East Area 1 Specific Plan FEIR

Responses to Comments

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE FINAL DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE EAST AREA 1
SPECIFIC PLAN
State Clearinghouse No. 2006071134
1.0

PUBLIC NOTICE

The City of Santa Paula submitted the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the proposed East
Area 1 Specific Plan to the State Clearinghouse (SCH) on November 16, 2007. A Notice of Completion
(NOC) was posted at the SCH and a Notice of Availability (NOA) was posted at the Ventura County Clerk’s
Office on November 16, 2007. The NOC and NOA for the Draft EIR are provided in Attachment A of this
Response to Comments Report. The NOA was sent to interested individuals, and federal, state and local
agencies. The distribution list for the Draft EIR is provided in Attachment B of this Responses to
Comments Report. The public review period for the Draft EIR was greater than 45 days (November 16, 2007
through January 7, 2008). In addition to the distribution of the Draft EIR to agencies and interested
individuals, the Draft EIR was made available during regular business hours for public review at the
following locations:
City of Santa Paula, Planning Department, 200 South Tenth Street, Santa Paula, CA 93060
City of Santa Paula, City Hall (City Clerk’s Office), 970 E. Ventura Street, Santa Paula, CA
93060
Blanchard Community Library, 119 North 8th Street, Santa Paula, CA 93060
Ventura County Clerk’s Office, Hall of Administration, Main Plaza, 800 South Victoria Avenue,
Ventura, CA 93009-1210
Copies of the Draft EIR were also made available for purchase at the City of Santa Paula’s Planning
Department either as a hard copy or on compact discs (CDs). The Draft EIR was posted on the City’s
website at: http://www.ci.santa-paula.ca.us/eastareaone/index.htm for public review in a portable data file
(PDF) format.

2.0

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING
THE PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS FOR THE FINAL EIR

Written comments on the Draft EIR received during the public review period are included in this Section.
Responses to these comments are provided following each comment letter. When a comment is made by
multiple parties, the response is provided the first time the comment is made and all later similar
comments are referred back to that response.
The format of the responses to all the comments is based on a unique letter and number code for each
comment. The letter and number immediately following the letter refer to an individual agency, business,
group, organization or member of the general public comment letter. The number at the end of the code
refers to a specific comment within the individual letter. Therefore, each comment has a unique code
assignment. For example, comment S1-1 is the first comment in letter S1.
Section 15204(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines indicates that “When
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not
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need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is
made in the EIR.” Some of the comments received on the Draft EIR for the East Area 1 Specific Plan
project raised issues which are not environmental issues or provided comments or opinions on the project
unrelated to specific environmental issues. The responses to comments on the Draft EIR specifically
focus on those comments that relate to potentially significant environmental issues, consistent with the
requirements of Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines.
The written comments received on the Draft EIR included letters. Written comments on the Draft EIR for
the proposed East Area 1 Specific Plan project were received from the following:

2.1

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM STATE AGENCIES

S1
S2
S3
S4

Public Utilities Commission (December 28, 2007).
California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics (November 26, 2007).
Department of Toxic Substances Control (January 7, 2008).
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (January 8, 2008).

2.2

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM REGIONAL AGENCIES

R1

Southern California Association of Governments (January 3, 2008).

2.3

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM QUASI-GOVERNMENTAL
AGENCIES

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5
Q6
Q7

United Water Conservation District (January 4, 2008).
Santa Paula Elementary School District (January 7, 2008).
Santa Paula Union High School District (January 3, 2008).
Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (January 7, 2008).
United Water Conservation District (January 30, 2008).
Santa Paula Union High School District (February 1, 2008).
Ventura County Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee (February 4, 2008).

2.4

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM COUNTY AND CITY
AGENCIES

C1
C2

County of Ventura Resource Management Agency (January 7, 2008).
Ventura County Watershed Protection District, Planning and Regulatory Division (December
20, 2007).
County of Ventura Public Works Agency, Transportation Department (December 27, 2007).
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (January 7, 2008).
County of Ventura, Planning Division (January 7, 2008).
City of Fillmore (February 12, 2008).
City of Ojai (January 7, 2008).

C3
C4
C5
C6
C7

2.5

WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM MEMBERS OF THE
GENERAL PUBLIC

GP1
GP2
GP3

Sierra Club, Los Padres Chapter (January 7, 2008).
Friends of the Santa Clara River (January 4, 2008).
Limoneira Company (January 7, 2008).
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S1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
RECEIVED, DECEMBER 28, 2007

S1-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

S1-2

As noted in Section 4.4 (Transportation & Circulation) of the Draft EIR, the analysis concluded
that traffic volumes for roadways and intersections would increase. This would also occur for
those roadways that intersect the Fillmore & Western Railway Company right-of-way.
Pedestrian circulation at Telegraph Road/Hallock Drive would increase due to the additional onsite population. However, mitigation measure identified within the Draft EIR reduced these
impacts to less than significant levels.
The existing crossing at Padre Lane would be abandoned and a new at-grade crossing would be
constructed at Telegraph Road/Hallock Drive. Coordination with the California Public Utilities
Commission (Commission) and other applicable agencies will be undertaken in advance of design
and construction of the crossing. The City will work closely with the Commission and other
applicable agencies in order to ensure that all concerns are addressed.

S1-3

See responses S1-2 above of this FEIR’s Responses to Comments document. In addition, the
analysis contained within Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR determined that with the implementation
of mitigation measures, all traffic impacts could be mitigated to below levels of significance and
as such, no additional grade separations for any major thoroughfares would be required. In
addition, the City will work with the Commission to ensure that a fencing plan for the vicinity of
Telegraph Road/Hallock Drive is developed and meets its standards and recommendations. As
such, a new mitigation measure has been included within the FEIR to address fencing
requirements in the vicinity of Telegraph Road/Hallock Drive (see Section 4.4 of the FEIR’s
Clarifications & Revisions document). Therefore, based upon the analysis contained within
Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, that contained above and the new mitigation measure proposed to
address fencing along the at-grade crossing at Telegraph Road/Hallock Drive, impacts would
continue to be less than significant.

.
S1-4

Comment noted. No response necessary.

S1-5

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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S2

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION, DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS, RECEIVED
NOVEMBER 26, 2007

S2-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

S2-2

Comment noted. No response necessary.

