to the
2040 General Plan are not known, and electricity supply, demand, and capacity
are not static and would evolve over the life of the 2040 General Plan, analysis of
the grid and distribution system capacity to meet demand generated by Mitigation
Measure GHG-1 cannot be evaluated at this time. However, as discussed above,
the increased demand is expected to be relatively small, and likely within the
planning margin of the applicable utilities. Furthermore, the physical
consequences of constructing electric transmission facilities to new development
is considered throughout the draft EIR as a component of the “future
development.”
O28-4

The comment states that all-electric homes may produce more GHG emissions
than mixed fuel homes. The National Institute of Standards and Technology
study, based in Maryland, is incomparable to conditions in the county because
the study is located in a different climate zone with increased heating needs
compared to California and has different carbon intensities associated with
electricity consumption. Furthermore, a 2016 study by Hong and Howarth cited
within the National Institute of Standards and Technology report found that
“natural gas had a larger negative impact on direct GHG emissions than high
efficiency electric heat pumps when used for domestic water heating across both
coal and natural gas produced electricity.” The County’s participation in a
community choice energy program offering electricity sourced from 100 percent
renewable sources also makes the local setting incomparable to the California
Energy Commission study cited in the comment. This study is based on a
comparison of natural gas and electricity emissions that assumes electricity will
be sourced from significantly less renewable and zero carbon sources that would
occur under existing State law (e.g., Senate Bill 100). As shown in Appendix B to
the 2040 General Plan, the GHG forecast takes into account State requirements
to achieve 60 percent renewable electricity by 2030 and 100 percent of electricity
from renewable or zero carbon sources by 2045. Because of the County’s
participation in the community choice energy program offering 100 percent
renewable electricity sources, and due to the substantial GHG reductions from
Senate Bill 100 during the horizon of the 2040 General Plan, the draft EIR
analysis accurately assumes that implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-1
would result in GHG reductions. Increases in GHG emissions are not a
reasonably foreseeable result of the implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG1. No further response to this comment is required.

O28-5

The comment states the draft EIR energy analysis failed to analyze the potential
energy impacts of Mitigation Measure GHG-1 from the perspective of wasteful or
inefficient energy consumption per Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.
Concerns mentioned include “a failure to use already captured natural gas” or the
“expenditure of additional energy to transport or divert natural gas elsewhere.” It
is not clear from the comment which sources of already captured natural gas are
being referenced or why natural gas would continue to be captured if there were
decreasing demand or need for it. For one, by definition the “failure” to use
natural gas cannot be considered wasteful or inefficient consumption of natural
gas; there is no natural gas consumption if there is a “failure” to use it. In
addition, the comment does not provide any evidence for why prohibiting natural
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gas in new residential and commercial discretionary development in the county
would result in the expenditure of energy to transport or divert natural gas
elsewhere, or even if it did, why such energy expenditure would be wasteful,
inefficient, and unnecessary to such an extent that a significant impact would
result. Providing any further analysis of this issue would be speculative and
CEQA does not require that an EIR engage in analysis that is too speculative
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145). No further response is required.
In addition, while “wasteful” and “inefficient” energy use comprise two parts of the
Appendix G Energy threshold, there is a third component not mentioned in the
comment and that is “unnecessary.” It is arguably unnecessary to consume
natural gas simply because it is available or might be diverted to another market.
For example, California’s building energy efficiency standards and retrofit
programs have served for decades to reduce electricity and natural gas
consumption in buildings, despite ample in-state capacity to produce these
resources.
The comment also indicates that renewable natural gas (RNG) or biomethane
can be produced from biomass wastes and injected into existing pipelines. This
potential is acknowledged in the 2040 General Plan through inclusion of
Implementation Program AG-M (Biogas Control Systems) and Policy COS-8.1
(Reduce Reliance on Fossil Fuels) which call for the County to promote the
development and use of renewable energy resources including bioenergy. The
potential to inject biomethane into existing pipelines is supported by the County
and viewed as an opportunity to reduce the carbon intensity of existing mixedfuel building stock with natural gas connections, particularly in commercial
buildings where retrofitting to all-electric may be challenging. However, the
comment does not provide any details about RNG becoming a meaningful
energy source available in the plan area by 2040, the horizon year for the 2040
General Plan.
O28-6

The comment states that Mitigation Measure GHG-1 will contribute to an
“overloaded” electrical grid and will exacerbate the economic and safety effects
from likely future Public Service Power Shutoffs, initiated by electric utilities for
wildfire safety. This issue is not exclusive to all-electric homes and would affect
mixed-fuel homes too. Appliances using natural gas such as space and water
heating also require electricity to function. The main advantage mixed-fuel homes
have is the ability in some cases to run a gas-powered stove during an outage.
Additionally, homeowners and businesses burdened with long-term outages may
resort to the installation of backup electricity generators supplied by natural gas
lines. Installation of these features may occur without appropriate permits, raising
concerns about air quality and noise, if installed in residential neighborhoods. To
prevent power interruption, economic loss, and public safety “issues” described
in the comment, all-electric facilities can feature battery storage systems as
encouraged under Policy COS-8.8. These systems can be configured to provide
emergency electricity backup and do not generate on-site emissions. Note that
the economic and social effects of Public Service Power Shutoffs are not
physical environmental impacts of the 2040 General Plan that require analysis in
the EIR. Refer to response to comment O28-3, for further discussion of the
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potential for Mitigation Measure GHG-1 to affect operation of existing electricity
infrastructure.
The comment recommends microgrids as a technology that can help achieve
decarbonization and resilience goals. The County agrees, which is why
microgrids are identified under Policy EV-4.4: Renewable Energy Facilities. This
policy states that the County shall identify appropriate locations to allow for
development of renewable energy generation and storage facilities and
encourage the development of innovative approaches to renewable energy
deployment, including solar power, wind power, wave energy, distributed power
systems and micro-grids, and other appropriate renewable sources and storage
and distribution systems. The County acknowledges that microgrids and energy
storage projects can help achieve decarbonization and resiliency goals and
considers these technologies complementary to Mitigation Measure GHG-1.
O28-7

The comment states that the County should provide more information on the
increase of electricity consumption associated with Mitigation Measure GHG-1. It
states that no evidence exists to support the notion that existing or future
electricity load could meet energy demands if natural gas infrastructure is banned
for all future residential construction, and that new renewable energy resources
will be needed to meet the state’s electrification policies. Refer to response to
comment O28-3 for a discussion of the potential for implementation of Mitigation
Measure GHG-1 to increase electric demand to such an extent that new
renewable generating resources will be required.

O28-8

The comment describes the term “environmental justice,” expresses
dissatisfaction with the discussion of Mitigation Measure GHG-1, which would
prohibit use of natural gas in new residential construction, and suggests that the
social and economic implications of implementing the measure should be
evaluated in the draft EIR. Specifically, the comment asserts that the
implementation of this mitigation measure would require increased demand for
electricity to such an extent that the construction of new electric infrastructure
would be required, and that the physical construction of such infrastructure would
increase ratepayer costs, which it asserts is an economic impact that must be
considered under CEQA.
However, as noted in the commenter’s citation of the State CEQA Guidelines,
EIRs are not required to consider economic or social effects, including
environmental justice effects, unless there is a clear link between those
economic or social effects and physical environmental changes. Specifically, “An
EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project
through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to
physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The
intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail
greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the
analysis shall be on the physical changes” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15131(a)).
Here, the commenter does not establish a link between economic or social effects
of Mitigation Measure GHG-1 and physical environmental changes. Rather, the
comment does the opposite. It states that this measure would have physical

2-534

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

environmental impacts associated with construction of new electric infrastructure,
that these physical impacts have economic impacts (increased ratepayer costs),
and that these economic impacts should be evaluated in the draft EIR. The
comment does not connect these economic impacts to physical environmental
changes, and therefore these economic impacts are not required to be analyzed in
the EIR. As explained below, this comment does not raise any issues requiring
analysis in an EIR that have not already been addressed in the draft EIR.
Notably, Mitigation Measure GHG-1 would apply to new construction only. To the
extent this mitigation measure prohibiting natural gas in new residential
construction would result in the need for new electric infrastructure, the physical
consequences of constructing electric transmission facilities to new development
is considered throughout the draft EIR as a component of the “future
development” described in the “Approach to the Environmental Analysis” section
(page 4-2 of the draft EIR). Also refer to Section 4.17, “Utilities,” for analysis of
the potential significant environmental impacts associated with the relocation or
construction of new or expanded electric power infrastructure to serve increased
demand under implementation of the 2040 General Plan (Impact 4.17-2 starting
at page 4.17-11). The draft EIR already includes an adequate discussion of
physical impacts associated with the construction or new or expanded electric
power infrastructure.
The comment is correct in implying that the County’s decision-making bodies can
consider economic and other factors when deciding whether to adopt the
proposed mitigation as a component of the findings required by Section 15091 of
the State CEQA Guidelines. Section 15131(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines
provides that “Economic, social, and particularly housing factors shall be
considered by public agencies together with technological and environmental
factors in deciding whether changes in a project are feasible to reduce or avoid
the significant effects on the environment identified in the EIR. If information on
these factors is not contained in the EIR, the information must be added to the
record in some other manner to allow the agency to consider the factors in
reaching a decision on the project.” The draft EIR correctly excludes analysis of
the economic impacts raised in this comment and no further response is
required.
O28-9

The comment asserts that Mitigation Measure GHG-1 is infeasible under CEQA.
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 seeks to reduce GHG emissions by eliminating new
natural gas infrastructure associated with new residential and commercial
development. The limit on natural gas infrastructure would not apply to existing
pipelines or end uses in existing buildings throughout the county. The comment’s
assertion that eliminating natural gas is environmentally, economically, and
technologically infeasible is incorrect for the reasons provided below. The
comment provides discussion of using “intermittent” sources of renewable power
to achieve decarbonization goals but does not explain how this information
relates to the feasibility of Mitigation Measure GHG-1.
The California Energy Codes and Standards, a statewide utility program,
released several cost-effectiveness studies for residential and nonresidential
building types constructed under the current (2019) California building code (Title
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24, Parts 6 and 11). The objective of the residential study “is to identify costeffective, non-preempted performance targets for both single family and low-rise
multifamily prototypes, under both mixed fuel and all-electric cases, to support
the design of local ordinances requiring new low-rise residential buildings to
exceed the minimum state requirements” (California Energy Codes and
Standards 2019a). The nonresidential study “documents cost-effective
combinations of measures that exceed the minimum state requirements for
design in newly-constructed nonresidential buildings” (California Energy Codes
and Standards 2019b:1). The studies examine all climate zones in the state.
Ventura County spans three climate zones (6, 8, and 9). The cost effectiveness
is determined for both utility bill impacts (On-Bill), and time dependent valuation
(TDV). The On-Bill metric “values energy based upon estimated site energy
usage and customer on-bill savings using electricity and natural gas utility rate
schedules over a 30-year duration accounting for discount rate and energy cost
inflation.” TDV “is the ‘societal value or cost’ of energy use including the cost of
providing energy during peak periods of demand, as well as grid transmission
and distribution impacts” (California Energy Codes and Standards 2019b:1).
The results of the residential study are summarized here (California Energy
Codes and Standards 2019a:33-34):
Based on typical cost assumptions arrived at for this analysis, the lifetime
equipment costs for the single family code compliant all-electric option are
approximately $5,350 less than the mixed fuel code compliant option. Cost
savings are entirely due to the elimination of gas infrastructure, which was
assumed to be a savings of $5,750…The all-electric code compliant
option is cost-effective based on the On-Bill approach for single family
homes in Climate Zones 6 through 9, 10 (SCE/SoCalGas territory only),
and 15. (p. 33). If the same costs used for the On-Bill approach are also
used for the TDV approach (incorporating the Utility Gas Main Extensions
rules 50% refund and appliance allowance deduction), the all-electric code
compliant option is cost-effective in Climate Zones 6 through 10.
Lifetime costs for the multifamily code compliant all-electric option are
approximately $2,300 less than the mixed fuel code compliant option,
entirely due to the elimination of gas infrastructure…The all-electric code
compliant option is cost-effective based on the On-Bill approach for
multifamily in Climate Zones 6 through 9, 10 and 14 (SCE/SoCalGas
territory only), and 15.
With respect to new commercial buildings, the nonresidential cost-effectiveness
study found that all-electric medium offices, medium retail, and small hotels were
cost effective for Climate Zones 6, 8, and 9. The approximately southern half of
Ventura County is located in Climate Zones 6 and 9 (CEC 1995). The study also
stated that: “Avoiding the installation of natural gas infrastructure results in
significant cost savings and is a primary factor toward cost-effective outcomes in
all-electric designs, even with necessary increases in electrical capacity”
(California Energy Codes and Standards 2019b:58).
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These studies demonstrate that all-electric residential and commercial buildings
can be found to be both technologically and economically feasible for the 2019
California Building Code (Title 24, Parts 6 and 11). Additionally, the County would
not be the first or only jurisdiction to adopt such requirements. The Cities of
Menlo Park, Berkeley, and San Jose have adopted either Reach Codes for new
construction that require electrification in all feasible instances and/or bans on
new natural gas infrastructure serving new residential and nonresidential
buildings. No revision to the draft EIR is required in response to this comment.
O28-10

The comment asserts that Mitigation Measure GHG-1 will result in significant
environmental impacts, including higher GHG emissions because it will result in
electricity rate increases that will prompt residents and businesses to relocate to
places that have higher emissions. This conjecture of indirect environmental
effects is not supported by substantial evidence. Any evaluation of these impacts
would be considered speculative under CEQA and is therefore not required in an
EIR.
Refer to responses to comments O15-21 and O28-9, which describe a recent
statewide cost-effectiveness study for reach codes that includes results showing
the feasibility of all-electric building construction in Climate Zones covering
Ventura County.

O28-11

This comment requests that the County consider hydrogen and RNG as
mitigation measures for the significant GHG emissions impacts identified in the
draft EIR. Refer to the response to comment O28-5 for discussion of how the
2040 General Plan supports use of renewable gases like biomethane or RNG.
Note, however, that the comment does not suggest or identify any feasible
measures related to the use of RNG or hydrogen that the County could
implement to reduce future GHG emissions under the 2040 General Plan. Also
refer to Master Response MR-1 explaining that the EIR properly includes feasible
mitigation measures for the significant and unavoidable GHG emissions impacts
identified in Impact 4.8-1 and Impact 4.8-2.

O28-12

The County has noted the commenter’s contact information appropriately for
future reference.
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Letter
O29
O29-1

Ventura Citizens for Hillside Preservation
February 27, 2020

The comment asserts the importance of a Climate Action Plan (CAP), makes
recommendations from the Los Angeles Sustainability Plan, and asserts that the
draft 2040 General Plan does not have a “concrete plan to reduce and/or phase
out production-related fossil fuel pollution.”. The comment goes on to cite and
recommend consideration of policies from the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Refer to Master Response MR-1 for a discussion of the
goals and targets established in the 2040 General Plan relative to State goals.
Refer to Master Response MR-4 for a discussion of the commenter’s suggestion
to phase out existing oil and gas production through the 2040 General Plan.
Note that the draft EIR includes mitigation that would remove Program COS-EE,
which is the program proposed in the 2040 General Plan to establish an avenue
for tiering and streamlining the GHG analysis for projects subject to
environmental review pursuant to Section 15183.5 of the State CEQA
Guidelines. Future projects would not “slide by” based on compliance with the
2040 General Plan. Refer to response to comment O8-16 for further discussion.

O29-2

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.H, “Buffers (Setback),” and
Section MR-4.E, “Applicability of Reference Studies for Oil and Gas Operations,”
regarding the findings and conclusions related to setbacks and the adequacy of
the reports relied upon for the findings and conclusions in the draft EIR.

O29-3

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.G, “Pipeline Requirements,”
regarding the findings and conclusions related to pipelines.

O29-4

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.F, “Flaring,” regarding the
findings and conclusions related to flaring.

O29-5

The comment suggests that the CAP should be revised to include measurable,
enforceable reductions in GHG emissions. Refer to Master Response MR-1 for a
discussion of how the GHG emission reductions for the policies and programs in
the 2040 General Plan have been modeled. The draft EIR’s analysis of GHG
emissions correctly identifies and considers 2040 General Plan policies and
programs and includes feasible and enforceable mitigation measures.

O29-6

The comment notes recent evidence that oil and gas production facilities can be
“super emitters” of GHG emissions and suggests that the County “adopt the
strongest possible measures” to curb the release of GHG emissions. The
comment is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040
General Plan. Refer also to Master Response MR-1 for an explanation of why
“super emitters” are not evaluated in the GHG inventory.

O29-7

Refer to the response to comment O20-15.
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O29-8

The commenter’s opinions about the content of Section 6.9, “Climate Change
and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction,” in the 2040 General Plan are noted.
The comment is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decisionmaking bodies for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a
final 2040 General Plan.
Note that there is a mechanism to monitor and manage the performance of the
climate action planning components of the 2040 General Plan. Implementation
Program AA in the Conservation and Open Space Element of the 2040 General
Plan would require updates to the GHG emissions inventory to track GHG
reduction performance at 5-year intervals. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure GHG-3, the CEQA streamlining provision proposed as Program COSEE in the 2040 General Plan be removed, and the potential GHG emissions
impacts of future, discretionary projects would be reviewed in accordance with
the most recent adopted version of the ISAGs at the time of project-level
environmental review. Refer to Master Response MR-1 for additional discussion
of the GHG forecasts and targets associated with the 2040 General Plan.