S2-3

Per applicable statute requirements all potential buyers will be notified of the property’s inclusion
within an airport influence area. The following statement will be included within all required
disclosures:
“NOTICE OF AIRPORT IN VICINITY
This property is presently located in the vicinity of an airport, within what is known as an airport
influence area. For that reason, the property may be subject to some of the annoyances or
inconveniences associated with proximity to airport operations (for example: noise, vibration, or
odors). Individual sensitivities to those annoyances can vary from person to person. You may
wish to consider what airport annoyances, if any, are associated with the property before you
complete your purchase and determine whether they are acceptable to you.”
In addition, the City will coordinate with the Santa Paula Airport concerning existing and future
airport operations to ensure that the proposed project is compatible with these activities.

S2-4

Comment noted. No response necessary.

S2-5

Comment noted. In addition, the City will coordinate with the Federal Aviation Administration
to determine if the proposed project would require a Notice of Proposed Construction or
Alteration permit.

S2-6

Comment noted. In addition, City staff will work closely with Santa Paula Airport staff to ensure
that land use compatibility issues are addressed early in the planning process and necessary
changes made to project components.

S2-7

Comment noted. No response necessary.

S2-8

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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S3

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC
SUBSTANCES CONTROL, RECEIVED JANUARY 7, 2008

S3-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

S3-2

Comment noted. In addition, Section 4.10 (Hazards & Hazardous Materials) of the Draft EIR
noted that agricultural chemicals and household cleaners and solvents are presently utilized onsite. Moreover, it was acknowledged that minor quantities of hazardous materials could have
been spilled due to human error at the project site. However, none of the hazardous materials
used at the existing site are considered acutely hazardous or could potentially affect groundwater
quality, based upon use and concentration levels typical of these land uses.
As noted in Section 4.10.1.2 (Potential Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials) of the Draft
EIR, the results of the Phase II Assessment analyses were as follows: 1) the agricultural areas
showed trace amounts of gamma-chlordane, alphachlordane, and DDT and its metabolites; 2) the
pesticide shed showed no detectable concentrations of pesticides; 3) the former underground
storage tank had no detectable concentrations of total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), volatile
organic compounds (BTEX), or fuel oxygenates (TBA, DIPE, ETBE, TAME and MTBE); and 4)
the above ground diesel tanks had no detectable concentrations of hydrocarbons.
As noted in the Draft EIR, all the samples collected on-site were below both the screening
threshold and the remediation threshold as established by EPA Region 9 and would not result in
hazards to public health or the environment.
Based upon information contained within Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR and that noted above, no
further investigations or remediation activities are required that will require the preparation of a
Work Plan.

S3-3

Comment noted. In addition, refer to response S3-2 above of this FEIR Responses to Comments
document.

S3-4

Comment noted. In addition, refer to response S3-2 above of this FEIR Responses to Comments
document.

S3-5

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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S4

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING
AND RESEARCH, RECEIVED JANUARY 8, 2008

S4-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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R1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS, RECEIVED JANUARY 3, 2008

R1-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

R1-2

Comment noted. No response necessary.

R1-3

Comment noted. No response necessary.

R1-4

Comment noted. A copy of the FEIR will be provided as requested.

R1-5

Comment noted. No response necessary.

R1-6

The analysis contained within Section 4.16 (Population & Housing) of the Draft EIR utilized the
population, employment and housing forecasts contained within the Southern California
Association of Governments’ 2004 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) (2004). As you will note
in Section 4.16.4.1 (Population), 4.16.4.2 (Housing) and 4.16.4.3 (Employment) the estimates
utilized are consistent with the RTP.
The proposed project is currently contained within unincorporated Ventura County, but is a
planned Expansion Area identified by the City’s General Plan. In addition, the project site is
planned for annexation by the City. Pending annexation approval by the Ventura Local Agency
Formation Commission, the project site would no longer be a part of unincorporated Ventura
County, but would be subject to the jurisdiction of the City. The analysis contained within
Section 4.16 reflected this assumption and as such, addressed the project’s consistency with the
City’s General Plan concerning population and housing. However, consistency with SCAG’s
adopted forecasts was also evaluated. As noted in its letter to the City, SCAG confirmed that the
proposed project is consistent with these forecasts.
Section 6.0 (Growth Inducing Impacts) of the Draft EIR evaluated the proposed project’s
consistency with the Regional Housing Needs Assessment and Jobs-Housing Balance. As noted
in this section, the proposed project’s phased approach (i.e., four phases completed by 2020) was
determined to contribute to SCAG’s general timeframe noted for Regional Statistical Area
(RSA) 2 (in which the proposed project is located) in which this area of the County would
transition to a “jobs rich” area by 2025. This section of the Draft EIR also noted that during this
time period, some residents of East Area 1 would be required to commute to local job centers in
Ventura.
Sections 4.4 (Transportation & Circulation), 4.5 (Air Quality) and 7.0 (Cumulative Impacts) of
the Draft EIR evaluated potential project impacts related to transportation and air quality. This
analysis considered potential impacts to these parameters from future residents and others who
would access the project site. The analysis concluded that with the implementation of mitigation
measures, traffic and circulation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels.
However, the proposed project was determined to result in significant and unavoidable impacts
related to reactive organic compounds (ROC) and nitrogen oxides (NOx).

R1-7

Table 2-8 of the East Area 1 Specific Plan Fiscal Analysis of Annexation (November 12, 2007)
indicates housing product type prices would vary, but are anticipated to range from $769,000 for
single-family, detached unit to $485,500 for a single-family, attached unit. The estimated price
for a multi-family unit was noted at $301,000, while work-live and assisted living units were
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anticipated to be $250,000. These prices were also determined to be within the range of housing
prices (by product type) for the City and County of Ventura as whole.
R1-8

Section 6.0 (Growth Inducing Impacts) of the Draft EIR contains a detailed analysis of the
proposed project’s consistency with SCAG’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment and JobsHousing Balance. As noted on pages 6-6 and 6-7 of the Draft EIR, the analysis acknowledged
that the proposed project would result in a jobs shortfall ranging from 465 to 900 jobs. However,
the analysis also noted the following:
“However, it should be noted that the proposed project would be built in four phases, taking
some ten (10) years to complete.1 Although market conditions could affect the phasing and
implementation schedule, it is anticipated that approximately 32 percent (140,000 square feet) of
the total non-residential land uses would be in place by year five of the preliminary phasing
plan.2 During this same five year period approximately 43 percent (650 dwelling units) of the
total residential uses could be built. During the remaining five years of the project the
outstanding balance of non-residential (295,000 square feet) and residential uses (850 dwelling
units) would be constructed.3
This phased development approach is notable since it would coincide with the general timeframe
identified by SCAG in which RSA 2 and Ventura County as a whole are anticipated to become
“jobs rich” by 2025. The phased development would contribute to this overall beneficial trend.
Moreover, it would allow for a gradual integration of the housing and employment created by the
proposed project into the existing Ventura County employment centers. Additionally, the
employment component would also be anticipated to reduce the overall jobs/housing balance for
the City of Santa Paula specifically and RSA 2 generally, since some of those persons which
currently commute outside of these areas may occupy jobs created by the project’s nonresidential land uses. It is anticipated that the jobs shortfall which would result from the
proposed project could reasonably be expected to be accommodated by the County’s existing or
future employment centers, although some persons would likely continue to have to commute to
“job rich” areas located within adjacent counties. Therefore, impacts associated with
jobs/housing balance are less than significant.”
Based upon the above and analysis contained within Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR, the proposed
project would be consistent with policy 3.11 of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide.