O29-9

2-544

The comment addresses policies and programs of the draft 2040 General Plan
and is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. Therefore, no response is
required. However, this comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration before making a
decision on adopting a Final 2040 General Plan.
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Letter
O30
O30-1

Ventura County Archaeological Society
Julie Swift, President-Elect
February 27, 2020
The comment inquires as to how the County would “establish a preponderance of
evidence” that an archaeological or cultural resource is significant, asserts that
archaeological sites in Ventura County are “decreasing at a rapid rate” and
suggests a revised definition of “archaeological significance.”
The California Environmental Quality Act requires public agencies to consider the
effects of their actions on both “historical resources” and “unique archaeological
resources.” Public Resources Codes Section 21083.2(g) defines “unique
archaeological resource” as an archaeological artifact, object, or site about which
it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of
knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria:
(1) contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions
and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that information, (2) has a
special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best
available example of its type, an/or (3) is directly associated with a scientifically
recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person. In regard to the
commenter’s inquiry as to how the County would establish a “preponderance of
evidence” that archaeological cultural material is significant, a qualified
archaeologist meeting Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards in archaeology is the only individual qualified to determine if an artifact
meets the definition of “unique archaeological resource.” As described on page
4.5-15 of the draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1a, would
require that all discretionary development projects be assessed for potential
tribal, cultural, historical, paleontological, and archaeological resources by a
qualified professional.
Impact 4.5-1 identifies Mitigation Measures CUL-1a, CUL-1b, and CUL-1c on
pages 4.5-15 through 4.15-16 of the draft EIR. These mitigation measures would
require that discretionary development projects protect existing resources, avoid
potential impacts to the maximum extent feasible, and implement feasible
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant. Further, Mitigation
Measure CUL-2, identified on page 4.5-19 of the draft EIR, and mitigation
measures CUL-4 and CUL-5, described on page 4.5-23 would require
identification of culturally sensitive sites, tribal consultation, and avoidance and
preservation of tribal cultural resources. However, the draft EIR discloses that
future development resulting from the 2040 General Plan could uncover
previously unknown archaeological and tribal cultural resources during projectlevel construction activities, the discovery of which may result in damage,
destruction, or changes in significance of the resource. For these reasons, the
draft EIR determined that impacts to both archaeological and tribal cultural
resources would be significant and unavoidable. Regarding the commenter’s
reference to Native American sites, these are addressed under Public Resources
Code Section 21074’s definition for tribal cultural resources. Public Resources
Code Section 21074 states “tribal cultural resources” are either of the following:
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1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are either
of the following:
A) Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California
Register of Historical Resources.
B) Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in
subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1 [of the Public Resources Code].
2) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 [of the Public Resources
Code]. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section
5024.1 [of the Public Resources Code] for the purposes of this
paragraph, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American tribe.
b) A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) is a tribal
cultural resource to the extent that the landscape is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape.
c) A historical resource described in Section 21084.1 [of the Public
Resources Code], a unique archaeological resource as defined in
subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2 [of the Public Resources Code], or a
“nonunique archaeological resource” as defined in subdivision (h) of
Section 21083.2 [of the Public Resources Code] may also be a tribal
cultural resource if it conforms with the criteria of subdivision (a).
In regard to the commenter’s suggestion to provide a revised definition of
“archaeological significance,” this would require amending the State Public
Resources Code which the County lacks legal authority to do and is beyond the
scope of this draft EIR. No further response can be provided.
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Letter
O31

Ventura County Chamber of Commerce
Stephanie Caldwell, President & CEO
February 26, 2020

O31-1

The description of the role and responsibilities of the commenting organization is
noted. This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant
environmental issue for which a response is required. See responses to
comments O31-2 and O31-3, below, regarding economic impacts and affordable
housing.

O31-2

The comment suggests that the draft EIR should evaluate impacts to “economic
vitality.” However, EIRs are not required to treat a project’s economic or social
effects as significant effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, §
15131). Social and economic effects need only be considered in an EIR where
there is a clear link between those economic or social effects and physical
environmental changes. The comment does not provide evidence that
implementing the 2040 General Plan would result in any adverse physical
changes to the environment, including any physical environmental changes as a
result of economic or social effects, not already addressed in the draft EIR.

O31-3

Refer to Master Response MR-3, which explains the relationship between the
2040 General Plan, the impending Regional Housing Needs Assessment
allocation, and the subsequent update to the Housing Element. Refer to the
response to comment O24-4 for discussion of the draft EIR analysis of impacts to
housing including affordable housing in Section 4.14, “Population and Housing.”

O31-4

Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-549

Comments and Responses to Comments

2-550

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-551

Comments and Responses to Comments

2-552

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-553

Comments and Responses to Comments

2-554

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-555

Comments and Responses to Comments

2-556

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-557

Comments and Responses to Comments

2-558

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-559

Comments and Responses to Comments

2-560

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-561

Comments and Responses to Comments

2-562

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-563

Comments and Responses to Comments

2-564

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-565

Comments and Responses to Comments

Letter
O32

Ventura County Coalition of Labor, Agriculture and Business
Louise Lampara, Executive Director
February 25, 2020

O32-1

The description of the commenting organization and its participation in the 2040
General Plan process is noted. This comment is introductory in nature and does
not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.

O32-2

The comment correctly describes the County’s obligation under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to analyze and disclose the reasonably
foreseeable effects of implementing the 2040 General Plan. The draft EIR provides
an appropriate level of detail for programmatic analysis of the 2040 General Plan.
Refer to response to comment O5-6. Significant and unavoidable impact
conclusions are reached where there is not substantial evidence in the record that
there is a feasible means of effectively mitigating potential impacts from all projects
that could occur in the unincorporated county over the 20-year plan horizon. There
are seven out of 88 impacts where there is a significant and unavoidable impact
conclusion and no feasible mitigation is available. This comment does not offer any
specific examples of draft EIR impact analysis sections that are deferred or any
actual feasible mitigation measures that should have been included in the draft EIR
to avoid or substantially lessen any significant impacts. No further response is
required.

O32-3

Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.

O32-4

The comment summarizes more detailed comments provided elsewhere in the
comment letter. See responses to comments O32-6 through O32-40, below,
regarding the commenter’s specific comments related to the draft EIR analysis of
the proposed 2040 General Plan policies and how impact conclusions were made.

O32-5

This comment asserts that the draft EIR does not analyze “all” policies and
programs included in the 2040 General Plan and that the draft EIR project
description is inconsistent with the 2040 General Plan because the EIR project
description “does not include a complete list of all policies and programs in the
2040 General Plan.” Refer to Master Response MR-2 for discussion of how the
level of detail on the 2040 General Plan included in the draft EIR project
description meet CEQA requirements and description of how the draft EIR
considered and applied the policies and programs of the 2040 General Plan in
the analysis of environmental impacts.
The analysis of project-specific environmental impacts is divided into 17 resource
sections in the draft EIR. In each resource section, the “Environmental Impacts
and Mitigation Measures” subsection includes a list of policies and
implementation programs from the 2040 General Plan that are related to the
resource and the applicable thresholds of significance analyzed in that section.
This summation of key policies and programs resulted in concerns expressed by
the commenter that the full range of potential effects of policies and programs
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proposed in the draft 2040 General Plan were not evaluated in the draft EIR,
resulting in unevaluated indirect impacts. While selected policies and programs
are provided to facilitate review of key issues, they are not intended to limit the
scope of the subsequent impact analysis. As explained in the “Approach to
Environmental Analysis” (page 4-3 of the draft EIR):
Adverse physical impacts to the environment associated with
implementation of the 2040 General Plan are the focus of this
environmental analysis. Physical changes could result from subsequent
development pursuant to land use designations established in the 2040
General Plan, implementation of policies and implementation programs
identified in the 2040 General Plan, and offsite or indirect development
that is necessitated by the 2040 General Plan (e.g., new facilities,
infrastructure upgrades). For the purpose of this environmental analysis,
the types of actions that could result in physical changes to the
environment under the 2040 General Plan are referred to collectively as
“future development.”
The comment states that the draft EIR does not discuss and consider 2040
General Plan policies or programs that will increase vegetation fuel loads in the
analysis of wildfire impacts. However, by analyzing the entire “program,” the draft
EIR does address the direct and indirect impacts of 2040 General Plan policies
related to vegetation fuel loads (see Impact 4.9-6 [expose people to risk of
wildfire] in the draft EIR). No new or substantially more severe significant wildfire
impacts that were not already included in the draft EIR would occur as a result of
issues raised in this comment. Also, see response to comment O32-30, below,
regarding direct and indirect effects of proposed 2040 General Plan policies
related to wildfire risks.
The comment states that the draft EIR does not evaluate the impacts of 2040
General Plan buildout related to increased competition for water supply. By
analyzing the entire “program,” the draft EIR addresses the direct and indirect
impact of 2040 General Plan policies related to water supply (see Impact 4.17-4
[adverse effects to available water supplies] in the draft EIR). Moreover, the
analysis conducted in Impact 4.17-4 is based in part on estimates of future water
demand increases resulting from forecast growth accommodated by 2040
General Plan implementation (draft EIR page 4.17-15 to 4.17-16). No new or
substantially more severe significant impacts that were not already included in
the draft EIR would occur as a result of the issues raised in this comment. Also,
see response to comment O32-18, below, regarding direct and indirect effects of
proposed 2040 General Plan policies related to water supply. Also refer to
Master Response MR-2 for discussion of how growth projections and buildout
assumptions were used in the draft EIR.
Also, see responses to comments O32-6 through O32-40, below, regarding the
commenter’s specific comments related to the draft EIR’s analysis of the “whole
of the action,” including all of the proposed 2040 General Plan policies.
O32-6

The comment states that the draft EIR does not describe differences between the
existing 2005 General Plan and the proposed 2040 General Plan and asserts
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that the draft EIR impact analysis cannot be evaluated or understood. CEQA
requires an evaluation of the project being proposed compared to baseline
(existing) conditions, which are generally the existing physical environmental
conditions (CEQA Guidelines, § 15125(a)). As such, the draft EIR analyzes the
potential for substantial adverse changes to the existing environment that could
result from implementation of the proposed 2040 General Plan land use diagram,
as well as proposed policies and implementation programs. The analysis in the
draft EIR is not intended to provide a comparison of the proposed 2040 General
Plan against the 2005 General Plan; such a comparison would not be
appropriate under CEQA.
O32-7

This comment addresses the level of detail provided in the draft EIR project
description, the description of the 2040 General Plan land use designations in the
draft EIR, the description and use of buildout assumptions in the draft EIR, and
the 2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation.
Refer to Master Response MR-2 for discussion of the draft EIR project
description, including the description of the 2040 General Plan land use
designations, and for discussion of the buildout assumptions and growth
projections used in the draft EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion
of why the draft EIR correctly excludes discussion and analysis of the County’s
projected housing needs for the 2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment
allocation and 2021-2029 Housing Element update.

O32-8

The commenter indicates that more recent data about crop production is
available and that further study of existing agricultural operations would better
inform the analysis of direct and indirect impacts of the 2040 General Plan on
agriculture. The thresholds used to evaluate the effects of implementing the 2040
General Plan on agriculture are explained in Section 4.2, “Agriculture and
Forestry Resources” (pages 4.2-3 through 4.2-5). The thresholds used to
determine the significance of the 2040 General Plan’s impacts are based on the
County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (ISAG), which include threshold
criteria to assist in the evaluation of significant impacts for individual projects. As
explained in the draft EIR, to develop thresholds of significance, the County
deviated from the ISAG threshold criteria, where appropriate, to consider the
programmatic nature of a general plan for the entire unincorporated area and to
incorporate the 2019 revisions to the Appendix G checklist. Specifically,
implementation of the 2040 General Plan would have a significant impact on
agricultural resources if it would: result in the direct and/or indirect loss Prime
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland
of Local Importance; result in incompatibilities with adjacent land uses due to
addition of nonagricultural structures or uses in proximity to classified farmland;
or conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Land Conservation Act
(LCA) contract.
The evaluation of the potential significance of impacts pursuant to these thresholds
is not predicated on an understanding of the various and changing dynamics of
local crop production, export, or sales. As explained in the “Methodology”
subsection (page 4.2-3 of the draft EIR), the EIR analysis considers whether future
development under the 2040 General Plan could result in loss of agricultural

2-568

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

Comments and Responses to Comments

resources or conversion of agricultural resources to non-agricultural uses or result
in indirect loss of agricultural resources by allowing for non-agricultural land uses
adjacent to classified farmland. The analysis also evaluates the potential for
conflicts between the 2040 General Plan land use designations and properties with
existing zoning for agricultural use and Williamson Act contracts. To determine
whether implementation of the 2040 General Plan would result in adverse impacts
on agricultural and forest resources, the proposed land use diagram was
compared to the location of existing agricultural and forestry resources, including
Important Farmland Inventory Maps, LCA contract maps, and the County’s aerial
imagery.
The commenter does not explain why providing more recent statistics about crop
production and value would change the analysis and conclusions of the EIR in a
fundamental way. No additional update or revision to the Background Report is
required. Refer to Master Response MR-6 for discussion of how the County
appropriately uses the Background Report to describe the existing environmental
setting in the draft EIR.
The comment also refers to a description in the Background Report asserting
that there are incorrect data related to the reporting of oil and gas industry
supported jobs versus the number of employees working in Ventura County for
the oil and gas industry.
The thresholds used to evaluate the effects of implementing the 2040 General
Plan on mineral and petroleum resources are explained in Section 4.12, “Mineral
and Petroleum Resources” (beginning on page 4.12-6). The thresholds used to
determine the significance of the 2040 General Plan’s impacts are based on the
County’s ISAG, which include threshold criteria to assist in the evaluation of
significant impacts for individual projects. As explained in the draft EIR, to
develop thresholds of significance, the County deviated from the ISAG threshold
criteria, where appropriate, to consider the programmatic nature of a general plan
for the entire unincorporated area and to incorporate the 2019 revisions to the
Appendix G checklist. Specifically, implementation of the 2040 General Plan
would have a significant impact on mineral and petroleum resources if it would:






Result in any land use, project activity, or development, which is on or
adjacent to existing mineral resources extraction sites, immediately adjacent
to land zoned Mineral Resource Protection (MRP) overlay zone or land
mapped for mineral resources, or adjacent to a principal access road to an
existing aggregate extraction or production site, and as a result could hamper
or preclude extraction of the resources.
Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the State.
Result in development on or adjacent to existing petroleum extraction sites or
areas where petroleum resources are zoned, mapped, or permitted for
extraction, which could hamper or preclude access to the resources.
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Result in the loss of availability of a known petroleum resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents of the State.

The evaluation of potentially significant impacts pursuant to these thresholds is not
predicated on an understanding of the various and changing dynamics of oil and
gas industry jobs. As explained in the “Methodology” subsection (page 4.12-5 of
the draft EIR), the draft EIR analysis evaluates the potential conflicts between the
2040 General Plan and the State mineral resource zones mapped by the
California Division of Mines and Geology [now known as the California
Geological Survey]) and County MRP overlay zone described in the Background
Report. The potential for physical changes as a result of 2040 General Plan
implementation within identified mineral resource zones (was determined using
geographic information system software. Specifically, the analysis focused on
MRZ-2 lands, which are identified in the County’s Non Coastal Zoning Ordinance
with an MRP overlay. Consistent with ISAG Section 3a, any land use proposed
on or immediately adjacent to land zoned in the MRP overlay designation or
adjacent to a principal access road to a property with the boundaries of an
existing conditional use permit for mineral (e.g., aggregate) resources extraction
is considered to have the potential to hamper or preclude access to mineral
resources.
Similarly, the evaluation of impacts on petroleum resources is based on the
petroleum resources map (Figure 8-10 in the Background Report) and well data
published by the State Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources. These
resources were compared to the proposed land use diagram in the geographic
information system software to assess the overall proximity of future
development under 2040 General Plan implementation to identified resource
areas (i.e., oil fields and wells). Consistent with ISAG Section 3b, any land use
designation that could result in development on or immediately adjacent to any
known petroleum resource area, or adjacent to a principal access road to a
property with an existing use permit for petroleum exploration and production, is
considered to have the potential to hamper or preclude access to petroleum
resources. The evaluation is program-level and identifies potential effects of 2040
General Plan implementation relative to existing conditions, based on reasonable
inference and using readily available information.
The commenter does not explain why providing more recent statistics about oil
and gas jobs and employees in the County of Ventura would change the analysis
and conclusions of the draft EIR. No additional update or revision to the
Background Report is required. Refer to Master Response MR-6 for discussion
of how the County appropriately uses the Background Report to describe the
existing environmental setting in the draft EIR.
O32-9
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The comment notes that the Background Report suggests a trend toward
reductions in oil production, but Appendix D to the draft EIR assumed an
increase in production. As explained in responses to comments O6-30 and O207, the upward trend shown in Appendix D was the artifact of a calculation error
that occurred when scaling the data. Appendix D has been revised and is
included as Attachment 2 to this final EIR.
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This correction eliminates the inconsistency noted by the commenter but does
not affect the analysis or conclusions in the draft EIR.
O32-10

The comments on the Background Report’s description of the export of
agricultural products locally and regionally as a small niche in the county’s
agricultural economy is noted. This description is not related to the adequacy of
the draft EIR and no further response is required. Figure 9-7 is provided in the
Background Report (page 9-15) to support the statement on page 9-13 that
“(m)ost water used for agriculture in Ventura County is extracted from three
watersheds: Ventura River, Calleguas Creek, and Santa Clara River.” The
location of these watersheds is identified on Figure 9-7. No further level of detail,
such as for specific parcels, is required on the topic of watersheds from
agricultural water is sourced to evaluate or determine the impacts of 2040
General Plan implementation.
The comment also states that Background Report Figure 11-11 does not identify
fire hazard areas for any parcel or specific area. This figure does identify fire
hazard areas for the plan, which is adequate to support the analysis wildfire
impacts in the draft EIR. Wildfire is addressed in Impact 4.9-6 (Expose People to
Risk of Wildfire by Locating Development in a High Fire Hazard Area/Fire Hazard
Severity Zone or Substantially Impairing an Adopted Emergency Response Plan
or Evacuation Plan or Exacerbate Wildfire Risk). The analysis concludes that
implementation of the 2040 General Plan would expose people or structures to a
significant and unavoidable risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires,
and exacerbate wildfire risk because it would accommodate future development
in or adjacent to high and very high fire hazard severity zones (FHSZs) or
Hazardous Fire Areas.
Refer to Master Response MR-6 for discussion of how the County appropriately
uses the Background Report to describe the existing environmental setting in the
draft EIR, including discussion on the level of detail and scale of information.