R1-9

Comment noted. No response necessary.

R1-10 Comment noted. No response necessary.
R1-11 Comment noted. No response necessary.
R1-12 As noted in Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would
include the construction of an on-site recycled water system (see Figure 3-8 (Recycled Water
Schematic Layout)). However, this system would initially utilize potable water sources since no
recycled water infrastructure (with the exception of that contained within the City’s existing
1 Note: Phase I of the proposed project is anticipated to be completed by 2010 while Phase IV would be completed by 2020.
2 Source: Stanley R. Hoffman Associates, Inc. – East Area One Specific Plan Fiscal Analysis of Annexation City of Santa Paula,
August 20, 2007 (Table 2-3).
3 Ibid.
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Wastewater Treatment Plant) is currently available within the City. Moreover, as noted in
Section 1.1.5 (Off-Site Improvements, Covenants & Capital Improvement Programs) of the Draft
EIR, a Recycled Water Line Point of Connection at Hallock Drive/Telegraph Road would be
constructed and the Project Applicant will also be required to participate in the City’s future
Recycled Water Infrastructure Capital Improvements project.
R1-13 Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.
R1-14 The Specific Plan provides design features and other mechanism which are intended to ensure
that the development is transit-oriented, includes green development techniques and materials and
provides opportunities and amenities for civic engagement. These topics are addressed in various
sections of the Specific Plan or Draft EIR and are noted below.
Specific Plan
Transit
Section 1.7 (Land Use Goals, Policies, and Objectives) - Connect East Area 1 with the rest of
town, particularly the downtown, with streets that accommodate automobile traffic, but not at the
expense of providing high quality routes for pedestrians, bicyclists and transit. In addition, the
East Area 1 provides a circulation network that balances the use of all travel modes, including
automobiles, pedestrians, bicycles and transit.
Green Development
Section 5.7.8 (Green Building Guidelines) of the Specific Plan provides green building guidelines
to be used within the East Area 1 Specific Plan. These guidelines are intended to minimize any
adverse effect on the environment and the health of inhabitants.
In addition, Section 5.7 (Architectural Standards) requires that an experienced and certified green
building professional review home design for maximum efficiency and interaction of the building
elements. The plan reviewer is required to identify additional green building opportunities for the
project.
Section 5.9.7.4 (Green Infrastructure) states the following:
“The streets are part of a visible system of the ‘green infrastructure’ that encompass pedestrian,
bicycle and auto circulation and community open spaces and that provide for various
recreational needs, yet act as a functional system for storm water treatment and management.
The East Area 1 plan minimizes areas of impervious pavement and utilizes areas of pervious
pavement to the maximum feasible amount and supplemented with areas of soft landscape. While
travel lanes must be asphalt pavement, alleys and some parking aisles can be constructed with
permeable paving. Street storm water flows into adjacent open vegetated swales and bioretention basins before emptying to Haun Creek and Santa Paula Creek. Streets must also
incorporate the storm water system into the aesthetics of the community and encourages
community education and responsibility. See Figures 5-18 and 5-19.”
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Civic Engagement
Section 5.9 (Landscape Standards) notes that the two detention/recreation basins (28 acres
combined) would include amphitheater seating which could be used for civic engagements.
Draft EIR
Section 4.5 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR includes the following mitigation measure:
Measure AQ-8 - Provide shuttle/minibus service between Project residential and Project retail
areas and the Santa Paula downtown area.
R1-15 Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.
R1-16 Comment noted. No response necessary.
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Q1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM UNITED WATER CONSERVATION
DISTRICT, RECEIVED JANUARY 4, 2008

Q1-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

Q1-2

UWCD found the WSA adequate. Additionally, UWCD agrees that the neither the Santa Paula
or Fillmore groundwater basins are in overdraft. UWCD stated that there should be adequate
water available for the proposed project. These comments are acknowledged.
The comment was made that the City of Santa Paula (“City”) needs to assure that adequate
amounts of the projected sources of water (such as recycled water, State Water Project [SWP]
water, and the transferring and purchasing of groundwater allocations) are in place before the
building of each phase of the development.
The WSA provides a discussion of water reliability and projects water 20 year demands for the
City as required by Water Code § 10911 and Government Code § 66473. This discussion is
based on the City’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), which was incorporated by
reference in the WSA. The WSA discusses the conveyance of sufficient groundwater rights to the
City to satisfy the project’s full build-out water demands. Additionally, the WSA notes the
UWMP’s findings that, the City has identified 1,925 acre-feet per year (AFY) of potential
groundwater allocations that could be transferred to the City from overlying landowners within
the City General Plan boundary. One property includes a reserve of 110 AFY for agricultural
uses. Thus, the maximum potential net groundwater transfer is 1,815 AFY. These transfers will
occur in phases during the next 15 years as development occurs within the City. It is anticipated
that the City will acquire through allocation transfers 454 AFY by 2010, 908 AFY by 2015, 1,362
AFY by 2020, and 1,815 AFY by 2025.
Finally, the City is proceeding with the planning and development of a water reclamation plant to
provide recycled water in the near future. This plant would have a capacity of over 3,500 AFY.
UWCD noted that several errors were made in citations and statements in the WSA. These have
been corrected in the WSA accordingly.

Q1-3

The comment was made that the WSA noted that the Santa Paula Basin is jointly managed
through the Santa Paula Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), which includes the City of San
Buenaventura, Santa Paula Basin Pumpers Association, and UWCD. The comment suggests that
these organizations be consulted for comment. The Draft EIR, which included the WSA, was
circulated for comments from November 18, 2007 to January 4, 2008. As such, the availability of
the Draft EIR, including the WSA, was noticed as required under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Public agencies were notified and provided the Notice of Availability
(NOA). The above referenced agencies were provided the opportunity to comment on the Draft
EIR, including the WSA; only comments from UWCD were received.

Q1-4

The comment notes that the Santa Paula Basin is not in overdraft and provided supporting
information to address that statement. It also noted that the current average pumping
of 26,000 AFY is sustainable. This additional information was included in the WSA.

Q1-5

The comment notes the relationship between the Fillmore and Santa Paula Basin that increased
pumping just over the eastern boundary of the Santa Paula will either intercept underflow from
the Fillmore Basin to the Santa Paula Basin or, depending upon certain factors, decrease
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groundwater discharge to the Santa Clara River within the western most portion of the Fillmore
Basin. UWCD concurs that the existing wells located on the project site are extracting water
along the eastern border of the Santa Paula Basin and the western portion of the Fillmore Basin.
Additionally, UWCD agreed that the proposed groundwater pumping to meet the requirements of
the East Area 1 project as outlined in the WSA would not increase the demands or stress either
basin. The project site possesses adjudicated groundwater rights under the Santa Paula Basin
Judgment, and unadjudicated rights in the Fillmore Basin. Moreover, projections for future
withdrawals to meet the requirements for the proposed project, as set forth in the WSA, are less
than historical withdrawals of groundwater on the project site from the Santa Paula Basin, and
similar to the amounts historically withdrawn on the project site from the Fillmore Basin.
Therefore, groundwater production at the project site should not adversely affect groundwater
levels in the Santa Paula or Fillmore Basins, recharge and underflow between the basins, nor the
stream flows within the Santa Clara River.
Q1-6

The comment was made that the allocation of groundwater available from the Santa Paula basin
for the project site is 1,283.1 AFY, and that 329 AFY per year has been historically withdrawn
from the Fillmore Basin. Further, the comment notes that a well located on the eastern portion of
the property (designated T03N/R21W, Section01N02 SBB&M) is actually located over the
Fillmore Basin, but was also included within the Court Stipulated decision (Judgment) for the
Santa Paula Basin. The WSA acknowledges this point.

Q1-7

The comment notes that historical production from the well located on the eastern portion of the
property (T1N/R21W, Section 01N02) within the eastern portion of property was considered in
calculating Limoneira’s allocation of 3,173 AFY of adjudicated groundwater rights within the
Judgment. The WSA acknowledges this point.

Q1-8

The comment notes that three separate documents were used to assess the yield for the Santa
Basin in the WSA. These include the Investigations of the Santa Paula Basin Yield Study (Yield
Study, UWCD), the Santa Paula Basin 2003 Annual Report (UWCD 2004), and the Department
of Water Resources (DWR) Bulletin 118 (DWR, 2003). The comment notes that while the
statements made in the WSA are correct, the specific citations were incorrect. The WSA has been
corrected to the appropriate citation from each study.

Q1-9

The comment notes that the discussion of basin yield provides information from the UWCD Yield
Study and DWR’s Bulletin 118. The comment further notes that the estimated surface outflow
of 7,200 AFY from the Santa Paula Basin is from the DWR Bulletin 118, not the Yield Study.
The citation was corrected in the WSA.
The comment notes that a comprehensive groundwater budget has not been prepared for the
Fillmore Basin. The comment also notes that the Santa Paula Basin Yield Study found that
average pumping for the period 1983 through 1995 was 26,000 AFY and is more than
the 21,612 noted in Bulletin 118. The WSA included this discussion. Additionally, the WSA was
modified to clarify the fact that the 26,000 AFY was based on actual basin pumping and that the
Yield Study found this rate of pumping to be sustainable.

Q1-10 The Comment notes that the term “safe yield” was made when referring to the Santa Paula Basin
and that the Yield Study did not determine safe yield. The WSA has been corrected to remove the
term Safe yield and refer to yield based on average pumping as noted in the Yield Study.
Q1-11 The comment notes that the WSA referenced the DWR Bulletin 118 for the source of the estimate
that the applied average annual recharge to the Fillmore Basin is 19,125 AF. Additionally, the
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comment notes that the estimate for recharge from agricultural return (50 percent of applied
agricultural water) seems high. The comment is noted and the WSA has been modified to reflect
the concern from UWCD.
Q1-12 The comment notes that the statement that the Fillmore Basin was 95 percent full in October 1999
was from the DWR Bulletin 118 and not the Yield Study; the WSA has been corrected.
The comment further notes that UWCD disagrees with the statement in Bulletin 118 and is of the
opinion that the Fillmore Basin was full in October 1999 as shown in on Figure 4 of the WSA.
The WSA has been modified to include this additional information.
Q1-13 The comment states that there has never been a water budget completed for the Fillmore Basin.
The WSA has been changed to reflect this statement and so not to infer that a water budget has
been completed.
Additionally, the comment notes that the WSA did not include a discussion or reference to
potential recharge of the Fillmore Basin from surface water sources. As noted in the 2003 Annual
Report of the Piru and Fillmore Basins, the primary sources of groundwater recharge for the
Fillmore basin are the Santa Clara River and Sespe Creek. The 2003 Basin Report states that
20,520 acre-feet of water percolated from the Santa Clara River into the Piru and Fillmore Basins.
This represents recharge from UWCD release from Lake Piru for an approximate 2 month period
of time. In wet and average years the Fillmore basin receives considerably more natural recharge
from flows of Sespe Creek and the Santa Clara River. The WSA has been revised to include this
information.
Q1-14 The comment notes that the WSA provides a discussion of the storage of the Fillmore Basin from
DWR Bulletin 118 that states that the total groundwater in storage may be as high as 7 million
acre-feet, and then states that UWCD believes that this estimate of total storage is too high. The
WSA has been modified to include the reasons supporting UWCD’s opinion that this estimate of
total storage in the basin is too high.
Q1-15 The comment notes that the Bulletin 118 overestimates the area of the Fillmore Basin by
approximately 6,000 acres. The WSA has been modified to incorporate this information.
The comment goes on to state that Bulletin 118 estimated the useable area to be 2,480 feet deep.
Production wells in Fillmore basin are less than 1000 feet deep; only one test well has been drilled
to 1820 feet deep and it ran into poor quality water. The WSA has been modified to reflect this
information.
Finally, UWCD is also of the opinion that the 12 percent specific yield estimated by DWR in
Bulletin 118 is too optimistic and that a more reasonable estimate would be 10 percent or less.
This comment is noted and incorporated into the WSA.
Q1-16 The comment notes that if there are questions to contact Mr. Ken Turner at UWCD. Mr. Turner
was contacted to obtain clarifications to the comments in the letter and provided additional
information as noted above
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Q2