O32-11

Information on LCA contract trends is provided in Chapter 9, “Agriculture,” of the
Background Report. Information on LCA contracts in 2017 is provided on page 942 of the Background Report. Information on Open Space LCA contracts in 2015
is provided on page 9-44 of the Background Report. On page 9-45, the
Background Report explains that 12 contracts were undergoing the Notice of
Non-Renewal of the Entire Contract (ENNR) process. The Background Report
explains:
As of 2015, Ventura County had 12 contracts undergoing the ENNR
process that have been recorded with the County since 2008. The total
acreage under these 12 contracts that will come out of the Program by
2024 totals 861 acres. Five of the 12 contracts totaling 226.61 acres, will
expire in 2020, while the remaining seven contracts totaling 634.32 acres
will expire in 2024.
Impacts related to LCA contracts are addressed in Impact 4.2-3 (starting at page
4.2-18). Note that the environmental baseline for determining impacts is
generally the time at which the Notice of Preparation is released (CEQA
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Guidelines, § 15125(a)(1)). As a result, the information provided about LCA
trends is for informational purposes, rather than for establishing the baseline for
assessing impacts under Impact 4.2-3.
O32-12

Page 8-65 of the Background Report includes the regulatory setting for scenic
resources within Ventura County. Within this section, regulatory information is
incorporated from the following resources: State Scenic Highways Program,
Coastal Act, 2005 Ventura County General Plan (which includes county-wide and
area-specific scenic resource goals, policies, and programs), 2011 Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines, 2016 Coastal Zoning Ordinance, 2015 Ventura County
Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance, and the Local Scenic Highway Protection
Program. In addition to these resources, the Background Report also identifies
known scenic resource areas within the county. Further, Section 4.1, “Aesthetics,
Scenic Resources, and Light Pollution,” of the draft EIR incorporates additional
regulatory setting information that was not provided in the Background Report.
This additional regulatory setting can be reviewed on pages 4.1-1 through 4.1-12
of the draft EIR. Both the draft EIR and Background Report include sufficient
scenic resource regulatory information to adequately evaluate scenic resource
impacts in the draft EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-6 which explains that the
draft EIR includes regulatory setting relevant to the impact analysis conducted
and it not required to describe regulation setting that is not pertinent to the
analysis provided in the EIR.

O32-13

This comment asserts that specified policies of the 2040 General Plan would
result in significant aesthetic impacts not disclosed in the draft EIR under Impact
4.1-3 (creation of disability glare for motorists) and Impact 4.1-4 (creation of light
and glare affecting day or nighttime views), but it does not provide any specifics
on how the analysis is lacking.
The analysis of project-specific environmental impacts is divided into 17 resource
sections in the draft EIR. In each resource section, the “Environmental Impacts
and Mitigation Measures” subsection includes a list of policies and
implementation programs from the 2040 General Plan that are related to the
resource and the applicable thresholds of significance. This summation of key
policies and programs does not mean that the full range of potential effects of
policies and programs proposed in the draft 2040 General Plan were not
evaluated in the draft EIR. While selected policies and programs are provided to
facilitate review of key issues, they are not intended to limit the scope of the
subsequent impact analysis. As explained in the “Approach to Environmental
Analysis” (page 4-3 of the draft EIR):
Adverse physical impacts to the environment associated with
implementation of the 2040 General Plan are the focus of this
environmental analysis. Physical changes could result from subsequent
development pursuant to land use designations established in the 2040
General Plan, implementation of policies and implementation programs
identified in the 2040 General Plan, and offsite or indirect development
that is necessitated by the 2040 General Plan (e.g., new facilities,
infrastructure upgrades). For the purpose of this environmental analysis,
the types of actions that could result in physical changes to the
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environment under the 2040 General Plan are referred to collectively as
“future development.”
By analyzing the entire “program,” the draft EIR addresses the direct and indirect
impacts of Policies HAZ-10.5, HAZ-11.7, HAZ-11.9 (see Impacts 4.1-3 [creation
of disability glare for motorists] and 4.1-4 [creation of light and glare affecting day
or nighttime views] in the draft EIR) to the extent required under CEQA.
Policy HAZ-10.5 and Implementation Program U would not have impacts related to
light and glare. Policy HAZ-10.5 requires the County to work with applicants to
incorporate facilities into their project to reduce air pollution and greenhouse gas
emissions. The named facilities are “bike facilities, solar water heating, solar space
heating, …electric appliances and equipment, and the use of zero and/or near
zero emission vehicles and other measures…” Note that solar water heating and
solar space heating are generally passive solar systems rather than systems that
use photovoltaic panels. Program U requires that the County develop an incentive
program to promote passive solar home design and the use of green roofs and
rooftop gardens. Therefore, none of the facilities named in the policy or
implementation program would result in impacts related to light and glare.
Policy HAZ-11.7 requires that the County encourage development to include
retrofits that improve building performance, which can include using solarreflective white roofs and solar panels. Policy HAZ-11.9 requires that the County
encourage urban greening techniques, such as cool pavement. Although neither
policy requires any particular retrofit or technique be implemented, reflective
roofs and cool pavement may produce glare. Solar panels generally aim to
absorb sunlight and therefore do not reflect much light. These potential impacts
are accounted for in Impacts 4.1-3 and 4.1-4, which evaluate the potential for
development under the General Plan to result in new light and glare. For
example, Impact 4.1-3 contemplates “future discretionary developments [that]
propose reflective building materials” on page 4.1-27. Impact 4.1-4 refers to “light
from new residential developments” on page 4.1-28.
The draft EIR therefore covers the potential impacts that could occur as a result
of the policies and implementation program brought up by the commenter.
Further, the comment offers no evidence to support how the analysis is
inadequate; therefore, no additional response can be provided.
O32-14

The comment asserts that the draft EIR does not evaluate the technologic and
economic feasibility of Mitigation Measure AES-1. As described in the draft EIR,
this mitigation would establish an implementation program through which
applicants for future discretionary development projects that include use of
reflective surfaces that could produce glare and that the County determines
would potentially be visible to motorists traveling along the County Regional
Road Network would be required to submit a detailed site plan and list of project
materials to the County for review and approval. If the County determines that
the project would include materials that would produce disability or discomfort
glare for motorists, the County would either require the use of alternative
materials, or require that the applicant submit a study demonstrating that the
project would not introduce a source of substantial glare. The comment suggests

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-573

Comments and Responses to Comments

that the draft EIR should include an evaluation of the economic and technologic
feasibility of the measure, as well as potential to conflict with other policies in the
2040 General Plan. Specifically, the comment suggests potential for conflict with
HAZ-10.5, through which the County would work with applicants to explore solar
heating options, and HAZ-11.7, which would encourage similar retrofits to
existing buildings. In these cases, the requirement to evaluate and address glare
generated along the County Regional Road Network would supersede the
County’s encouragement of building elements where they are found to generate
such impacts at the project-level.
The draft EIR does not need to evaluate the potential economic implications of
the mitigation measure. The lead agency can, however, consider these factors
when deciding whether to adopt the proposed mitigation as a component of the
Findings required in Section 15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Section
15131(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines provides that “Economic, social, and
particularly housing factors shall be considered by public agencies together with
technological and environmental factors in deciding whether changes in a project
are feasible to reduce or avoid the significant effects on the environment
identified in the EIR. If information on these factors is not contained in the EIR,
the information must be added to the record in some other manner to allow the
agency to consider the factors in reaching a decision on the project.”
O32-15

The comment states the draft EIR does not analyze the following agriculturerelated issues: lack of economic sustainability, lack of farmworker housing,
increased regulatory demands, increased competition for water resources, and
increased conflicts with non-agricultural land uses. However, the draft EIR
correctly omits analysis of these existing issues affecting farmland in the county.
CEQA is concerned with direct and indirect physical changes in the environment
that would result from implementation of the 2040 General Plan (State CEQA
Guidelines, § 15358(b)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) explains that “[a]n
EIR shall identify and focus on the significant effects of the proposed project on
the environment.” Therefore, only the impacts of agricultural changes caused by
adoption of the General Plan need to be addressed in the EIR. The draft EIR
appropriately focuses on the direct and indirect impacts that implementation of
the 2040 General Plan would have on agricultural resources by evaluating the
effects of the project:






Impact 4.2-1 evaluates the potential for implementation of the General Plan to
result in direct or indirect loss of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance.
Impact 4.2-2 evaluates whether implementation of the General Plan would
result in classified farmland being located near nonagricultural land uses or
projects.
Impact 4.2-3 evaluates whether implementation of the General Plan would
conflict with LCA contracts or agricultural preserves.

Moreover, EIRs are not required to treat a project’s economic or social effects as
significant effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15131). Social
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and economic effects need only be considered in an EIR where there is a clear link
between those economic or social effects and physical environmental changes.
The economic issues raised in this comment would not result in any adverse
physical changes to the environment not already addressed in the draft EIR.
The comment also asserts that the draft EIR does not address “increased
compatibility conflicts” from non-agricultural uses, but in fact the draft EIR does
analyze the potential for development under the 2040 General Plan to result in
conflicts with classified farmland in Impact 4.2-2 (starting at page 4.2-17) and
conflicts with LCA contracts and agricultural preserves in Impact 4.2-3 (starting at
page 4.2-18).
The other issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the draft EIR. For
example, housing is addressed in Section 4.14, “Population and Housing” (see
Impacts 4.14-1 and 4.14-3, which specifically address affordable and low-income
housing); water supply is addressed in Section 4.17, “Utilities” (see Impact 4.174, which addresses adverse effects related to available water supplies); and
Section 4.2, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources” (see Impact 4.2-2, which
addresses land use conflicts between agricultural and non-agricultural land).
Each of these impact conclusions is supported by substantial evidence.
O32-16

The comment states neither the draft EIR nor the Background Report provide
information regarding the County’s recent hemp cultivation restrictions. For this
response to comment, it is presumed the commenter is referring to Ventura
County Urgency Ordinance 4558.
CEQA does not have a specific mandate for regulatory setting. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15125 refers to the environmental setting section of an EIR more
generally, albeit with a focus on describing the physical conditions. As a general
maxim for the setting, Section 15125(a) states that “[t]he description of the
environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to provide an
understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its
alternatives.” The draft EIR applies this principle to the regulatory setting.
Responses to comments A13-3 and A13-8 provide discussions of why Urgency
Ordinance 4558 does not play a part in the analysis of impacts of the 2040
General Plan. As such, Urgency Ordinance 4558 is appropriately excluded from
the draft EIR and Background Report.

O32-17

Refer to Master Response MR-5 regarding the feasibility of Mitigation Measure
AG-2. Regarding the commenter’s suggested alternative mitigation measures,
see responses to comments throughout this letter than pertain to mitigation
measures.

O32-18

Contrary to the commenter’s claim, the draft EIR does not conclude in the
methodology subsection of Section 4.2, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources,”
that a decrease in water supply would be an indirect impact of the 2040 General
Plan. The draft EIR instead states on page 4.2-3:
Examples of indirect losses of agricultural resources due to land use
conflicts include: decreased solar access due to building heights from
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nonagricultural uses, dust exposure from construction or ongoing
operations, and a reduction in available water resources for irrigation.
Also, refer to response to comment A13-11 for a further discussion of available
water resources for irrigation.
O32-19

The comment states that neither the draft EIR nor Background Report provide
information regarding buildout under the 2040 General Plan. Further, the
comment states that because the draft EIR is being completed before the County
receives Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) data, the draft EIR
analysis is inadequate. Refer to Master Responses MR-2 and MR-3 for additional
information related to the 2040 General Plan buildout assumptions and RHNA,
respectively.

O32-20

Refer to response to comment O7-8 regarding potential incompatibilities with
adjacent bicycle paths. The potential for development under the 2040 General
Plan to directly cause conversion of Important Farmland to nonagricultural use is
addressed in Impact 4.2-1. The draft EIR concludes that impacts would be
significant and unavoidable, even after implementation of Mitigation Measures
AG-1 and AG-2. This conclusion covers future development undertaken pursuant
to the 2040 General Plan, including impacts from development of bicycle paths.
As explained in the “Approach to Environmental Analysis” (page 4-3 of the draft
EIR):
Adverse physical impacts to the environment associated with
implementation of the 2040 General Plan are the focus of this
environmental analysis. Physical changes could result from subsequent
development pursuant to land use designations established in the 2040
General Plan, implementation of policies and implementation programs
identified in the 2040 General Plan, and offsite or indirect development
that is necessitated by the 2040 General Plan (e.g., new facilities,
infrastructure upgrades). For the purpose of this environmental analysis,
the types of actions that could result in physical changes to the
environment under the 2040 General Plan are referred to collectively as
“future development.”
Refer to response to comment O7-8 for discussion of indirect agricultural
resources impacts of bicycle and pedestrian trail users.

O32-21
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This comment asserts that the draft EIR does not analyze the impacts of
roadway widening improvements on the loss of agricultural land. The potential for
development under the 2040 General Plan to directly cause conversion of
Important Farmland to nonagricultural use is addressed in Impact 4.2-1. The draft
EIR concludes that impacts would be significant and unavoidable, even after
implementation of Mitigation Measures AG-1 and AG-2. Discussions specific to
topsoil loss are included on pages 4.2-12 and 4.2-15 of the draft EIR. This
conclusion covers all development undertaken pursuant to the 2040 General
Plan and, therefore, includes development of roadways. As explained in the
“Approach to Environmental Analysis” (page 4-3 of the draft EIR):
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Adverse physical impacts to the environment associated with
implementation of the 2040 General Plan are the focus of this
environmental analysis. Physical changes could result from subsequent
development pursuant to land use designations established in the 2040
General Plan, implementation of policies and implementation programs
identified in the 2040 General Plan, and offsite or indirect development
that is necessitated by the 2040 General Plan (e.g., new facilities,
infrastructure upgrades). For the purpose of this environmental analysis,
the types of actions that could result in physical changes to the
environment under the 2040 General Plan are referred to collectively as
“future development.”
Also refer to Master Response MR-2 for discussion of how the level of detail on
the 2040 General Plan included in the draft EIR project description meet CEQA
requirements and description of how the draft EIR analyzed the 2040 General
Plan in the analysis of environmental impacts.
O32-22

The comment states that the impact conclusion for Impact 4.2-2 (Result in
Classified Farmland Near Any Nonagricultural Land Use or Project) is not
supported by factual evidence in light of the recent actions by the County to place
restrictions on hemp cultivation pursuant to Ventura County Urgency Ordinance
4558. Refer to response to comment A13-8 regarding Urgency Ordinance 4558.
Refer to response to comment A13-12 regarding the suggestion to include
mitigation that requires strengthening the Right-to-Farm ordinance.

O32-23

The draft EIR correctly omits a discussion of direct and indirect effects of
economic sustainability on conversion of agricultural lands. First, CEQA does not
require an evaluation of economic impacts of a project unless they result in a
physical change in the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15131(a)).
Therefore, the potential for the 2040 General Plan to increase costs of farming
operations is not, by itself, an impact under CEQA. Indirect effects such as
physical impacts resulting from an economic effect are defined as those that “are
caused by the project and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are
still reasonably foreseeable” (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15358). Therefore, any
physical impacts emanating from economic impacts are indirect impacts
appropriately considered under CEQA. However, the County is not aware of any
evidence that supports the idea that the 2040 General Plan would so injure the
sustainability of agriculture such that it would convert agricultural land to nonagricultural uses. For detailed discussions of specific policies raised in other
comments, refer to response to comment A13-10 regarding the impacts of Policy
Ag-5.2 and Policy AG-5.3. Refer to response to comment O7-8 regarding
potential impacts related to theft and vandalism. Refer to draft EIR Impact 4.2-2
and Impact 4.2-3 for a discussion of nuisance issues that can arise from conflicts
between agricultural and non-agricultural land uses; discussions of nuisance
complaints can be found on pages 4.2-17 and 4.2-19 of the draft EIR. The
commenter raises the issue of “traffic conflicts” but does not specify what those
conflicts might be. Therefore, only a general response needs to be provided.
Roadways, including roadways subject to heavy traffic use, are commonly
adjacent to agricultural parcels. For example, in Ventura County, SR-126 is
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adjacent to agricultural uses. The County is therefore unaware of evidence to
support that there are traffic conflicts that would be so severe and widespread so
as to result in cessation of agriculture adjacent to roadways. Similar to theft and
vandalism as discussed in response to comment O7-8, the County is not aware
of evidence that trespass on agricultural lands due to adjacent non-agricultural
land uses can be so severe that they would result in adverse effects such as
cessation of agriculture. Refer to response to comment O7-5 regarding setbacks.
Overall, the County is not aware of evidence that these impacts would be so
severe so as to affect the economic viability of agricultural operations and result
in conversion to non-agricultural use. The draft EIR analysis is adequate under
CEQA.
O32-24

The comment suggests that the draft EIR should consider expanding the
potential for the agricultural processing facilities through modification of the
zoning ordinance as mitigation in the draft EIR. Although there is a significant
and unavoidable impact related to loss of Prime Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance
identified in the draft EIR (Impact 4.2-1), expansion of agricultural processing
opportunities would not address this impact. For this reason, the suggestion has
not been incorporated into the draft EIR.