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SANTA PAULA ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL DISTRICT, RECEIVED JANUARY 7, 2008

Q2-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

Q2-2

The Draft EIR estimates that the East Area 1 Specific Plan would generate 746 students for
grades K through 8. The student generation rates used to prepare this estimate were provided by
the Santa Paula Elementary School District (SPESD) in February 2007 and include 0.677 students
for multi-family units and 0.423 students for single family units. The Draft EIR also notes that
based on existing enrollment, the SPESD has a combined remaining capacity for
grades K through 5 throughout the City of 158 seats and is currently 453 students over capacity
for grades 6 through 8. When the grade K-6 and 6-8 capacity and enrollment figures are
combined, the District is currently 295 students over its K-8 capacity. The Draft EIR notes that
the District’s existing schools are currently over capacity.
It is acknowledged that the impact of the project would be significant if the facilities needed are
not provided. The proposed project would be subject to school impact fees. The Santa Paula
Elementary School District currently imposes a “Level II” fee of $4.87 per square foot of new
residential construction.
Based on an estimated total residential square footage
of 2, 326,500 (EA1 Specific Plan Table 4-2), the Project will pay approximately $11,330,055 in
fees for additional elementary and middle school facilities. (Table 4-2 of the EA1 Specific Plan
will be revised to reflect the SPESD’s new Level II fee, which was adopted June 2007.) As such,
the payment of school impacts would reduce the impact to less than significant.4
In addition, as stated in this comment, the Specific Plan provides a site for a new elementary
school. The proposed 10.8-acre elementary school site meets the requirements in the California
Department of Education’s Guide to School Site Analysis and Development 2000 Edition.
Furthermore, the applicant and the District are currently negotiating a school mitigation
agreement to provide mitigation in excess of the legal requirements in order to physically provide
the facilities needed to accommodate K-8 students generated by the project.

Q2-3

Providing land for educational facilities is one of the primary objectives of the proposed Specific
Plan. The Draft EIR evaluates the proposed Specific Plan, which designates land within the
Specific Plan Area for new K-8 and high school facilities; however, the consideration of school
facilities on the land reserved in the Specific Plan is not part of the proposed project
infrastructure. Because the Project’s obligation is to pay school fees described above,
construction of the school facilities is not included in the Infrastructure Plan component of the
proposed Specific Plan.
It should be noted that it providing preschool and before/after school facilities is not required by
the State Education Code. Nevertheless, such facilities could be provided in the school sites
provided in the Specific Plan or in the commercial-zoned area near the proposed elementary
school site.

Q2-4

4

The text on pages 1-15 and 3-28 has been revised as requested to identify that the proposed
Specific Plan includes an elementary school site and that elementary school facility will be
provided through a school mitigation agreement between the applicant and the Santa Paula

Government Code 65996 – the development fees authorized by Senate Bill 50 are deemed to be full and complete school
facilities mitigation for impact caused by new development.
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Elementary School District. The revisions also note that this agreement provides for
improvements to be made at the District’s existing middle school to accommodate students
generated by the project.
Q2-5

Future traffic on 12th Street at Santa Paula Street will increase in the future due to project and
cumulative traffic. However, with the implementation of proposed mitigation traffic mitigation
measures, traffic will operate at a level-of-service (LOS) C and will not resulting significant
impacts. The same is true for Santa Paula Street and 10th Street.
The California Code of Regulations, Title 5, Section 14010(e), states: “The site shall not be
adjacent to a road or freeway that any site-related traffic and sound level studies have determined
will have safety problems or sound levels which adversely affect the educational program.” The
school facility should be situated so that students can enter and depart the buildings and grounds
safely. As the number of schools providing child care and extended day classes increases,
schools need to ensure the safe flow of buses and other traffic through designated areas of the
school grounds. When analyzing potential school sites, the selection team should consider a
number of safety factors. The size and shape of the site will affect the traffic flow and the
placement of pickup and drop-off points for parents. Roads servicing the area must be of
sufficient paved width when the point at which the bus loads and unloads pupils is off the main
thoroughfare. The need for left turn lanes must be determined. Driveway openings must
conform to local ordinances or regulations.
The East Area 1 Specific Plan provides for adequate roadway capacity to allow for traffic to
safely travel through the City and project area.
Santa Paula is the major east/west thoroughfare in the southern portion of the East Area 1
Specific Plan and serves as a gateway from downtown across a new bridge over Santa Paula
Creek. As proposed, Santa Paula Street would be 53 feet wide (curb to curb including median),
Operating speeds would be 30 mile per hour (mph). Walkways would be provided within the 78
foot right-of-way on both sides of the street and would be 5 feet wide. Parking would be
provided on both sides of the street. Pedestrian crossings would be provided were necessary and
at Santa Paula Creek Drive on the east and Hallock Commercial Street to the west. Pedestrian
crossing times would be set at 4 feet per second across the street dimension resulting in 13 second
crossing intervals.
The portion of Santa Paula Street on the East Area 1 site would connect the existing Santa Paula
Street to the west via a new bridge to be constructed over Santa Paula Creek. The new bridge
would have a right-of-way width of 60 feet with curb-to-curb pavement width of 36 feet that
would provide for two 12-foot travels lanes (one in each direction) with a 12-foot turn lane in the
median. The bridge would include curb tight sidewalks (6 feet wide) in each direction and a two
way 12-foot wide bike lane on the north side. The proposed Development Agreement for the
project will require the bridge be constructed in the early phases of project development.
Additionally, the City of Santa Paula is eligible to apply for grants from the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) under the Safe Routes to Schools Program. This
program provides grant funding to cities and counties to reduce injuries and fatalities to school
children and to encourage increased walking and biking among students. The program achieves
this by providing funding for the construction of facilities that enhance safety for pedestrian and
bicyclists though the use of pathways, trails, sidewalks and crossings with the likelihood of
attracting and encouraging other students to walk and bike. In addition to the state program the
federal government provides grant funding for safe routes to school also.
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Before school opening, the SPESD would be required under the Education Code to publish a Safe
Routes to School Map showing the routes that students who walk or bicycle to school should use.
As the exact location of the elementary school is not determined until the subdivision map, the
appropriate conditions (e.g., special pavement markers, enhanced lighting, lines-of-sight, etc.)
may be imposed as conditions on the tentative tract map encompassing the elementary school
site.
Q2-6

The Specific Plan identifies a location for a new elementary school site but does not indicate the
specific location of the potential school buildings.
Hallock Drive A (from central park to Teague-McKevett Boulevard) is a transitional street from
Hallock Commercial Street to the south and more residential neighborhoods to the north. Hallock
Drive A will be lined with residential, office and mixed-use buildings on the west and the
conceptual elementary school site on the east. Hallock Drive A will be 66-feet wide including the
median with two 12-foot travel lanes (one in each direction). Additionally, there will be 8-foot
parking lanes one each side. Sidewalks (5-feet wide) will be provided on each side separated from
the street by an 8-foot wide landscaped parkway. Pedestrian crossing will be provided as needed
and will provide for 4-feet per second crossing times which will result in 16.5 second crossing
times for the entire street and 5 second crossing times to the median. Hallock Drive at TeagueMcKevett Boulevard is anticipated to operate at a LOS A. As such, traffic volume will be low.
Refer to Response to Comment Q2-5 regarding preparation of a Safe Routes to School Map,
imposition of tract map conditions, etc.
The Specific Plan provides for the school site and does not indicate a location of the potential
school buildings. The Illustrative Plan contained in the Specific Plan which shows an illustrative
school building on the east side of Hallock Drive A located on the proposed 10 acre school site
parcel. The District is free to locate the school building anywhere on that site it determines to be
most appropriate. It is acknowledged that it may be preferable for the buildings to be on the
eastern side of the school site rather than on the western side as shown in the Illustrative Plan. As
required by the State Education Code, building setbacks and design are subject to the review and
approval of the Department of the State Architect (DSA).

Q2-7

The upper detention basin located east of the proposed school site will be separated from the
school site by a neighborhood street with a 60-foot right-of-way and curb-to-curb pavement
of 34 to 36 feet. The basin, in conjunction with the southern detention basin, has been designed
to detain peak flow from Haun Creek to the east. The southern basin will be designed to provide
for active park play when not needed for stormwater collection and detention purposes. The
northern basin, adjacent to the elementary school site will be designed as a passive landscape
feature and will be fenced. Given the distance and the fact that the basin is separated from the
school street by a neighborhood street and fenced, the potential intrusion by students would be
low. Additionally, the elementary school site will be a secured site and will require students to
remain on site and students will be supervised during outdoor activities.