O32-25

The comment is critical of the use of “vague descriptors” to make conclusions
about the extent of impacts to LCA contracts and agricultural preserves. The
analysis of Impact 4.2-3 (Conflict with Williamson Act Contracts or Agricultural
Preserves) in the draft EIR is based on substantial evidence and an appropriate
level of detail. The impact discussion does not include the statement that “these
impacts will only occur in a small area.” The phrase “most areas” is used in the
evaluation in the context of the reasonable inference that compliance with the
County’s Agricultural/Urban Buffer Policy would occur – which requires a 300foot setback with limited exceptions. As provided on page 4.2-20:
Most areas with a Residential, Mixed Use, Commercial, or Industrial land
use designation under the 2040 General Plan would be located at least
300-feet from existing agriculture. Maintenance of the 300-foot buffer
would minimize land use conflicts, as defined in the buffer policy.
Reduction of land use conflicts encourages property owners to maintain
their LCA contracts and AGP designations.
The impact evaluation is not impermissibly vague and provides sufficient detail to
support the conclusion. CEQA standards and guidelines do not require
quantification of impacts where the precise type and location of future
development relative agricultural preserves cannot be known.
The draft EIR explains that the “County is responsible for ensuring that
discretionary development adjacent to agriculturally designated lands does not
conflict with agricultural use of those lands, which includes protection of
agricultural land under LCA contracts and designated as AGP” (draft EIR page
4.2-19) and identifies relevant regulations and 2040 General Plan policies that
are protective of agricultural preserves. As summarized on page 4.2-20:
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No direct land use conflicts with existing LCA contracts would occur as a
result of the land use diagram of the 2040 General Plan because it would
not change the land use designation of any land under an existing LCA
contract. No environmental impacts associated with residential development
adjacent to any land under LCA/Williamson Act Contracts and AGP are
expected to occur due to the protections and guidelines established in
policies and programs that limit conflicts with agricultural uses and
establishment of buffers between most agricultural and nonagricultural uses.
O32-26

The comment states that neither the draft EIR nor Background Report provide
information regarding buildout under the 2040 General Plan. Further, the
comment states that because the draft EIR is being completed before the County
receives RHNA data, the draft EIR analysis is inadequate. Refer to Master
Responses MR-2 and MR-3 for additional information related to the 2040
General Plan buildout assumptions and RHNA, respectively.

O32-27

As described on page 4.5-16 of the draft EIR, Mitigation Measure CUL-1c would
apply solely to discretionary projects. As stated in Section 15356 of the CEQA
Guidelines, “discretionary project” means a project which requires the exercise of
judgment or deliberation when the public agency or body decides to approve or
disapprove a particular activity. Residential home upgrades would not generally
constitute a discretionary project. For those residential structures that have been
determined to be historical resources, home improvements such as installation of
solar, reroofing, and window replacements, would be covered under the Ventura
County Cultural Heritage Board Ordinance and are not limited by the 2040
General Plan. No further response is required.

O32-28

The comment asserts that Mitigation Measure GHG-1 could exacerbate existing
electrical supply conditions, resulting in effects to public health and safety, and
may increase net GHG emissions due to use of generators during power
outages. For a general discussion of these concerns and the minimal energy
demand associated will forgoing natural gas service to some new development,
refer to response to comment O28-3. Refer to response to comment O28-4 for
discussion of the potential for Mitigation Measure GHG-1 to increase GHG
emissions. Response to comment O28-6 provides a discussion of the potential
for Mitigation Measure GHG-1 to contribute to power outages that result in
economic effects.

O32-29

The comment asserts 2040 General Plan Policy CTM-6.4 (Facilities for Emerging
Technologies) is not included in the draft EIR impact analysis and refers to the
analysis of hazardous materials impacts in Impact 4.9-1 and 4.9-2. This policy
states that: “The County shall support the development of alternative fueling
stations (e.g., electric and hydrogen) and vehicle-to-infrastructure (V2I)
technology for emerging technologies.” The 2040 General Plan does not include
a Policy LU-11.X nor a Land Use Implementation Program X, which are also
referred to in this comment.
This program EIR evaluates the reasonably foreseeable environmental effects of
implementing the 2040 General Plan. The analysis of project-specific
environmental impacts is divided into 17 resource sections in the draft EIR. In
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each resource section, the “Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures”
subsection includes a list of policies and implementation programs from the 2040
General Plan that are related to the resource and the applicable thresholds of
significance. This summation of key policies and programs resulted in concerns
expressed by the commenter that the full range of potential effects of policies and
programs proposed in the draft 2040 General Plan were not evaluated in the
draft EIR, resulting in unevaluated indirect impacts. While selected policies and
programs are provided to facilitate review of key issues, they are not intended to
limit the scope of the subsequent impact analysis. As explained in the “Approach
to Environmental Analysis” (page 4-3 of the draft EIR):
Adverse physical impacts to the environment associated with implementation of
the 2040 General Plan are the focus of this environmental analysis. Physical
changes could result from subsequent development pursuant to land use
designations established in the 2040 General Plan, implementation of policies
and implementation programs identified in the 2040 General Plan, and offsite or
indirect development that is necessitated by the 2040 General Plan (e.g., new
facilities, infrastructure upgrades). For the purpose of this environmental
analysis, the types of actions that could result in physical changes to the
environment under the 2040 General Plan are referred to collectively as “future
development.” As the commenter notes, Impact 4.9-1 (Create a Significant
Hazard to the Public or the Environment Through the Routine Transport, Use, or
Disposal of Hazardous Materials or Hazardous Waste) and Impact 4.9-2 (Create
a Significant Hazard to the Public or the Environment Through the Reasonably
Foreseeable Upset and Accident Conditions Involving the Release of Hazardous
Materials or Hazardous Waste into the Environment) were found to be less than
significant in light of existing federal and State regulations that govern the use,
transport, and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes. This determination
was reached by analyzing the complete program of actions outlined in the 2040
General Plan. In doing so, the draft EIR addresses potential effects of policies
and programs supporting production and use of alternative fuels (e.g., electric
and hydrogen) on public health and safety. The commenter does not provide
evidence to demonstrate that these policies could result in an impact not
considered in the analysis, or that the potential for significant hazard to the public
and the environment is not addressed through established regulations.
The discussion of Impact 4.9-1 discloses that implementation of the 2040
General Plan would accommodate future development that could involve “the
use, storage, disposal and transportation of hazardous materials or hazardous
waste” (see page 4.9-12 of the draft EIR), and Impact 4.9-2 discusses the
potential for implementation of the 2040 General Plan to “accommodate an
increase in activities that commonly store, use, and dispose of hazardous
materials and hazardous waste” (see page 4.9-14 of the draft EIR). However, the
draft EIR concludes that this impact would be less than significant because
“County activities and discretionary development would be required to comply
with State law, federal law, and 2040 General Plan policies and implementation
programs that would substantially lessen potential impacts.”
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The federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration has identified
potential hazards in biofuels production and handling related to fire and
explosion, chemical reactivity, and toxicity. These types of hazards are not
uncommon in industrial areas and are subject to regulations that pertain to safely
managing highly hazardous chemicals (29 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §
1910.119) and facilities handling flammable or combustible liquids (29 CFR §
1910.106). Siting and operating alternative fueling stations would also be subject
to State and local permitting.
Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.
O32-30

This comment asserts that the draft EIR does not analyze the wildfire-related
impacts of specified 2040 General Plan policies and programs that the
commenter contends would increase fuel load and vegetation and “feed
wildfires.” In Impact 4.9-6 (Expose People to Risk of Wildfire by Locating
Development in a High Fire Hazard Area/Fire Hazard Severity Zone or
Substantially Impairing an Adopted Emergency Response Plan or Evacuation
Plan or Exacerbate Wildfire Risk), the analysis is focused on whether people
would be exposed to wildfire because the 2040 General Plan would allow
development in areas with a known potential for wildfire hazard area, exacerbate
wildfire risk, or impair implementation of an established response plan. The
analysis (page 4.9-23 of the draft EIR) refers to Policy HAZ-1.8, which requires
the County to collaborate with federal agencies to manage fuel on federally
owned or managed lands within the county. In doing so, the analysis states that
“the County and other agencies would be directly reducing the chance of wildfire
as well as fuels that would feed wildfires.”
The comment expresses concern that any addition of vegetation would, by
contrast, exacerbate wildfire risk. Policy COS-1.15 would establish a county-wide
target of planting two million trees by 2040. Through Implementation Program H
the County would plant at least 1,000 trees annually. Policy COS-3.2 would
encourage planting trees and the protection of existing urban forests and
woodlands, and Implementation Program C would further enhance conservation
of urban forests and oak woodlands through update of the existing Tree
Protection Regulations in the Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance.
This program EIR evaluates the reasonably foreseeable environmental effects of
implementing the 2040 General Plan. The analysis of project-specific
environmental impacts is divided into 17 resource sections in the draft EIR. In
each resource section, the “Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures”
subsection includes a list of policies and implementation programs from the 2040
General Plan that are related to the resource and the applicable thresholds of
significance. This summation of key policies and programs resulted in concerns
expressed by the commenter that the full range of potential effects of policies and
programs proposed in the draft 2040 General Plan were not evaluated in the
draft EIR, resulting in unevaluated indirect impacts. While selected policies and
programs are provided to facilitate review of key issues, they are not intended to
limit the scope of the subsequent impact analysis. As explained in the “Approach
to Environmental Analysis” (page 4-3 of the draft EIR):
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Adverse physical impacts to the environment associated with
implementation of the 2040 General Plan are the focus of this
environmental analysis. Physical changes could result from subsequent
development pursuant to land use designations established in the 2040
General Plan, implementation of policies and implementation programs
identified in the 2040 General Plan, and offsite or indirect development
that is necessitated by the 2040 General Plan (e.g., new facilities,
infrastructure upgrades). For the purpose of this environmental analysis,
the types of actions that could result in physical changes to the
environment under the 2040 General Plan are referred to collectively as
“future development.”
The County acknowledges that the tree planting policies noted by the commenter
have the potential to increase the density of, and exposure to, wooded areas.
Therefore, in consultation with the Ventura County Fire Protection District, Policy
COS-1.15 and Policy COS-3.2 have been revised as shown in the Ventura
County Planning Commission hearing materials for July 16, 2020 (see exhibit for
“Planning Division Recommended Revisions to the 2040 General Plan”).
In addition, all tree planting and protection would be subject to existing federal,
state, and local regulations adopted for the purpose of minimizing the hazard
associated with wildfire. For example, the Ventura County Community Wildfire
Protection Plan (CWPP) reduces hazardous fuels throughout the County and
provide measures to reduce structural ignitability in at-risk communities. The Fire
Hazard Reduction Program requires mandatory 100-feet of brush clearance
around structures located in or adjacent to Hazardous Fire Areas.
Planting trees and encouraging urban forests would not substantially increase
the severity of this significant and unavoidable impact beyond what has been
disclosed in the draft EIR.
Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.
O32-31

2-582

The comment asserts that the draft EIR wildfire impact analysis does not
explain how the County will discourage the building of homes in very high fire
severity zones. The analysis of potential wildfire impacts first evaluates the
wildfire hazard in the county and discusses key regulations that would reduce
the hazard. Then, the analysis outlines 2040 General Plan policies that would
also address the potential for future development accommodated by the
general plan land use diagram or implementation of 2040 General Plan policies
and implementation programs to substantially influence this risk. Policy HAZ1.5, which discourages building of homes in very high fire severity zones, is one
of the many policies addressed in this discussion. As pointed out by the
commenter, discouraging alone does not measurably reduce the potential for
exposure to wildland fire. That is one reason why the analysis concludes that
“implementation of the 2040 General Plan could result in development that
exacerbates the potential for wildfires to occur and the resulting adverse
environmental effects that are associated with these events” (draft EIR page
Ventura County
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4.9-24). Before concluding that the impact would be significant and
unavoidable, the draft EIR explains that (page 4.9-24):
The County has adopted and implemented programs to minimize wildfire
risks including the MHMP. In addition, the Ventura County CWPP reduces
hazardous fuels throughout the County and provide measures to reduce
structural ignitability in at-risk communities. The Fire Hazard Reduction
Program requires mandatory 100-feet of brush clearance around
structures located in or adjacent to Hazardous Fire Areas. Many
communities also have adopted their own emergency response plans. The
2040 General Plan includes a suite of policies and implementation
programs that address a full spectrum of wildfire prevention standards for
new development including vegetation management, fire suppression
equipment, discouraging development in fire hazard areas, and education
programs to prevent wildfires. Finally, existing federal and State building
code standards, including the recently-adopted 2019 fire code, would
require future development to be designed to minimize fire risk. Because
the effects of a wildfire are not limited to development within high FHSZs
but can easily spread to adjacent communities, any development in or
adjacent to a designated FHSZs or near wildland areas is at risk for
wildfire. While compliance with federal, State, and local requirements
would limit risk, this risk cannot be completely eliminated. No other
additional policies or programs are available that could eliminate the
potential for wildfires or their environmental effects to occur because the
only way to fully mitigate additional exposure of people to wildfire or
exacerbation of wildfire risk is to prohibit all development in or near any
areas that are at risk for wildfire. Based on the topography and vegetation
characteristics of the county, very few if any such areas exist. Further,
many existing developed areas already pose a wildfire risk because of
their proximity to wildland areas. The County has undertaken a substantial
effort to implement policies and implementation programs that would
protect people and structures from the risk of wildfires while at the same
time promoting the economic growth of the County. No additional feasible
policies or implementation programs are available to reduce the risk of
wildfire exposure, exacerbation, or resulting adverse environmental effects
to less than significant.
O32-32

This comment states that the draft EIR “must analyze the potential ‘buildout’” of
the 2040 General Plan “against the known locations of hazardous materials and
waste.” This program EIR has been prepared in a manner consistent with CEQA
statute. As explained in Section 1.2.1, “Type and Use of This EIR,” of the draft
EIR (page 1-2), “[b]y its nature, a program EIR considers the overall effects
associated with implementing a program (such as a general plan) and does not,
and is not intended to, examine individual projects that may be implemented
pursuant to the general plan.”
Overlaying the location of all hazardous materials and waste sites in the State
and local databases on the land use diagram for the 2040 General Plan, which is
intended to focus growth in areas with existing residential, commercial, and/or
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industrial uses that are currently within the Existing Community area designation
(boundary) and the Urban area designation (boundary) is not required and would
not be germane to the analyses in Impacts 4.9-1, 4.9-2, or 4.9-3. These impacts
determine whether the 2040 General Plan would create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment due to: routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials; reasonably foreseeable accidents that would release
hazardous materials; or release of hazardous emissions near a school. The
precise location of potential environmental hazards would fluctuate over the 20year plan horizon. The specific sites that handle potentially hazardous materials
would change (underground fuel storage tanks could be removed, new industrial
uses could be introduced), sites of legacy contamination could be remediated,
and new spills could occur or be discovered. At the plan level, the analysis
assumes that certain land uses are more likely to be associated with hazardous
materials and wastes and concludes that existing State and federal regulations,
supported by proposed 2040 General Plan policies and implementation
programs, provide sufficient protection to address significant hazards without
additional mitigation. Refer also to Master Response MR-2 for further discussion
of the land use plan and how “buildout” was used in the analysis.
The draft EIR analysis does consider the relative presence of documented
hazardous materials and wastes sites. This information is appropriately included
under Impact 4.9-4 (Create a Significant Hazard Due to Location on a Site Which
is Included on a List of Hazardous Materials Sites). As summarized on page 4.916 of Section 4.9, “Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire,” in the draft EIR:
As described in Section 11.5, “Hazardous Materials,” of the Background
Report, there were 300 hazardous materials sites in the county, as of
November 2016 (Appendix B:11-64). Of that number, 27 were permitted
underground storage tanks, 273 have undergone or are undergoing
hazardous materials remediation, and one site contains a leaking
underground storage tank (LUST) and is undergoing assessment (Appendix
B 2018:11-64). Of the 273 sites that have or may undergo remediation, 162
have been designated as “Completed-Case Closed,” including landfill sites
and LUST sites (Appendix B:11-64). The Background Report also
discusses ongoing hazardous waste cleanup sites in the county, including
the Halaco Superfund site, Santa Susana Field Lab, USA Petrochem, and
the Talley facility (Appendix B:11-69, 11-70).
On page 4.9-17 of the draft EIR, the analysis concludes:
Implementation of the 2040 General Plan could result in future development
on or near a site identified in one of the regulatory databases, compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, including those sites
discussed above and identified in Section 11.5, “Hazardous Materials,” of
the Background Report. Federal and state regulations exist that prevent or
reduce hazards to the public and environment from existing hazardous
waste sites or hazardous substances release sites. These regulations
include the Occupational Safety and Health Act; the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act; the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act Title III; the Resource Conservation
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and Recovery Act; and the Toxic Substances Control Act. These
regulations protect people and the environment through guidelines that
require proper storage and handling, business and environmental
management plans, spill contingency plans, employee and public noticing,
and other emergency preventive and response measures to minimize the
risk of accidental releases and related environmental effects. 2040 General
Plan Policy HAZ-5.7 requires project applicants to indicate the presence of
any hazardous wastes on a project site and demonstrate that the waste site
is properly closed, pursuant to all applicable state and federal laws. Policies
HAZ-5.2, HAZ-5.5, HAZ-5.8, and HAZ-7.1 provide guidance for the location,
operation, and management of discretionary developments, including oil
and gas exploration and production sites to minimize the potential for
affecting people and the environment. While implementation of the 2040
General Plan could potentially accommodate future development on or near
sites included on a list of hazardous waste sites or hazardous substances
release sites, compliance with federal and state laws and regulations, as
well as 2040 General Plan policies, would ensure that development would
occur on sites that have been properly closed and remediated such that no
remaining hazards from past contamination would remain.
As discussed above, the precise location of future hazardous materials use or
remediation is beyond the scope of this EIR and would be addressed at a project
level. Future projects should rely on contemporary database searches to assess
the potential presence of hazards and hazardous materials. Programmatically,
there is no indication that the policies, implementation programs, and land use
diagram of the 2040 General Plan would result in significant hazards to human
health or the environment due to compliance with applicable regulations.
Providing additional detail about the existing locations of known sites of
hazardous materials release would not meaningfully change the analysis or
conclusions in the draft EIR. No revisions to the draft EIR have been made in
response to this comment.
O32-33

This comment addresses the draft EIR analysis of flood exposure (Impact 4.1013) and a map of flood hazard areas included in the Background Report. The
proposed land use diagram of the 2040 General Plan would guide future
development of relatively higher intensity residential, commercial, mixed use, and
industrial land uses to the Existing Community area designation (boundary) and
the Urban area designation (boundary). While it is true that these are areas of the
County with existing development, the 2040 General Plan does not include
policies that will, as asserted by the commenter, “force planned growth into
existing commercial and industrial lands.” For further discussion of the land use
plan and growth projections, refer to Master Response MR-2.
The discussion of Impact 4.10-13 (Be Located in a Mapped Area of Flood
Hazards) is provided for informational purposes only. As disclosed in the draft EIR,
the discussion is neither mandated by CEQA nor subject to its requirements.
Development could occur in areas that are susceptible to flood hazards, as
mapped by FEMA and the Ventura County Watershed Protection District. The draft
EIR explains that there are policies incorporated in the 2040 General Plan that
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would reduce potential impacts related to flooding, such as policies that limit
development in these areas and require flood control infrastructure. The discussion
of flood hazards is based on the information and mapping in Section 11.2, “Flood
Hazards,” of the Background Report, including Figure 11-4 (Special Flood Hazard
Areas), Figure 11-5, (Countywide Dam Failure Inundation Areas) and Figure 11-6
(Individual Dam Failure Inundation Areas).
The commenter provided a copy of the North Ventura Avenue Area Plan (Figure
3-17 of the Background Report) and expressed concern that the areas
designated as “Floodplain” are not the same as the flood hazard areas shown in
the County’s online mapping. As explained on page 3-47 of the Background
Report, Figure 3-17 shows the existing North Ventura Avenue Area Plan land
use designations. The Background Report also explains that the Floodplain land
use designation is applied to land in the 100-year floodplain of the Ventura River.
The North Ventura Area Plan (page NV-10), which is a component of the 2040
General Plan, indicates that the “underlying land use designations outside the
floodway but within the 100 Year Floodplain are "Industrial," generally located
north of Shell Road or south of Gosnell Bend, and "Oilfield Industrial," generally
located north of Gosnell and south of Shell Road.” Further, the 2040 General
Plan (Table 11-1, page 11-4) indicates that the Floodplain area plan land use
designation is consistent with an Industrial General Plan land use designation.
The maps cited by the commenter show separate designations that are not in
conflict. The draft EIR discloses that development could occur in floodplains but
does not reach a significance determination because exposure of a project to
environmental hazards are not considered significant effects unless a project
exacerbates the risks from such hazards.
O32-34

This comment asserts that the 2040 General Plan includes policies that will
“require” solar installation, reflective roofs, and other improvements and these
policies will have significant impacts due to incompatibility with existing
architectural form and style that were not analyzed in the draft EIR in Impact
4.11-1.
Impact 4.11-1 (Result in Physical Development That Is Incompatible With Land
Uses, Architectural Form Or Style, Site Design/Layout, Or Density/Parcel Sizes
Within Existing Communities) considers potential impacts affecting architecture
and style in three categories: historic character, architecture, and public spaces
and explains that Section 2.4 of the Land Use Element of the 2040 General Plan
includes policies that encourage discretionary development to be designed to
maintain the distinctive character of unincorporated communities and to be
compatible with neighboring uses (see draft EIR page 4.11-20). Policy LU-16.1
encourages discretionary development to be designed to maintain the distinctive
character of unincorporated communities, to ensure adequate provision of public
facilities and services, and to be compatible with neighboring uses. As described
on page 4.11-21 of the draft EIR, policies and programs in the 2040 General Plan
would not result in physical development that is incompatible with existing land
uses, architectural form or style, site design/layout, or density/parcel sizes within
existing communities. Impacts were determined to be less than significant and
therefore, no mitigation is required.
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The 2040 General Plan also includes policies that encourage development to
include sustainable, green building design features. These include Policy PFS2.2, through which the County would encourage the incorporation of sustainable
design features, including reflective roofing, in community facilities to reduce
environmental impacts and Policy HAZ-11.7, which requires that the County
encourage development to include retrofits that improve building performance,
which can include using solar-reflective white roofs and solar panels. Policy HAZ11.9 requires that the County encourage urban greening techniques, such as
cool pavement. These policies do not “require” installation of reflective roofs,
solar, or other features as asserted by the commenter.
These potential impacts are accounted for in Impact 4.11-1, which evaluates the
potential for the 2040 General Plan to result in physical development that is
incompatible with existing land uses, architectural form or style. The draft EIR
therefore covers the potential impacts that could occur as a result of the policies
brought up by the commenter. Further, the comment offers no evidence to
support how the analysis is inadequate; therefore, no additional response can be
provided.
O32-35

The comment asserts that Impact 4.12-3 of the draft EIR must be revised to
include CEQA required analysis, which is whether the 2040 General Plan will
hamper access to reserves. The comment states that the County’s analysis of
Impact 4.12-3 does not meet the intent and standard of review under CEQA, but
does not provide any evidence to support this claim. However, Impact 4.12-2, in
Section 4.12, “Mineral and Petroleum Resources” of the draft EIR, evaluates
whether implementation of the 2040 General Plan would result in development
on or adjacent to existing petroleum resources extraction sites or areas where
petroleum resources are zoned, mapped, or permitted for extraction, which could
hamper or preclude access to the resource (pages 4.12-11 to 4.12-18). The
detailed analysis concludes that 2040 General Plan “Policy COS-7.2 would
notably increase the existing setback requirements for new oil and gas wells
such that future residential development or new schools could preclude
expansion of existing oil and gas operations, as well as drilling of new
discretionary wells, thereby hampering or precluding access to the resource.”
(page 4.12-18) This is identified as a potentially significant impact. The
methodology and thresholds used to conduct the analysis of Impact 4.12-3 are
described in detail in Section 4.12 (page 4.12-5 to 4.12-7). Because the comment
does not identify any specific reasons to supports its assertions, no further
response can be provided.

O32-36

The commenter indicates that the Background Report should include regulatory
information that goes beyond consideration of the laws and regulations pertaining
to petroleum development. The Background Report Section 8.4, “Mineral
Resources,” Section 8.5, “Energy Resources,” and Section 10.2 “Legal and
Regulatory Framework for Water Management (Class II Underground Injection
Control Program),” provide relevant regulatory information necessary for
understanding and evaluating the impacts of the 2040 General Plan on
petroleum resources. Additionally, draft EIR Section 4.12.1, “Background Report
Setting Updates,” includes additional information laws and regulations that
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pertain to petroleum development. This includes federal laws and regulations
related to gas pipelines, State laws and regulations related to the California
Pipeline Safety Act of 1981, Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
(VCAPCD) Rule No. 71.1 – Crude Oil Production and Separation and Rule No.
54 – Sulfur Compounds, VCAPCD Primary (Non-Emergency) Flares, VCAPCD
Emergency Flares, and VCAPCD Permitted Flare Variances, and Non-Coastal
and Coastal Zoning Ordinances. Note also, that the County has revised the
regulatory setting to include an enhanced discussion of CALGEM’s regulations.
Refer to Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.”
O32-37

The comment addresses the North Ventura Avenue Area Plan (NVAP) policies
related to mineral and petroleum resources and the 2040 General Plan. The
commenter asserts that the draft 2040 General Plan policies will impact the
NVAP policies related to mineral and petroleum resources. The commenter
provides references to content on NVAP pages 5, 9, 10, and 11; however, the
commenter incorrectly identifies the information on these pages as including
policies. Page 5 of the NVAP identifies the existing land use designation of
Industrial and Oilfield Industrial and describes the specific uses and rationale for
this land use designation. Pages 9 and 10 of the NVAP describe the City of
Ventura’s Circulation Element with a discussion of the development requirements
of the oilfield industrial area pursuant to the City. Page 11 of the NVAP presents
Section A(1) Intent and Rationale for Land Use Designation, General Character.
The general character of the North Ventura Planning Area is described indicating
“Given the stability of the existing residential areas and the importance of oilfield
development, the overriding intent of the land use designations in this area are to
protect the quality and integrity of the existing residential neighborhoods, to
provide the expansion and upgrading of the industrial areas, and to project
scenic vistas and environmental quality of the hills and river.” The commenter
addresses the NVAP and implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040
General Plan.

O32-38

The comment states that the draft EIR does not quantify changes to land uses
near oil reserves and that neither the draft EIR nor Background Report provide
information regarding buildout under the 2040 General Plan. Further, the
comment states that because the draft EIR is being completed before the County
receives RHNA data, the draft EIR analysis of impacts to mineral reserves is
inadequate. Refer to Master Responses MR-2 for additional information related
to the 2040 General Plan land use designations and buildout assumptions and
Master Response MR-3 regarding the 2020 RHNA. Refer to responses to
comments O5-90 and O5-91 for discussion of the draft EIR analysis of impacts to
mineral resources in Impact 4.12-1 and 4.12.-2.

O32-39

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.H, “Buffers (Setback),” and MR4.I, “Directional Drilling,” regarding the findings and conclusions related to
setbacks and indirect impacts on reserves (directional drilling). The remainder of
the comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not
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related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040
General Plan.
O32-40

Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines states “an EIR shall describe feasible
measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts.” Mitigation Measure
NOI-1 provides a list of noise control measures that may be implemented to
reduce project-generated traffic noise. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 recommends
considering vegetation but does not prescribe increased vegetation. Impact 4.9-6
on page 4.9-19 of the draft EIR recognizes exposure of people to risk by wildfire
due to the location of development in a High Fire Hazard Area/Fire Hazard
Severity Zone as a significant and unavoidable impact. However, federal, State,
and local plans and regulations would reduce the risk of wildfire in the plan area
by requiring vegetation management and compliance with applicable building
codes that require access to adequate fire suppression infrastructure and specify
the materials and construction methods for protection against exterior wildfire
exposure. All recommended measures, including increased vegetation, would be
subject to existing codes and regulations. Any increased vegetation would
adhere to the requirements for landscaping outlined in the County’s applicable
zoning ordinance (see, e.g., Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance, § 8108.5.14), the
County’s Encroachment Work Standards (see Section 12319 of the Ventura
County Ordinance Code), and the Ventura County Fire Code (see Section 5111
of the Ventura County Ordinance Code, which incorporates by reference the
Ventura County Fire Code, which is set forth in Ventura County Fire Protection
District Ordinance No. 31, see Appendix W Fire Hazard Reduction and
Vegetation Management), as applicable, at the time of implementation and would
be enforced through conditions of approval and/or site planning.
The Ventura County Fire Protection District Ordinance No. 31 Code, Section
W105.1 requires any person owning, leasing, controlling, operating or
maintaining any building in, upon, or adjoining any Hazardous Fire Area, and any
person owning, leasing or controlling any land adjacent to such buildings, shall
maintain an effective firebreak made by removing and clearing away, all
combustible material on their property for a distance not less than 100 feet from
all portions of the building. Additionally, Section W105.1.5 prohibits mulch and
wood chips within 5-feet of structures subject to Section W105.1. Section
W105.1.7 requires any portion of a tree or shrub that extends within 10 feet
horizontally or vertically of a chimney or stovepipe shall be removed in any
Hazardous Fire Area, Section W105.1.7 requires any portion of a tree or shrub
that extends within 10 feet horizontally or vertically of a chimney or stovepipe
shall be removed in Hazardous Fire Areas. In addition, the 2040 General Plan
includes a suite of policies and implementation programs that address a full
spectrum of wildfire prevention standards for new development including
vegetation management, fire suppression equipment, discouraging development
in fire hazard areas, and education programs to prevent wildfires. It should be
noted that wildlife corridors are subject to all existing fire prevention regulations
of the Ventura County Fire Protection District.
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Mitigation Measure NOI-1 is consistent with the CEQA Guidelines and would be
implemented in compliance with all applicable codes and regulations with respect
to wildfire risk.
O32-41

2-590

The comment summarizes more detailed comments provided elsewhere in the
comment letter. Refer to responses to comments O32-1 to O32-40, above, that
address the specific comments identified in this letter. Also, refer to Master
Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the draft EIR is not
required.
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Letter
O33

Ventura County Economic Development Association
Sandy E. Smith, VCEDA Policy Chair
February 27, 2020

O33-1

This comment is introductory in nature and provides background information
related to the commenter’s concern regarding new economic policies and
programs. The comment states that new policies and programs introduced
within the 2040 General Plan lack adequate study. The comment does not
identify specific policies and programs, nor does it raise a significant
environmental issue for which a response is required. Therefore, an informed
response cannot be provided.

O33-2

The comment generally states that the draft EIR does not provide an economic
analysis of the impacts of the proposed 2040 General Plan policies and
programs. However, EIRs are not required to treat a project’s economic or social
effects as significant effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, §
15131). Social and economic effects need only be considered in an EIR where
there is a clear link between those economic or social effects and physical
environmental changes. This comment does not link or attempt to link economic
impacts to any adverse physical changes to the environment not already
addressed in the draft EIR.
Regarding the comment that the draft EIR should be recirculated, refer to Master
Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the draft EIR is not
required.

O33-3

Refer to Master Response MR-2 for description of the 2040 General Plan land
use designations, growth projections, and buildout assumptions.

O33-4

The comment states that the County is looking to its cities to accommodate
growth and that the draft EIR does not evaluate the impacts of growth within
cities. In explaining the planning context in Section 3.2.2, “Relationship to Other
Plans and Regulations,” of the draft EIR (page 3-7) the project description
indicates that the “County is dedicated to directing urban development to cities
and existing unincorporated communities to preserve its working and rural
landscapes, agricultural lands, scenic vistas, natural resources, and recreational
opportunities.” As explained further on page 3-8, this is in reference to the
established Guidelines for Orderly Development that the County, cities within the
county, and the Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (adopted to direct
urban-level development and services to the incorporated areas. The 2040
General Plan would not generate unplanned growth within the incorporated cities
that would result in impacts that have not been evaluated in the draft EIR. The
2040 General Plan would accommodate future development within the
unincorporated area; the physical environmental impacts of such growth are
evaluated in the draft EIR.
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O33-5

Refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion of why the draft EIR correctly
excludes discussion and analysis of the County’s projected housing needs for the
2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation and 2021-2029 Housing
Element update

O33-6

For a discussion of the land use diagram and land use designations, refer to
Master Response MR-2. By design, the 2040 General Plan does not result in an
increase in the density or intensity allowed on any property. The excerpted text
regarding “relatively higher density” has been taken out of context. For example,
page 3-14 explains that “the land use diagram of the 2040 General Plan would
concentrate future development of relatively higher intensity residential,
commercial, mixed use, and industrial land uses within the Existing Community
area designation (boundary) and the Urban area designation (boundary).”
Therefore, density allowed within these area designations would be higher
relative to the land use designations applied in the remainder of the
unincorporated county under the 2040 General Plan – not relative to what is
allowed under existing land use designations.

O33-7

Refer to Master Response MR-6, which explains the County’s approach to
utilizing the existing setting information in the Background Report.

O33-8

Refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion of why the draft EIR correctly
excludes discussion and analysis of the County’s projected housing needs for the
2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation and 2021-2029 Housing
Element update

O33-9

The comment suggests that Section 4.11, “Land Use,” in the draft EIR should
evaluate the 2040 General Plan and the Area Plans for “internal inconsistency.”
See response to comment O5-74. An EIR is not required to analyze a project, in
this case the 2040 General Plan, for internal consistency. Moreover, the 2040
General Plan is not internally inconsistent. As explained in Section 3.4, “Structure
and Content of the General Plan,” the County assessed the goals, policies, and
programs in the existing General Plan and the Area Plans as part of the 2040
General Plan update process (draft EIR page 3-10). There are nine Area Plans
that are part of the 2040 General Plan. The goals, policies, and programs of an
Area Plan are designed to supplement, not duplicate, the General Plan.
As explained in the draft EIR (page 3.10):
As part of the General Plan update process, the County assessed the
goals, policies, and programs in the existing General Plan and the County
Area Plans. Seven of the Area Plans (El Rio/Del Norte, Lake
Sherwood/Hidden Valley, North Ventura Avenue, Oak Park, Ojai Valley,
Piru, and Thousand Oaks) would be refined as part of the 2040 General
Plan. These seven Area Plans were reviewed and assessed to compare
the Area Plan goals, policies, and programs with 2040 General Plan goals,
policies, and programs to ensure internal consistency. The proposed
refinements typically take the form of applying a common writing style and
order of presentation to each Area Plan while maintaining the original
intent. A few policies are proposed for removal from individual Area Plans
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and incorporation into one of the 2040 General Plan elements. This
change would maintain the policy and broadened its coverage from a
single Area Plan to the entire unincorporated county. All changes
proposed in the 2040 General Plan are presented in a legislative format
that tracks the changes made.
The remaining two Area Plans (Coastal and Saticoy) were not updated as
part of the 2040 General Plan process.
The comment also asserts that the draft EIR does not support the statement that
Area Plan policies and programs related to land use and planning issues are
consistent with 2040 General Plan policies and programs and therefore Area
Plan policies are not addressed separately. However, the comment does not
provide any example of an Area Plan policy or program that should have been
included in the draft EIR analysis of land use and planning impacts and why. No
further response to this comment can be provided.
O33-10

Refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion of why the draft EIR correctly
excludes discussion and analysis of the County’s projected housing needs for the
2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation and 2021-2029 Housing
Element update.

O33-11

Refer to response to comment O5-79 for a discussion of the land use
designations in the 2040 General Plan and the relationship to the existing
designations. Also refer to Master Response MR-2.

O33-12

Refer to Master Response MR-2 for information related to the land use plan and
land use designations identified within the 2040 General Plan.

O33-13

Refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion of why the draft EIR correctly
excludes discussion and analysis of the County’s projected housing needs for the
2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation and 2021-2029 Housing
Element update

O33-14

Refer to Master Response MR-6, which explains the County’s approach to
utilizing the existing setting information in the Background Report. The draft EIR
(on page 4.14-1) refers readers to the specific sections of the Background Report
(i.e., Chapter 2, “Demographics and Economics,” and Chapter 5, “Housing”)
where the regulatory setting for population and housing can be found. Also, refer
to response to comment O5-98 for a discussion of Senate Bill 330.