Q2-8

The reference to the use of open space areas to detain stormwater refers to the two detention
basins proposed for the Specific Plan Area along Haun Creek. The proposed elementary school
site is not designated as Open Space by the Specific Plan and is not intended to detain
stormwater. The open space areas within the school site will not be used to collect stormwater
from off-site areas. The school sites would only be required to manage as required by applicable
stormwater permits stormwater that collected on their sites only.
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The Draft EIR evaluates the proposed Specific Plan, which designates land within the Specific
Plan area for new K-8 and high school facilities. However, the construction of school facilities
on the land reserved in the Specific Plan is not part of the proposed project and is not evaluated in
the Draft EIR. Before acquisition of the school site and construction of the school, the school
districts will need to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act, California
Department of Education review, Department of Transportation review, etc. Nothing evaluated
in this EIR, however, would indicate that the proposed school sites have unacceptable hazards.
The East Area 1 Specific Plan is located immediately north of the Santa Branch Line railroad
tracks. The portion of this line adjacent to the Specific Plan s classified by the Federal Railroad
Administration as Class 1 Track; under this classification trains are limited to 10 mile per hour
(mph) for freight and 15 mph for passenger service. Currently the Fillmore and Western Railway
operates recreational excursion trains, dinner trains and theme trains throughout the year along
this line. Additionally, the Union Pacific Railroad operates three round-trip freight operations per
week (Monday, Wednesday and Friday); this service provides limited freight to Weyerhauser and
Camarillo Lumber in the City of Santa Paula. Local rail freight generally consists of “carload”
products, bulk products that move in traditional rail equipment, such as box cars, tank cars,
hoppers, flat cars, etc.
A recent study by the Ventura County Transportation Commission (March 2007) indicates that
scenarios for future freight use suggest that freight operating over this line to be light in
comparison to other Southern California, likely up to two or three trains per day. Additionally,
the Santa Paula Branch line could also provide use as an occasional relief line or detour for rail
freight and passengers where either the Coast or Valley Lines are temporarily unavailable. The
proposed school site would be approximately 1,500 feet north of the railroad tracks and separated
by new development. As such, hazards from operations on the railroad tracks would be minimal
to the school site. Additionally, there is no residential development planned south of the railroad
tracks that would require school children generated by homes in the Specific Plan Area to need to
cross the tracks to reach school. Finally, before site approval and construction, the school district
would need to complete environmental review pursuant to the requirements of the Department of
Education to address any future hazard that may result for a change in operations along the
railway.
Although the proposed school is proposed to be 1,500 feet away from the railroad tracks in the
East Area 1 Specific Plan, should the final site be within 1,500 feet, the California Code of
Regulations, Title 5, Section 14010(d), established the following regulations pertaining to
proximity to railroads:
If the proposed site is within 1,500 feet of a railroad track easement, a safety study
shall be done by a competent professional trained in assessing cargo manifests,
frequency, speed, and schedule of railroad traffic, grade, curves, type and
condition of track, need for sound or safety barriers, need for pedestrian and
vehicle safeguards at railroad crossing, presence of high pressure gas lines near
the tracks that could rupture in the event of a derailment, preparation of an
evacuation plan. In addition to the analysis, possible and reasonable mitigation
measures must be identified.
The California Education Code Section 17213 prohibits the acquisition of a school site by a
school district if the site "contains one or more pipelines, situated underground or aboveground,
which carries hazardous substances, acutely hazardous materials, or hazardous wastes, unless the
pipeline is a natural gas line which is used only to supply natural gas to that school or
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neighborhood." There are no pipelines located within the East Area 1 Specific Plan Area;
therefore, there are no potential hazards. However, there are crude oil and natural gas pipelines
located to the south of the site along the Santa Paula Branch Line Railway right-of-way (crude
oil) and East Main Street (natural gas). Again, these pipelines are more than 1,500-feet from the
proposed school site and do not pose a risk. Additionally, before site approval and construction,
the school district would need to complete environmental review pursuant to the requirements of
the Department of Education to address any future hazard that the pipelines may pose.
The Santa Paula Airport is located approximately 4,000 feet southwest of the East Area 1 Specific
Plan. As illustrated in the City’s General Plan, the East Area 1 site is not within Inner or Outer
Safety Zones or with the Traffic Pattern Zone of the airport. The responsibilities of the school
district, the California Department of Education, and the Department of Transportation (DOT),
Aeronautics Program, Office of Airports, concerning the school site's proximity to runways are
contained in Education Code Section 17215 (as amended by Assembly Bill (AB) 747,
Chapter 837, Statutes of 1999).
Q2-10 The proposed Development Agreement provides that the soccer fields at the southern detention
basin will be maintained in perpetuity. (The previous Development Agreement provision
allowing the detention basin soccer fields to be removed upon completion of the Sports Park has
been eliminated by the City.) The Development Agreement also requires that the detention basin
soccer fields will include health facilities. Under the Development Agreement, the construction
of the detention basin soccer fields will be paid for by Limoneira Company and maintenance will
be paid through the Home Owner's Association or Landscape Maintenance District.
The Sports Park must be completed by the 500th home, according to the Development
Agreement. The cost of constructing the Sports Park will be paid by Limoneira Company and
maintenance will be paid by the City (with pro-rata contributions from other joint users and/or the
Home Owners Association or Landscape Maintenance District). The draft Memorandum of Intent
(MOI) with the SPESD (which has gone to the Board for approval on Feb. 12) provides that the
Elementary School must be completed in time to open when 150 elementary students are
generated in East Area 1. Using the lowest student generation factor from the Draft EIR of 0.423
elementary and middle students per single-family dwelling unit (which equates proportionally to
0.282 K-5 students), even if the first 500 homes built in the project are all single-family,
approximately 141 student will be generated and the Elementary School will open around the
same time as the Sports Park. Once opened, the use of the elementary school facilities for nonschool purposes will be the same as any other SPESD school; no additional requirement of
community use is imposed.
Q2-11 Table 4.1-3 (Proposed Specific Plan Consistency with City of Santa Paula General Plan) of the
Draft EIR contains a detailed consistency analysis. In addition, as noted in Section 4.1 (Land Use
& Planning) the Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would not be consistent with the
General Plan and Santa Paula Municipal Code in the absence of a General Plan Amendment and
pre-zoning, respectively.
Q2-12 The City is currently evaluating and gathering the necessary data to determine the Ventura
County Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs) potentially affected by annexation of the East Area 2.
In addition, data relative to acreages, population and housing units contained within the East Area
2 annexation area are also be compiled. This information will be submitted to the Ventura Local
Agency Formation Commission as part of its East Area 2 submittal.
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Q2-13 Comment noted. See Section 4.5 (Air Quality) of the FEIR’s Clarifications & Revisions
document. In addition, the analysis contained within Section 4.5 remains valid concerning
potential impacts to the Grace Thille Elementary School.
Q2-14 The East Area 1 Specific Plan area will become part of the City upon adoption and annexation.
As such, the Specific Plan area will be subject to the City of Santa Paula Municipal Code
Standard of 65 dBA. Additionally, the California Department of Transportation considers sound
at 50 decibels in the vicinity of schools to be the point at which it will take corrective action for
noise generated by freeways. (See Streets and Highway Code sections 216 and 216.1.)
Q2-15 The proposed elementary school site will most likely be constricted after sufficient housing is
built to generate students. As currently anticipated, development and construction around and
adjacent to the school site would be completed before the opening of the school and would not
pose an impact relative to construction noise. However, to the degree possible, construction
activities that could result in potential noise impacts will be scheduled to avoid periods when
students are outdoors and periods when school is not is session.
Q2-16 The City’s General Plan and Santa Paula Municipal Code contain applicable regulations and/or
ordinances affecting all development (including schools and other non-city public services)
within the City. In particular, see pages LU-13, LU-25, LU-32, LU-52, LU-60 and LU-65 of the
General Plan. In addition, see also Section 16.80 (Subdivision Regulations) of the Santa Paula
Municipal Code.
Q2-17 Comment noted. See the Glossary section of the FEIR’s Clarifications & Revisions document.
Q2-18 Comment noted. No response necessary.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SANTA PAULA UNION HIGH SCHOOL
DISTRICT, RECEIVED JANUARY 3, 2008

Q3-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

Q3-2

The City’s review of Table 4.13-2 (Santa Paula School Characteristics) of the Draft EIR indicates
that the reference to the 1,744 CBDE could not be found. As such we are unable to make the
requested change. However, the City would note that the conclusions contained within the Draft
EIR would not change. In addition, as noted on page 4.13-6 of the Draft EIR, the reference to the
estimated decline in enrollment of 150 students per year was derived from Santa Paula Union
High School District’s Long-Term Facilities Master Plan (February 2005). The City recognizes
that enrollment projections may vary from year to year. The Draft EIR includes the current
information.
Comment noted. See Section 4.13 (Public Services) of the FEIR’s Clarifications & Revisions
document.

Q3-3

Comment noted. See Section 4.13 (Public Services) of the FEIR’s Clarifications & Revisions
document.

Q3-4

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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Q4

January 7, 2008
Janna Minsk, Planning Director
City of Santa Paula
P.O. Box 569
Santa Paula, CA 93061- 0569
RE:

Draft Environmental Impact Report – East Area 1 Specific Plan

Dear Ms. Minsk:
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the draft environmental impact report
(DEIR) for the proposed East Area 1 Specific Plan. To the extent the City will rely on the
EIR as a basis for initiating a future sphere of influence amendment and reorganization
prior to the development of the Specific Plan area, the Ventura LAFCO will serve as a
responsible agency under CEQA. We would like to note that these comments are
solely those of the LAFCO staff; the EIR has not yet been reviewed by the Commission.
1.

2.