O33-15

Refer to Master Response MR-3 for discussion of why the draft EIR correctly
excludes discussion and analysis of the County’s projected housing needs for the
2020 Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation and 2021-2029 Housing
Element update.

O33-16

The comment states that the analysis of Alternative 3 does not address the
feasibility of this alternative nor its potential impacts on surrounding cities.
Regarding feasibility, as explained in the draft EIR (page 6-2), an EIR must
contain discussion of potentially feasible alternatives, and the ultimate
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determination as to whether an alternative is feasible or infeasible will be made
by the County Board of Supervisors (Pub. Res. Code, §§ 21081.5 and
21081(a)(3)). State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) provide that the range
of potential alternatives for the project shall include those that could feasibly
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. As described in
Section 6.5.3 (page 6-18), Alternative 3 would avoid or lessen significant impacts
of the 2040 General Plan and would meet all of its project objectives.
The evaluation of Alternative 3, on pages 6-18 through 6-19 of the draft EIR,
describes the potential impacts to existing communities and developed areas of
the county. As described on page 6-18 of the draft EIR, effects associated with
implementation of Alternative 3 could include increases in infill development,
displacement of housing, and short- and long-term air quality and noise impacts in
existing community and urban areas. Further, implementation of Alternative 3
would result in concentrated urbanization such that changes in the character of
existing developed areas occur. In addition to possible effects previously
described, Alternative 3 would be more likely to expose new and existing sensitive
uses to unacceptable levels of traffic noise and could result in impacts to existing
public facilities and infrastructure. The analysis of Alternative 3 correctly focuses
on providing analysis of the significant environmental impacts of Alternative 3 to
facilitate meaningful evaluation and comparison with the impacts of the 2040
General Plan (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(d)). Thus, the potential impacts of
Alternative 3 are appropriately analyzed in the draft EIR.
O33-17

Specific comments regarding the adequacy of the draft EIR are addressed in the
responses to comments throughout this letter. Also, refer to Master Response
MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the draft EIR is not required.
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Letter
O34

Ventura County Taxpayers Association
David Grau, President
February 25, 2020

O34-1

The description and role the commenting organization is noted. This comment is
introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental issue for
which a response is required.

O34-2

The comment states that the draft EIR does not include an economic impact
analysis. However, EIRs are not required to treat a project’s economic or social
effects as significant effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, §
15131). Social and economic effects need only be considered in an EIR where
there is a clear link between those economic or social effects and physical
environmental changes. The economic issues raised in this comment would not
result in any adverse physical changes to the environment not already addressed
in the draft EIR.
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Letter
O35

Ventura County Transportation Commission
Amanda Fagan, Director of Planning and Policy
February 27, 2020

O35-1

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

O35-2

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

O35-3

In addition to the Ventura County Transportation Commission (VCTC) countywide
travel model, the analysis performed as part of this draft EIR used multiple data
sources including the Highway Performance Monitoring System boundary-based
vehicle miles traveled (VMT), Longitudinal Employment and Housing Dynamic
data, and model output from the Santa Barbara Association of Governments
regional travel demand model. These data sets were used to ensure that the full
length of trips that either start or end in Ventura County was fully addressed.
These data sets support development of full trip-length greenhouse gas (GHG) onroad mobile source emission estimates under baseline and future year conditions
as part of the draft EIR in accordance with state guidance.
The procedures described in the draft EIR for addressing the requirements of
Senate Bill (743 were developed specifically for this draft EIR and are not
intended to apply to subsequent discretionary development reviews. The latter
will be addressed through the updated Initial Study Assessment Guidelines
described in Implementation Program CTM-B. It is anticipated that the County
will work closely with VCTC in developing a process for project-level impact
analysis as part of Implementation Program CTM-B.

O35-4

Refer to response to comment O35-3 regarding transportation modelling and
continued coordination with VCTC.
The comment also addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is acknowledged
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
consideration before making a decision on adopting a Final 2040 General Plan.
Relative to the comment concerning the future update of the Housing Element,
the County will coordinate with VCTC as part of the Housing Element update
process, which is on a separate timeline from the 2040 General Plan update
based on State requirements for update timing which covers the planning period
from 2021 through 2029.

O35-5
2-604
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Letter
O36
O36-1

2-606

Vertical Wellness
Elyse Kaplan, Corporate Counsel
February 21, 2020
This comment regarding the adequacy of the draft EIR is noted. However, no
specific issues related to the content, analysis, conclusions, or overall adequacy
of the draft EIR are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response is
provided. Also, refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why
recirculation of the draft EIR is not required.
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This comment also expresses disapproval of the 2040 General Plan, which is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a Final 2040
General Plan.
O36-2

The comment states that the draft EIR does not meet the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) standards that mitigation must be technically
and economically feasible. Refer to Master Response MR-5 for a discussion of
the feasibility of Mitigation Measure AG-2.
Further, the comment incorrectly states that CEQA prohibits a mitigation
measure from causing or exacerbating an environmental impact. To clarify, while
CEQA requires identification of feasible measures that could minimize significant
adverse impacts, there is no blanket requirement in CEQA that mitigation not
make impacts worse or result in its own impacts. To the contrary, CEQA
contemplates and addresses a scenario in which a mitigation measure itself may
result in a significant impact (State CEQA Guidelines, §15126.4(a)(1)(D)) and
requires that the EIR describe the environmental impacts associated with the
mitigation, which was appropriately considered in the draft EIR. The comment
also expresses concern about the shortage of farmworker housing and impacts
of implementing Mitigation Measure AG-2 related to incentives to build more
farmworker housing. Refer to Master Response MR-5 for discussion of
applicability of Mitigation Measure AG-2 to farmworker housing.

O36-3

Refer to Master Response MR-6 for discussion of how the County appropriately
uses the Background Report to describe the existing environmental setting in the
draft EIR. The comment regarding the general adequacy of the draft EIR and
Background Report is noted. However, no specific issues related to the content,
analysis, conclusions, or overall adequacy of the draft EIR and Background
Report are raised in this comment. Therefore, no further response is provided.
Water supply is addressed in the draft EIR in Section 4.17, “Utilities,” and in the
Background Report in Chapter 10, “Water Resources.”

O36-4

The comment states that the County's assumption that the Right-to-Farm
Ordinance would reduce agriculture impacts to less-than-significant and would
prevent the County from creating or expanding more setbacks and operational
restrictions on agriculture is unsupported. Refer to responses to comments A13-8
and O32-22 for a discussion of this issue. For the reasons provided in these
referenced responses, the impact conclusion for Impact 4.2-2 (Result in
Classified Farmland Near Any Nonagricultural Land Use or Project) in the draft
EIR is supported by substantial evidence and no revisions are warranted. Also,
refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.

O36-5

Refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why recirculation of the
draft EIR is not required.
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Letter
O37
O37-1

Western States Petroleum Association
Ben Oakley, California Coastal Region Manager
February 27, 2020
The description of the role of the commenting organization is noted. This
comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental
issue for which a response is required.
This comment letter contains multiple references to attachments to the main
body of the letter. The County has reviewed the attachments and determined that
they do not contain comment on the content or conclusions of the draft EIR, nor
do they raise any significant environmental issues for which a response is
required. All comment letters submitted to the County on the draft EIR are
provided with complete attachments in Attachment 1 to this final EIR.

O37-2

The comment summarizes more detailed comments provided elsewhere in the
comment letter. See responses to comments O37-3 through O37-47 regarding
the adequacy of the draft EIR.

O37-3

See response to comment O5-9 regarding identification of areas of controversy.
Areas of controversy are related to implementation of the proposed project and
were identified through the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process.
They did not inform or drive the policies under analysis.

O37-4

Refer to Master Response MR-2 for a discussion of population projections and
Master Response MR-2 for discussion of the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA).

O37-5

The comment suggests that the draft EIR should evaluate impacts to economic
vitality. However, EIRs are not required to treat a project’s economic or social
effects as significant effects on the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, §
15131). Social and economic effects need only be considered in an EIR where
there is a clear link between those economic or social effects and physical
environmental changes. The comment does not provide evidence that
implementing the 2040 General Plan would result in any adverse physical
changes to the environment not already addressed in the draft EIR. Also refer to
the response to comment O31-2.

O37-6

The comment expresses specific concerns about the economic and employment
data provided for the oil and gas industry in the Background Report. This
information is largely outside the scope of the analysis in the draft EIR.
As described in Section 4.12, “Mineral and Petroleum Resources,” of the draft
EIR (page 4.12-6), the thresholds used to determine the significance of the 2040
General Plan’s impacts are based on a combination of the County of Ventura’s
adopted Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (ISAG) and Appendix G to the State
CEQA Guidelines. The ISAG thresholds regarding development that could
hamper or preclude access to petroleum resources are evaluated together, with
language to emphasize that the analysis is relative to existing conditions, and the
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CEQA threshold related to availability of mineral resources was added as a
separate threshold. The analysis found that the 2040 General Plan could impede
access to petroleum resources or result in the loss of known petroleum reserves.
Mitigation measures are proposed that would reduce draft 2040 General Plan
restrictions on well distancing, trucking of produced oil and gas, and flaring. With
these policy revisions, the potential for the project to hamper or preclude access
to petroleum resources was identified as significant and unavoidable. However,
the loss of availability of a known petroleum resource that would be of value to
the region and the residents of the State would be less than significant because
the mitigation would allow the County’s approval of new oil and gas wells that
utilize flaring or venting of produced gas and/or trucking of oil and produced
water in situations where there is no feasible alternative.
Economic and social changes are not considered significant effects on the
environment. These factors are considered by public agencies together with
technological and environmental factors when “deciding whether changes in a
project are feasible to reduce or avoid significant effects on the environment
identified in the EIR” (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15131(c)). While this information
must be in the record to allow the lead agency to consider the factors in reaching
a decision, there is no requirement that it be incorporated into the EIR. Therefore,
while considerations including the quantity of individuals employed in the oil and
gas industry and the economic output of the sector do provide an overview of
conditions in the County that may inform the County’s policy decisions, they are
not imperative to the analysis of whether implementation of the 2040 General
Plan would result in conditions that limit access to petroleum resources.
Further, economic conditions are relevant where the decision-making body is
deciding whether changes in a project are feasible to reduce or avoid significant
effects. In this case, illustrating the monetary value of the petroleum industry to
the County provides support for the mitigation in the draft EIR to reduce the
setback proposed in Policy COS-7.2 by implementing Mitigation Measure PR-1.
Therefore, the analysis and conclusions in the draft EIR would be unaffected.
For these reasons, the suggested additions and revisions to the Background
Report are not required.
O37-7

Refer to Master Response MR-3 regarding RHNA and the Housing Element
update process.

O37-8

Refer to Master Responses MR-2 and MR-3 for information related to CEQA
requirements of a project description.

O37-9

Refer to Master Response MR-6 for discussion of how the County appropriately
uses the Background Report to describe the existing environmental setting in the
draft EIR.

O37-10

As provided on page 4-2 of the draft EIR, the evaluation of environmental
impacts focuses on the potential impacts of development within unincorporated
areas of the county under the General Plan through 2040. Growth forecasts
anticipated within the county are described within Table 3-3, on page 3-20 of the
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draft EIR, and were estimated for 2020, 2030, and 2040 using county-specific
demographic projections prepared by the Southern California Association of
Governments for the 2020 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCAG 2017). As previously stated, build-out of the plan
area consists of future development occurring in unincorporated areas of the
County, as further depicted in Figures 3-2a and 3-2b. On page 3-20 of the draft
EIR, the following is provided: Based on the similarities between the land use
diagrams of the existing General Plan and 2040 General Plan and other factors
influencing development, the County anticipates that allocation of future
residential development would substantially follow historical trends with
implementation of the 2040 General Plan. For example, to the extent historical
residential development trends continue into the future, approximately 564 of the
1,281 additional households forecast in the unincorporated county between 2015
and 2040 (see Table 3-3) would be developed within areas of the county
designated for residential, industrial, and mixed land uses. Further, the analyses
evaluate the effectiveness of the 2040 General Plan policies and programs in
avoiding or reducing the potential impacts of 2040 General Plan implementation.
For additional information, please refer to Master Response MR-2 and MR-3
regarding the CEQA definition of a project and CEQA requirements for a project
description.
O37-11

Refer to Master Response MR-5 for a discussion of the feasibility of Mitigation
Measure AG-2.
The comment also states that the potential impacts of implementing
Implementation Program AG-X: Establish an Agricultural Conservation Easement
(included in Mitigation Measure AG-2) should be analyzed in the draft EIR in
Section 4.14, “Population and Housing,” because this program would affect the
affordability of the housing supply. This analysis has not been added to the draft
EIR because there is no evidence that Mitigation Measure AG-2 would affect the
future cost of housing and, in addition, there is not a clear link between such
unestablished increased housing costs and any adverse physical changes to the
environment that require analysis in this EIR. A lead agency need not speculate
about environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines, § 15145) and EIRs are not
required to treat a project’s economic or social effects as significant effects on
the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15131). With limited exceptions,
under the County’s existing and proposed General Plan land use designations
and the Save Open Space and Agricultural Resources initiative, appreciable
housing development could not occur on the types of classified farmland the
development of which would be subject to Mitigation Measure AG-2.
Consequently, this mitigation measure could not logically increase the cost of
new housing at the programmatic level, let alone lead to any related
environmental impact that would require analysis in this draft EIR. The comment
provides no substantial evidence to the contrary.

O37-12
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O37-13

The comment asserts that the draft EIR does not provide “an informative picture”
of “energy consumption, energy mix and energy efficiency” that is “happening
now under the current general plan.” However, the draft EIR does provide
existing natural gas and electricity consumption in the county (total and per
capita) to inform the analysis conducted in Impact 4.6-1 (Result in the Wasteful,
Inefficient, or Unnecessary Consumption of Energy Resources or Conflict with or
Impede State or Local Plans for Renewable Energy or Energy Efficiency) in
Section 4.6, “Energy,” (starting at page 4.6-18). Refer to Table 4.6-2 (page 4.620). The comment does not address what specific information or data are
missing from the draft EIR analysis of energy impacts. No further response can
be provided. Refer to Master Response MR-6 for discussion of how the County
appropriately uses the Background Report to describe the existing environmental
setting in the draft EIR.
The County has effectively and adequately analyzed the potential for
implementation of the 2040 General Plan to result in wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy, consistent with the 2019 revisions to
Appendix G checklist questions VI.a and VI.b, as explained on page 4.6-6 of the
draft EIR. There is no requirement to “judge whether implementation of the 2040
GP will have a beneficial, adverse or neutral impact on energy resources” as
asserted by the commenter. See also Section 4.17, “Utilities,” in the draft EIR,
which includes a discussion of the potential for the 2040 General Plan to require
the expansion of energy infrastructure.

O37-14

The comment asserts that the 2040 General Plan Policies HAZ-4.1, HAZ-4.15,
and Piru Area Plan Policy P-60.2 should be included in the analysis of whether
the 2040 General Plan would result in the loss of availability of a known
petroleum resource that would be of value to the region and residents of the
State (draft EIR Impact 4.12-4).
Policy HAZ-4.1 would prohibit habitable discretionary development in Earthquake
Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones unless a geologic investigation is performed and
appropriate and sufficient safeguards, based on this investigation, are
incorporated into the project design. The comment does not explain or address
why this policy addressing habitable development in Earthquake Fault-Rupture
Hazard Zones would result in the loss of a known petroleum resource of value to
the region and residents of the State. This policy would not change the draft EIR
impact conclusion for Impact 4.12-4 and no revisions to the draft EIR have been
made in response.
Through Policy HAZ-4.15 the County would require that potential ground surface
subsidence be evaluated prior to approval of new oil, gas, water or other
extraction well drilling permits and appropriate and sufficient safeguards are
incorporated into the project design and facility operation. The comment does not
explain or address why requiring the evaluation of and sufficient safeguards for
ground surface subsidence would result in the loss of a known petroleum
resource of value to the region and residents of the State. This policy would not
change the draft EIR impact conclusion for Impact 4.12-4 and no revisions to the
draft EIR have been made in response.
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Piru Area Plan Policy P-60.2 explains that the County shall prohibit development
in seismic and geologic hazard areas where hazards cannot be mitigated without
significant adverse environmental effects or where public expenditures for
mitigating would not be cost-effective. This policy applies to the Piru Area Plan.
The comment asserts that “cost effective” is a subjective standard, and then
speculates that as a result, this policy could potentially be over-applied to limit
any proposed development. The comment does not present any substantial
evidence in support of its assertion that a policy to prohibit development in
seismic and geologic hazard areas within the Piru Area Plan, subject to the
specific conditions described in P-60.2, would be “over-applied” by the County to
limit “any” proposed development in the unincorporated county, including,
presumably, new discretionary oil and gas development. This policy would not
change the draft EIR impact conclusion for Impact 4.12-4 and no revisions to the
draft EIR have been made in response.
O37-15

The comment requests that the draft EIR include a summary of the technical
assumptions and methods used in the GHG modeling so that the reader need
not refer to the appendices to “infer what assumptions were made.” For
clarification, note that the calculations used to prepare Appendix B of the 2040
General Plan, including GHG forecasting, were included in Appendix D of the
draft EIR. It is not necessary for the reader to refer to both appendices when
reviewing the draft EIR.
In its definition of an “Environmental Impact Report,” Public Resources Code
Section 21061 explains that where “information or data relevant” to an EIR “is a
matter of public record or generally available to the public (it) need not be
repeated in its entirety” in an EIR “but may be specifically cited as the source for
conclusions” so long as it is “briefly described,” its relationship to the EIR
explained, and available for public inspection. In this instance, the information
and data relied upon in the draft EIR are briefly described in Section 4.8,
“Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of the draft EIR and the modeling was made
available in the draft EIR as Appendix D, on the same 2040 General Plan
webpage where the draft EIR and other project materials were published, and as
a component of every printed copy distributed for public review. Consistent with
Section 15147 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the summarized information
contained in the draft EIR is “sufficient to permit full assessment of significant
environmental impacts by reviewing agencies and members of the public.”
The assumptions included in Appendix D to the draft EIR for the GHG emissions
inventory and projections are summarized in in the “Methodology,” subsection of
Section 4.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” on pages 4.8-4 through 4.8-6 of the
draft EIR. As noted by the commenter, Table 4.8-2 provides forecast emissions
by sector, which inform the analysis that follows. The underlying assumptions
used to formulate these projections have not been provided but are appropriately
noted in Appendix D to the draft EIR. The EIR is intended as a public disclosure
document that can be readily comprehended by the lay person; as such, it is
necessary and appropriate to summarize the results of the technical modeling.
Note that a revised version of draft EIR Appendix D is included as Attachment 2
to this final EIR. Appendix D has been revised to include more explicit data on
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the methods used to quantify emissions, especially as they relate to oil and gas
and solid waste emissions. Refer to Master Response MR-1 and responses to
comments O6-27 through O6-31 for a discussion of these revisions.
O37-16

The comment states that the draft EIR should account for the relative carbon
intensity value of crude oil produced in Ventura County. Refer to responses to
comments O2-6 and O6-33 regarding whether additional discussion of the
potential for GHG emissions from extraction of crude oil outside of the county
compared to extraction occurring within the county is appropriate for inclusion in
this draft EIR, and whether the inventory and forecasts used in the draft EIR
should account for the carbon intensity of crude oil production.

O37-17

The comment notes that the Background Report suggests a trend toward
reductions in oil production, but Appendix D to the draft EIR assumed an
increase in production. As explained in responses to comments O6-30 and O207, the upward trend shown in Appendix D was the artifact of a calculation error
that occurred when scaling the data. Appendix D has been revised and is
included as Attachment 2 to this final EIR. This correction eliminates the
inconsistency noted by the commenter but does not affect the analysis or
conclusions in the draft EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-1 for additional
discussion.
The comment also states that the draft EIR “singles out the oil and gas industry”
by including Policies COS-7.2, COS-7.4, COS-7.7, and COS-8.1, as well as
Implementation Program COS-M. Note, however, that these policies and
program were proposed by the County as part of the 2040 General Plan. The
draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects of these policies and programs; it
does propose them. Refer to Master Response MR-4 for further discussion of the
policies related to the oil and gas industry that have been proposed in the 2040
General Plan.

O37-18

The comment states that forecast GHG emissions for unincorporated Ventura
County should be removed from consideration in the EIR. See response to
comment O37-17, above, regarding the appropriate use of this data in the draft
EIR. Also, refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail why
recirculation of the draft EIR is not required.

O37-19

The comment asserts that the draft EIR targets violate CEQA case law and are
not based on substantial evidence. Refer to Master Response MR-1 for
discussion regarding GHG reduction target setting and alignment with State
targets.

O37-20

The comment asserts that Policies COS-7.2, COS-7.4, and COS-7.7 and
Implementation Program COS-M are likely preempted by federal law, violate
existing property rights or are infeasible. This comment as been noted by the
County; however, the comment does not elaborate on which federal law, types of
property rights, or indicators of feasibility could potentially be affected by these
policies and programs. The draft EIR properly analyzes the physical
environmental consequences of implementation of the 2040 General Plan,
including the above-mentioned policies and program. Refer to Master Response
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MR-4 for further discussion of the County’s authority to regulate oil and gas
development.
O37-21

The comment asserts that the draft EIR assumes that the 2040 General Plan
Policy COS-7.2 will result in lower GHG emissions but does not provide evidence
to justify this assumption.
In draft EIR Section 4.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” Policy COS-7.2 is listed
in Table 4.8-7 (page 4.8-45), which lists 52 policies from the 2040 General Plan
that are intended to result in GHG reductions, but are not associated with
implementation programs that would put these policies into action. Policy COS7.2 is listed in this table but is not otherwise referenced in Section 4.8 as
resulting in GHG reductions. Moreover, this policy was not modeled in the GHG
forecast to result in any measurable decrease in GHG emissions (refer to draft
EIR Table 4.8-5 [pages 4.8-39 to 4.8-40] draft EIR Appendix D).
As discussed Master Response MR-4, Policy COS-7.2 would reduce the
potential for sensitive receptors at residential dwellings and schools to be
exposed to air pollutants including toxic air contaminants associated with new oil
and gas wells. Reductions in GHG emissions are not described as a result of
Policy COS-7.2 in the draft EIR, MR-4, or elsewhere in the final EIR.
Policy COS-7.2 was inadvertently included in Table 4.8-7 in the draft EIR, and
the County has corrected this error in the final EIR to remove Policy COS-7.2
from Table 4.8-7, as shown below (page 4.8-45):
Table 4.8-7 GHG-Reducing Policies Not Associated with
Implementation Programs
GP Policy
Element

Policy

Land Use

LU-11.3, LU-11.4, LU-16.5, LU-16.9, LU-18.5

Circulation,
Transportation

CTM-2.5, CTM-2.6, CTM-2.7, CTM-2.8, CTM-2.9, CTM-2.11, CTM-2.17, CTM2.22, CTM-2.24, CTM-2.25, CTM-2.27, CTM-6.1, CTM-6.3, CTM-6.4, CTM6.5,CTM-6.6, CTM-6.7

Public Facilities

PFS-1.10, PFS-2.2, PFS-2.3, PFS-2.6, PFS-5.5, PFS-5.6, PFS-6.4, PFS-7.2, PFS7.6, PFS-12.4

Conservation

COS-1.13, COS-2.10, COS-3.3, COS-5.3, COS-7.2, COS-7.4, COS-7.8, COS-8.2,
COS-8.3, COS-8.4, COS-8.10, COS-9.1, COS-9.3

Hazard

HAZ-10.1, HAZ-1.3, HAZ-1.4, HAZ-10.1, HAZ-10.5, HAZ-10.6, HAZ-10.7, HAZ10.8, HAZ-11.9

Agriculture

AG-1.1, AG-3.2, AG-4.3, AG-4.4

Water

WR-4.4, WR-6.1, WR-6.2, WR-6.3

Economic Vitality

EV-4.4

Further, the comment notes that the discussion of potential effects of the
revisions to Policy COS-7.2 proposed in Mitigation Measure PR-1 in Section
4.12, “Mineral and Petroleum Resources,” of the draft EIR indicates that the
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revised policy may increase the import of oil and gas, but does not speculate
further about the potential environmental effects that could occur outside of the
planning area as a result. The comment questions the validity of this approach
based on the statement in Chapter 5, “Cumulative Impacts,” that the GHG
impacts discussed in Section 4.8, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” are cumulative
because climate change “is an inherently cumulative issue.” The comment also
asserts that the 2040 General Plan (specifically, Policies COS-7.2, COS-7.4,
COS-7.7, and COS-8.1, and Implementation Program COS-M) would result in an
increase in global GHG emissions due to the relative carbon intensity of oil
production outside of Ventura County and suggests that this increase should be
evaluated in the draft EIR.
Refer to Master Response MR-4 for discussion of environmental effects of oil
importation from outside the study area. Also refer to responses to comments
O2-6 and O6-33 for information on carbon intensity of oil and gas production
from various sources. As explained in these responses, it would not be
appropriate for the EIR to consider potential emissions resulting from increased
imports of oil and gas. No revisions to the draft EIR have been made in response
to this comment.
O37-22

The comment references suggested revisions to the draft EIR that were
presented in comment O37-21, above, and states that these revisions constitute
“significant new information” requiring recirculation of the draft EIR. See
response to comment O37-21, above, regarding the appropriate consideration of
Policies COS-7.2, COS-7.4, COS-7.7, COS-8.1, and Implementation Program M
in the draft EIR. Also, refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains in detail
why recirculation of the draft EIR is not required.

O37-23

The comment identifies a series policies and implementation programs that are
proposed in the 2040 General Plan and identified in the analysis in Section 4.8,
“Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of the draft EIR because of their potential to
reduce GHG emissions. The County’s justification and motivation to propose
these policies and programs is wholly outside the scope of the analysis required
by CEQA. There is no relevant substantial evidence standard for the policies and
implementation programs included in the 2040 General Plan. The commenter’s
concern about the potential for conflict between the policies and programs in the
2040 General Plan and disapproval of policies in the 2040 General Plan are
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a Final 2040
General Plan.

O37-24

The comment suggests that the effect of Mitigation Measure GHG-1, which
would prohibit natural gas infrastructure in new residential and commercial
development, on the cost of new housing must analyzed in draft EIR Section
4.14, “Population and Housing,” citing the City of San Luis Obispo as an example
of where an in-lieu fee can be paid if developers opt to continue to construct
mixed-fuel buildings. Note that Mitigation Measure GHG-1 does not include a
similar in-lieu fee provision. Further, there is no indication that home builders, if
given the option, would choose to pay an in-lieu fee and proceed to add the cost
onto the price of new homes.

Ventura County
2040 General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report

2-637

Comments and Responses to Comments

The population and housing effects of the proposed 2040 General Plan policies
are evaluated in the draft EIR in Section 4.14, “Population and Housing.” Using
the significance thresholds provided in the State CEQA Guidelines and adopted
in the County’s ISAG, the draft EIR analysis of housing impacts addresses
whether implementation of the 2040 General Plan would eliminate three or more
existing affordable housing units or displace substantial numbers of people or
housing units (Impact 4.14-1 starting at page 4.14-5) and result in low-income
employment opportunities that could generate demand for new housing that
exceeds the County’s inventory of land to develop low-income housing (Impact
4.14-3 starting on page 4.14-9). The draft EIR concludes that these impacts
would be less than significant because implementation of the 2040 General Plan
would not displace substantial numbers of housing units including affordable
housing units, and because the 2040 General Plan includes policies and
programs to provide adequate provision of low-income housing for projected
increases in low-income employment opportunities through 2040. The
implementation of these two mitigation measures and 2040 General Plan policy
would not result in direct or indirect impacts on affordable housing that are not
already analyzed in the draft EIR.
Refer to response to comment O24-4 for description of the analysis of population
and housing impacts conducted in the draft EIR, which include analysis of
whether implementation of the 2040 General Plan would eliminate three or more
existing affordable housing units or displace substantial numbers of people or
housing units (Impact 4.14-1 starting at page 4.14-5) and result in low-income
employment opportunities that could generate demand for new housing that
exceeds the County’s inventory of land to develop low-income housing (Impact
4.14-3 starting on page 4.14-9). The implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG1 would not result in direct or indirect impacts on affordable housing that are not
already analyzed in the draft EIR.
Analysis of the potential costs of Mitigation Measure GHG-1 on the cost of
housing has not been added to the draft EIR due to the uncertainty embedded in
these assumptions and because there is not a clear link between the potential for
increased housing costs and any adverse physical changes to the environment
not already addressed in the draft EIR. The commenter’s concern about the
potential for Mitigation Measure GHG-1 to affect housing affordability is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a Final 2040
General Plan.
O37-25

Refer to response to comment O37-23, above, regarding the proposed 2040
General Plan policies not being subject to a substantial evidence standard under
CEQA. The comment expresses an opinion about 2040 General Plan policies
and is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration before making a decision on adopting a Final 2040
General Plan.

O37-26

The comment asserts that 2040 General Plan Policy HAZ-6.8 (Airport Safety
Zones) should be evaluated in Section 4.12, “Mineral and Petroleum Resources,”
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in the draft EIR because it has potential to result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource. Through this policy, the County would designate land
within Airport Safety Zones as Agricultural or Open Space in the General Plan
land use diagram “and limit such land to the following uses: Agriculture and
agricultural operations; cemeteries; Energy production from renewable
resources; Mineral resources development; Public utility facilities; Temporary
storage of building materials; Waste treatment and disposal; or Water production
and distribution facilities.” It is not clear how allowing mineral resource
development within Airport Safety Zones would result in the loss of availability of
a known mineral resource. No revisions to the draft EIR have been made in
response this comment.
O37-27

Refer to response to comment O5-75 and Master Response MR-2 for discussion
of how the Urban and Existing Community area designations relate to the land
use designations and policies established in the 2040 General Plan.

O37-28

The comment cites text from draft EIR Section 4.11, “Land Use and Planning,”
which explains that the Area Plans do not contain unique policies relevant to the
analysis of potential land use and planning effects under the established
thresholds of significance. The comment further asserts that the following 2040
General Plan policies will result in “substantial changes and impacts to land use
programs and planning” in the North Ventura Avenue and Piru communities:
Policy COS-6.3, which promotes the local extraction of mineral resources locally,
Policy COS-6.4, which prohibits discretionary development within Mineral
Resource Zones that would significantly hamper or preclude access to or the
extraction of mineral resources, Policy COS-6.5 addressing compatibility of
discretionary development with mineral resources extraction and processing,
Policy COS-7.2 requiring that new discretionary oil wells be setback from
residential dwellings and schools, Policy COS-7.7 regarding pipeline conveyance
of oil and produced water for new discretionary oil wells, and Policy COS-7.8,
which prohibits flaring at new discretionary oil and gas wells except in cases of
emergency or for testing purposes.
As described in Chapter 3, “Project Description” (draft EIR page 3-10), the
County assessed the goals, policies, and programs in the existing Area Plans as
part of the 2040 General Plan update process. During preparation of the 2040
General Plan the North Ventura Avenue Area Plan and Piru Area Plan were
reviewed and assessed to compare the Area Plan goals, policies, and programs
with 2040 General Plan goals, policies, and programs to ensure internal
consistency. The North Ventura Area Plan and Piru Area Plan are components of
the 2040 General Plan under evaluation in the draft EIR. Therefore, no
piecemealing has occurred as asserted by the comment.
The draft EIR evaluates the land use and planning impacts of the 2040 General
Plan in Section 4.11, “Land Use and Planning,” including whether it would result
in physical development incompatible with existing land uses, architectural form
and style, site design/layout, or density/parcel sizes within any community
(Impact 4.11-1, page 4.11-18); the physical division of an established community
(Impact 4.11-2, page 4.11-21); and a significant environmental impact due to a
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conflict with a regional plan, policy, or program adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect (Impact 4.11-3, page 4.11-22). The
issues raised in this comment could not result in a significant environmental
impact due to a plan conflict under Impact 4.11-3 because the Area Plans
referenced are part of the 2040 General Plan. The comment does not explain
how the 2040 General Plan policies it cites would result in significant impacts in
these communities and whether or how such impacts would differ from the draft
EIR impact conclusions. No further response is required and no revisions to the
draft EIR have been made in response to this comment.
O37-29

The comment addresses policies proposed in the 2040 General Plan and is not
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. Policy COS-6.5 would apply to new
discretionary development that is proposed in areas where there is mapping to
suggest that mineral resources are present. It would require a study to determine
“if the use would significantly hamper or preclude access to the extraction of
mineral resources” and establishment of appropriate buffers from existing mining
to avoid land use conflicts. The commenter’s notes about petroleum reserve
studies conducted for existing extraction activities are not relevant to the
application of the policy. However, this comment is acknowledged for the record
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration before
making a decision on adopting a Final 2040 General Plan.

O37-30

This comment asserts that the draft EIR should evaluate the potential impacts of
Policy COS-6.5 on affordable housing requirements in Section 4.14, “Population
and Housing.” Refer to the response to comment O37-29 for description of this
policy.
Refer to response to comment O24-4 for description of the analysis of population
and housing impacts conducted in the draft EIR, which include analysis of
whether implementation of the 2040 General Plan would eliminate three or more
existing affordable housing units or displace substantial numbers of people or
housing units (Impact 4.14-1 starting at page 4.14-5) and result in low-income
employment opportunities that could generate demand for new housing that
exceeds the County’s inventory of land to develop low-income housing (Impact
4.14-3 starting on page 4.14-9). Because Policy COS-6.5 would require that
discretionary development not hamper or preclude access to the extraction of
mineral resources it would not result in impacts to housing, including affordable
housing, under Impacts 4.14-1 to 4.14-3). Also refer to Master Response MR-3
explaining that the 2040 General Plan is in compliance with RHNA requirements
and State housing law.

O37-31
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The commenter recommends that the text referring to “oil and gas wells” related
to Impact 4.11-1 (Result in Physical Development That Is Incompatible With Land
Uses, Architectural Form Or Style, Site Design/Layout, Or Density/Parcel Sizes
Within Existing Communities) in the draft EIR on page 4.11-18 be changed to “oil
and gas production” in the second and third paragraphs. These paragraphs
discuss the allowed uses in the County’s zoning ordinance for Rural, Open
Space and Agricultural zone classifications. Specifically, pursuant to the NonCoastal Zoning Ordinance Section 8105-4, Permitted Uses in Open Space,
Agricultural, Residential and Special Purpose zones (page 5-4), oil and gas
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exploration and production is a compatible land use allowed in these zone
classifications, with a Conditional Use Permit. In response to this comment, the
draft EIR, Section 4.11, “Land Use Planning,” (page 4.11-18), will be revised as
follows:
The Rural land use designation would allow for low-density and lowintensity land uses such as residential estates and other rural uses which
are maintained in conjunction with agricultural and horticultural uses or in
conjunction with the keeping of farm animals for recreational purposes,
greenhouses, as principal and accessory structures related to agriculture,
and also oil and gas wells exploration and production, all of which would
apply to approximately 0.9 percent of land in the unincorporated county.
Approximately 97.1 percent of the unincorporated county would remain
designated as either Open Space (approximately 88 percent) or
Agriculture (approximately 9 percent) under the 2040 General Plan. The
Open Space land use designation would allow low intensity development
with a minimum parcel size of 10 acres and 1 dwelling unit per parcel.
Other uses could include composting operations, greenhouses,
correctional institutions, fire stations, and oil and gas wells exploration and
production. The Agriculture land use designation would allow for
development of one dwelling unit per parcel and a minimum parcel size of
40 acres. Other uses could include greenhouses, as principal and
accessory structures related to agriculture, and composting operations.
Proposed policies of the 2040 General Plan addressing flaring and
trucking associated with new discretionary oil and gas wells could result in
the construction and operation of new pipelines for the conveyance of oil,
gas, or produced water.
These changes do not change the conclusions or findings of the draft EIR;
therefore, no further changes are needed to address this comment.
O37-32

The comment references page 4.11-21 in the draft EIR and states that “the
change in land use designations and new requirements for discretionary review
would turn existing ministerial actions into discretionary permits” and that this
change is “a Class II Significant Impact” under Impact 4.11-1. It is not clear from
review of this comment or from review of draft EIR page 4.11-21 what “change in
land use designations” and “new requirements for discretionary review” the
commenter is referring to. The reference to a “Class II Significant Impact” is also
unclear. The draft EIR impact analysis conducted for Impact 4.11-1 is
summarized below. No further response to the issues raised in this comment can
be provided.
Impact 4.11-1 requires evaluation of whether implementation of the 2040 General
Plan would result in physical development that is incompatible with existing land
uses, architectural form or style, site design/layout, or density/parcel sizes within
any communities. As described on page 4.11-19 of the draft EIR, by making
refinements to the Existing Community and Urban land use designations of the
existing general plan, the 2040 General Plan would more clearly distinguish
among land uses allowed within each designation and set forth maximum
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development density and intensity standards. Further, the refined land use
designations of the 2040 General Plan would result in future development that is
compatible with the land uses, densities, and parcel sizes of existing
communities. Therefore, as described on page 4.11-21 of the draft EIR, policies
and programs in the 2040 General Plan would not result in physical development
that is incompatible with existing land uses, architectural form or style, site
design/layout, or density/parcel sizes within existing communities. Impacts were
determined to be less than significant and therefore, no mitigation is required.
O37-33

The comment asserts that Section 4.12, “Mineral and Petroleum Resources,”
provides an “incomplete” regulatory setting; noting that the regulations presented
are “a small fraction of the comprehensive regulatory oversight for oil and gas
operations in California.” The comment refers to Attachment 4 to the main body
of the letter, which provides a 15-page list of regulations. The comment does not,
however, provide any evidence that specific regulations are absent from the
regulatory setting that would inform the analysis or conclusions in the drat EIR.
The County is not required to include a complete accounting of all regulations
that pertain to the petroleum industry in the draft EIR. The State CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15125 indicate that “the environmental setting shall be no
longer than is necessary to provide an understanding of the significant
environmental effects of the proposed project and its alternatives.” Therefore, no
revisions to the draft EIR have been made in response to this comment. Note,
however, that the County has revised the regulatory setting to include an
enhanced discussion of CALGEM’s regulations. Refer to Chapter 3, “Revisions to
the Draft EIR.”
All comment letters submitted to the County on the draft EIR are provided with
complete attachments in Attachment 1 to this final EIR.

O37-34

The comment states that the draft EIR includes a “potentially significant
underestimate” of the loss of availability of a known petroleum resource of value
to the region and residents of the State because Background Report Figure 8-10
maps petroleum fields, which do not correspond to the known extent of
recoverable reserves. Although the commenter makes specific factual assertions
regarding the known existence of oil reserves not reflected in the Background
Report Figure 8-10, the comment does not explain or cite substantial evidence
supporting its asserted facts. As a result, the comment’s accuracy is not known
and cannot be independently assessed. Regardless, the comment’s factual
assertions, even if accurate, do not affect the analyses or conclusions of the draft
EIR and therefore no revisions have been made in response to the comment.
Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.L, “Oilfield Reserves,” regarding
the findings and conclusions related to access to oil reserves.
Figure 8-10 is referenced in the analysis of the potential for the 2040 General
Plan to result in development near mapped petroleum resources (Impact 4.12-3
beginning on page 4.12-11). As explained in the draft EIR, this impact would be
significant and unavoidable because there are no actions or policies that the
County could feasibly mandate to fully reduce the impact that Policy COS 7.2
would have on hampering or precluding access to petroleum resources (see draft
EIR page 4.12-22). Expanding the analysis to include a map of the full extent of
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potential petroleum reserves would not substantially affect the analysis or
conclusions of the draft EIR; although it demonstrates that reserves may extend
beyond the oil fields mapped used in the analysis, which could reduce the
anticipated effect on access to petroleum reserves. The analysis of loss of
availability of a known petroleum resources in Impact 4.12-4 (beginning on page
4.12-22 of the draft EIR) similarly relies on mapped petroleum fields. To the
extent actual petroleum reserves are larger than depicted in the mapping, this
could reduce the anticipated effect of the 2040 General Plan by permitting further
flexibility in well siting and access to pipelines. Therefore, reliance on maps of
petroleum fields has not resulted in an underestimate of impacts.
O37-35

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.L, “Oil Reserves,” for a
discussion of the estimated reserves in Ventura County.

O37-36

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.H, “Buffers (Setback),” and
Section MR-4.E, “Applicability of Reference Studies for Oil and Gas Operations,”
regarding the findings and conclusions related to setbacks and the adequacy of
the reports relied upon for these findings and conclusions. With respect to the
commenter’s raising the potential for inconsistency in treatment of hazards,
Section 4.9, “Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire,” in the draft EIR
addresses specifically the threat of upset and accident conditions, while Policies
COS-7.2 and COS-7.3 address the risks associated with air quality and safety
conditions during normal operations. The remainder of the comment
addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not related to the
adequacy of the draft EIR. However, this comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration
prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040 General Plan.

O37-37

The comment notes that page 4.12-18 in Section 4.12, “Mineral and Petroleum
Resources,” mentions Assembly Bill 345 and inaccurately states that Mitigation
Measure “relies” on this proposed legislation. In fact, page 4.12-18 is the analysis
of Impact 4.12-3 (Result in Development on or Adjacent to Existing Petroleum
Resources Extraction Sites or Areas Where Petroleum Resources Are Zoned,
Mapped, or Permitted for Extraction, Which Could Hamper or Preclude Access to
the Resources). The analysis of the 2040 General Plan, which includes setback
requirements in Policy COS-7.2, on page 4.12-18 describes the setback
requirements in the bill and accurately notes:
The bill was removed from the docket for the 2019 legislative session but
will be eligible for consideration again in 2020. The above discussion
presents the potential benefits of the proposed setback policies designed
to protect sensitive receptors from adverse health and safety outcomes
related to nearby oil and gas development.
Therefore, Assembly Bill 345 informs the discussion. It has not been applied as if
adopted regulation. No revisions to the draft EIR have been made in response to
this comment.

O37-38

The comment suggests that Policy COS-7.2 would result in a reciprocal buffer
requirement that would apply to both new discretionary oil wells and other
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development, including housing. It asserts that the draft EIR should analyze the
impacts of the buffer requirement for housing on the availability of affordable
housing. However, the language of Policy COS-7.2 does not support the
comment’s claims. For one, the policy requires that new discretionary oil wells be
located specified distances from residential dwellings and schools; it does not
apply to the location of new residential dwellings or housing. Policy COS-7.2
states: “The County shall require new discretionary oil wells to be located a
minimum of 1,500 feet from residential dwellings and 2,500 from any school.” As
revised through Mitigation Measure PR-1 in the draft EIR, the policy would read:
“The County shall require that new discretionary oil and gas wells be sited a
minimum of 1,500 feet from the well head to sensitive use structures which include
dwellings, childcare facilities, hospitals, health clinics, and school property lines.”

Moreover, requiring new discretionary oil wells to be located certain distances
from existing residential dwellings and schools would not affect or limit existing or
new affordable housing. Specifically, it would not eliminate existing affordable
housing (Impact 4.14-1), induce substantial unplanned growth (Impact 4.14-2), or
result in low-income employment that could generate demand for new housing
that exceeds the County’s inventory of land to develop low-income housing
(Impact 4.14-3). For these reasons, no revisions have been made to the draft
EIR in response to this comment.
O37-39

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.E, “Applicability of Reference
Studies for Oil and Gas Operations,” regarding the validity of relying on this and
related reports.

O37-40

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.I, “Directional Drilling,” regarding
the findings and conclusions of the draft EIR related to directional drilling.

O37-41

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.B, “Antiquated Permits and
Takings,” regarding vested rights and takings of private property.

O37-42

Refer to Master Response MR-4 for Oil and Gas, Section MR-4.K, “Effects
Outside the Study Area,” regarding the findings and conclusions related to
analysis of effects outside the study area.

O37-43

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.B, “Antiquated Permits and
Takings,” regarding antiquated permits, vested rights, and takings of private
property.

O37-44

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.D, “Mitigation Measures and the
Role of the Board of Supervisors,” and Section MR-4.G, “Pipeline Requirements,”
regarding the findings and conclusions related to pipelines.

O37-45

The comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan and is not
related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-4,
Section MR-4.F, “Flaring,” regarding the findings and conclusions related to
flaring. Additionally, the commenter indicates that the draft EIR provides no
substantial evidence for the assertion that Policy COS-7.8 could effectively
prohibit new discretionary oil and gas wells throughout the county.
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The draft EIR (pages 4.12-24 to 25) presents an assumption for purposes of the
EIR analysis that any existing oil wells located within a 2-mile radius of a major
oil or gas transmission pipeline could be connected to these transmission lines
through smaller gathering or minor pipelines. Furthermore, it assumes that these
facilities have the operational ability to meet the American Petroleum Institute
(API) gravity thresholds and standards required to convey their oil through a
major oil transmission pipeline.
Conversely, it is also assumed that the 472 active and idle oil wells (Figure 4.124, page 4-12-25) located outside the 2-mile radius of a major transmission
pipeline are not connected to these lines. And that these oil operators would not
have the operational ability to meet the API gravity thresholds and standards
required to convey their oil through a major oil transmission pipeline. Therefore, it
is assumed that most operators located beyond the 2-mile radius of a major
transmission pipeline would not be able to comply with the pipeline requirements
of Policy COS-7.7 due to the technological and economic infeasibility of installing
lengthier pipelines greater than 2 miles from new oil wells to a major oil
transmission lines or due to the additional on-site production facilities to process
crude oil in order to comply with API gravity thresholds and standards in order to
convey oil through a major oil transmission pipeline.
The draft EIR also acknowledges that the 3,545 active and idle oil wells (Figure
4.12-4, page 4-12-25) located within the 2-mile radius of a major oil transmission
pipelines represent a larger clustering of these operations which is likely a
function of greater opportunities for oil extraction and technological or
economically feasible access to a major oil transmission line. However, those oil
operators within the 2-mile radius of a major oil transmission pipeline may be
effectively prohibited by Policy COS-7.7 if connection to existing smaller
gathering or minor pipelines, which can connect to a major oil transmission
pipeline, or additional on-site production facilities to process crude oil in order to
comply with API gravity thresholds and standards in order to convey oil through a
major oil transmission pipeline, are not technologically or economically feasible.
The draft EIR acknowledges and discloses that Policy COS-7.7 may prohibit the
development of new oil and gas wells in the unincorporated areas of the county
and cause a potentially significant under Impact 4.12-4 (Result in the Loss of
Availability of a Known Petroleum Resource That Would Be of Value to the
Region and the Residents of the State) on page 4.12-22. The draft EIR also
indicates that with implementation of Mitigation Measure PR-2 (Revised Policy
COS-7.7: Limited Conveyance for Oil and Produced Water), this impact would be
reduced to less than significant. Based on the analysis presented in the draft EIR
and Mitigation Measure PR-2 which would reduce this impact to less than
significant, the commenter’s assertions do not affect the findings of the EIR and
no additional changes are required.
Additional comments from this letter are acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration prior to making a
decision on adopted a Final 2040 General Plan.
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O37-46

Refer to Master Response MR-4, Section MR-4.A, “County’s Authority to
Regulate Oil and Gas Development,” and Section MR-4.B, “Antiquated Permits
and Takings,” regarding policy issues, police power preemption, antiquated
permits, vested rights and takings of private raised by this comment. The
remainder of the comment addresses implementation of the 2040 General Plan
and is not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR. This comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their consideration prior to making a decision on adopting a final 2040
General Plan.

O37-47

This comment addresses the draft EIR’s discussion of two alternatives
considered but rejected from further evaluation: Section 6.4.4, Limit Active and
Idle Wells and Reduce Oil Well Emissions Alternative, and Section 6.4.5,
Eliminate or Reduce Existing Oil and Gas Wells or Production Alternative. The
comment states that the draft EIR analysis of alternatives considered but not
evaluated further is not adequate because the rationale for rejection of
alternatives is not provided. Thus, the commenter concludes that the draft EIR
should be recirculated.
Regarding the Limit Active and Idle Wells and Reduce Oil Well Emissions
Alternative, the comment references the draft EIR discussion of reasons the
alternative was rejected from detailed consideration (page 6-9), which states that
it was rejected, in part, because major elements of this alternative are already
included in the 2040 General Plan, including Policies COS-7.2, COS-7.8, and
COS-7.9. Policy COS-7.2 would require that new oil wells subject to discretionary
approval are located a minimum of 1,500 feet from residential dwellings and
2,500 feet from any school. Policy COS-7.8 would require oil wells to use
pipelines to convey oil and produced water (rather than trucking) and Policy
COS-7.9 would require that gases emitted from all new discretionary oil and gas
wells are collected and used or removed for sale or proper disposal (rather than
flaring) except for cases of emergency or for testing purposes.
After referencing the draft EIR discussion of reasons the alternatives was
rejected, the commenter then asserts that the Limit Active and Idle Wells and
Reduce Oil Well Emissions Alternative was not actually rejected from further
consideration in the draft EIR, and that the draft EIR does not provide any
reasons for rejection of this alternative, because the 2040 General Plan includes
major elements of this alternative. This is not the case. The draft EIR properly
rejects this alternative from further consideration in the analysis of alternatives to
the 2040 General Plan (Chapter 6), in part, because of its similarity to the 2040
General Plan. The draft EIR does not dispute that the 2040 General Plan
includes major elements of the Limit Active and Idle Wells and Reduce Oil Well
Emissions Alternative, rather it explicitly acknowledges this. This alternative was
also rejected from detailed consideration in the draft EIR because it focuses on
one specific land use and does not comprehensively address most of the basic
project objectives (draft EIR page 6-9).
Regarding the Eliminate or Reduce Existing Oil and Gas Wells or Production
Alternative, the comment references draft EIR discussion of the reasons for
rejection and feasibility issues and provides commentary on what the draft EIR
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“attempts” to do with this discussion. The comment asserts that the reasons for
rejection of this alternative are at odds with an ongoing effort by the County that
is separate from the 2040 General Plan to consider amending its zoning
ordinances to require a discretionary permit modification to authorize new oil and
gas developments under antiquated use permits. These comments addressing
the Eliminate or Reduce Existing Oil and Gas Wells or Production Alternative are
not related to the adequacy of the draft EIR and no revisions to the draft EIR are
required. Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the alternatives analysis in the
draft EIR meets CEQA requirements. Also, refer to Master Response MR-7,
which explains in detail why recirculation of the draft EIR is not required.
O37-48

This comment is a concluding statement and does not raise a significant
environmental issue for which a response is required.
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Letter
O38

Western States Petroleum Association and California Independent
Petroleum Association
Cathy Reheis-Boyd, President
February 27, 2020

O38-1

The description of the role of the commenting organization and the economic
importance of the oil and gas industry in Ventura County are noted. This
comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental
issue for which a response is required.

O38-2

The comment states that the draft EIR does not include analysis of the economic
impacts of the proposed 2040 General Plan policies. However, EIRs are not
required to treat a project’s economic or social effects as significant effects on
the environment (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15131). Social and economic effects
need only be considered in an EIR where there is a clear link between those
economic or social effects and physical environmental changes. The economic
issues raised in this comment would not result in any adverse physical changes
to the environment not already addressed in the draft EIR.
The comment also references an attachment to the main body of the letter. The
County has reviewed the attachment(s) and determined that they do not contain
comment on the content or conclusions of the draft EIR, nor do they raise any
significant environmental issues for which a response is required. All comment
letters submitted to the County on the draft EIR are provided with complete
attachments in Attachment 1 to this final EIR.
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Letter
O39
O39-1
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Wishtoyo Chumash Foundation
Tevin Schmitt, Watershed Scientist
February 25, 2020
The draft EIR was available for a 45-day review period from January 13, 2020, to
February 27, 2020, in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(Pub. Res. Code, § 21091). The commenter’s request for extension of the
comment period has been noted. No extension of the comment period was
granted.
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Letter
O40

The Wood-Claeyssens Foundation
Noelle C Burkey, Chief Executive Officer
February 21, 2020

O40-1

Refer to Master Response MR-5 for a discussion of the feasibility of Mitigation
Measure AG-2.

O40-2

The text provided by the commenter in quotes—“water for irrigation will be
reduced as a result of the implementation of the 2040 General Plan”—is not
found on page 2-17 of the draft EIR. The quoted text is also not found in Section
4.2, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources.” The quoted text does not accurately
reflect the conclusions of the draft EIR. Refer to response to comment A13-11.
The comment also includes the incorrect assertion that Section 4.11, “Minerals
and Petroleum Resources,” does not evaluate the effects of the 2040 General
Plan on access to oil reserves. Refer to the discussion of Impact 4.12-3 (Result
in Development on or Adjacent to Existing Petroleum Resources Extraction Sites
or Areas Where Petroleum Resources Are Zoned, Mapped, or Permitted for
Extraction, Which Could Hamper or Preclude Access to the Resources)
beginning on page 4.12-11 of the draft EIR.

O40-3

Refer to Master Response MR-6 for discussion of how the County appropriately
uses the Background Report to describe the existing environmental setting in the
draft EIR.

O40-4

The comment requests that the County correct and recirculate the draft EIR. For
the reasons provided in responses to comments O40-1 through O40-3, above,
the draft EIR is adequate. Also, refer to Master Response MR-7, which explains
in detail why recirculation of the draft EIR is not required.
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