According to DEIR page 4.1-9, the project site is proposed for “…detachment
from Ventura County…” as a function of being annexed to the City of Santa
Paula. This statement is incorrect. All territory, including that within the
boundaries of cities, remains within the boundaries of Ventura County. Instead,
please describe the LAFCo action as requested in our comments to the Notice of
Preparation: “The actions to be taken by LAFCO should be described in the EIR
as a sphere of influence amendment and “reorganization”, which will entail
annexation of territory to the City of Santa Paula and detachment of the same
territory from the Ventura County Resource Conservation District and from the
Ventura County Fire Protection District.” The only “detachments” required for the
annexation of the proposal area to the City of Santa Paula are from the Ventura
County Resource Conservation District and from the Ventura County Fire
Protection District.
To enable LAFCo to act on the sphere of influence amendment and
reorganization proposal without creating new unincorporated islands, the DEIR
project description information will need to be revised to reference the following
additional parcels:
107-0-200-125
107-0-200-055
107-0-200-035
107-0-200-105
040-0-171-285
County Government Center

Hall of Administration 800 S. Victoria Avenue Ventura, CA 93009-1850
Tel (805) 654-2576 Fax (805) 477-7101
http://www.ventura.lafco.ca.gov
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040-0-171-255
040-0-171-125
040-0-171-135
040-0-171-145
040-0-171-110
107-0-170-195
107-0-170-180
107-0-170-215
107-0-170-245
107-0-170-110

Q4-3
Cont.

Because all of these parcels are under the control of the County of Ventura for flood
control purposes, they should be included as part of the East Area 1 LAFCo proposal
rather than the separate proposals to annex the other potential island areas identified in
Figure 4.1-3 since there is no possibility of property owner protest.
3.

According to the DEIR, the proposed project will lead to the conversion of 352
acres of land identified as Prime and Unique Farmland to urbanized uses, which
represents a significant agricultural resources impact. To address this significant
impact, the DEIR appears to defer exclusively to mitigation measures proposed
in a report entitled “Agricultural Resources Study for the Proposed East Area 1
Specific Plan Project” prepared by a consulting firm retained directly by the
applicant. The mitigation proposed in the applicant’s report consists of the
following:
A 55-acre conservation covenant to be recorded on 55 acres of land
currently in avocado production located along the northerly portion of the
proposed specific plan site.
A 34-acre conservation covenant on other agricultural land owned by the
applicant and located within the City of Santa Paula’s Area of Interest.
The applicant therefore proposes to mitigate the significant loss of 352 acres of
prime farmland by volunteering to preserve a total of 89 acres of other farmland
through a permanent conservation covenant.
According to the applicant’s report, the rationale for conserving 89 acres of
farmland in exchange for developing 352 acres of farmland for urban use is that
34 of the 89 acres “…has a higher agricultural productivity than the 297 acres
impacted by the project” based on a comparison of average net production
revenue between the years spanning 2003 to 2007 (p. 6). The report explains
that the difference in value between the two areas is due to the fact that the area
proposed to be conserved was planted in strawberries as compared to the area
to be developed, which was planted primarily with lemons and avocados during
the same time period.
As far as we are aware, neither the CEQA
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statutes/Guidelines provide for this particular manner of compensating for the
permanent loss of prime agricultural soils nor are we aware of any prior
precedent for calculating compensatory mitigation for prime farmland conversion
solely from an economic basis that varies annually depending on crop type and
other factors independent of underlying soil quality.
Even assuming that the proposed mitigation ratio is adequate, the mitigation
monitoring and reporting program should at least include a performance standard
to account for the fundamental economic assumption upon which the measure is
based. For example, an appropriate performance standard would require that the
34 acres under the conservation easement be planted with crops that provide an
average net production revenue of not less than $9,000 (based on 2007 dollars
and adjusted upward annually based on inflation) [$9,000 is the average net
annual production per-acre revenue of the 34-acre mitigation site compared to
$1,030 per acre revenue for the area to be developed; page 6 of the “Agricultural
Resources Study for the Proposed East Area 1 Specific Plan”]. The DEIR should
also objectively analyze the feasibility of successfully accomplishing and
monitoring this measure in light of this standard. What remedy would exist if
such a standard could not be met in future years?

4.

5.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 requires that the discussion of mitigation
measures distinguish between the measures proposed by the project proponents
to be included in the project and other measures proposed by the lead agency or
other persons that are not included by the lead agency determines could
reasonably be expected to reduce adverse impacts if required as conditions of
approving the project (emphasis added). Although the Agricultural Resources
Study, which is included as a separate technical appendix to the DEIR, identifies
the mitigation measures as having been proposed by the applicant, the main
body of the document should also explicitly identify the mitigation measures as
applicant-proposed to ensure full disclosure to the public and decision makers.
Pursuant to the provision highlighted above, it is not clear why the DEIR fails to
discuss potentially feasible mitigation for the loss of prime farmland other than
those proposed by the applicant. For example, other potential mitigation might
include a requirement for agricultural cluster development or the imposition of an
in-lieu mitigation fee to be used to fund the purchase of additional farmland
beyond that proposed by the applicant.
As highlighted by the underlined acreage figures in Item #2 above, the DEIR
does not address mitigation for the 65-acre difference between the 287 acres
used to for the mitigation calculation and the significant loss of 352 total acres
identified elsewhere in the document.
According to DEIR page 3.13, and Figure 3-6, multiple trail heads would be
developed along the northerly edge of the proposed Foothill Neighborhood.

Q4-4
Cont.

Q4-5

Q4-6

Letter to Ms. Janna Minsk
DEIR Comments – East Area 1 Specific Plan
January 7, 2008
Page 4 of 5

6.

7.

8.

Because it appears that some trails are routed through or very near the proposed
agricultural preserve area, a discussion of the potential incompatibility between
public access trail uses and farming uses should be included.

Q4-6
Cont.

According to DEIR Table 4.1-3, General Plan Policy 4.n.n. provides for the
addition of new lands into the greenbelt to compensate for lands that may be
removed from the greenbelt for Sphere of Influence amendments. According to
the Consistency Analysis on the same page, the proposed project would be
consistent with this policy based on the proposed mitigation referenced in Item #
2, above. Similar comment applies here: it is unclear how a mitigation ratio
consisting of conservation of 0.114 acre of farmland for every 1 acre of prime
farmland within the Santa Paula-Fillmore Greenbelt converted to urban uses is
consistent with the this General Plan policy.

Q4-7

Moreover, the DEIR fails to discuss the consistency of the proposed project and
mitigation measures with Implementation Measure #19 on page CO-55 of the
same General Plan.
According to page LU-41 of the General Plan,
Implementation Measures area “…support the goals, objectives, and policies by
providing specific programs and standards to carry out the Land Use Element.”
Implementation Measure #19 states as follows:
“Applicants for development of land in agricultural production that is within
an existing greenbelt…shall provide funds to the Ventura County
Agricultural Land Trust for the purchase of agricultural lands and/or
easements within the Santa Paula Area of Interest.”
Figure 4.1-3 was prepared by LAFCo and included as an attachment to our
comment letter in response to the Notice of Preparation for the proposed project.
Because our letter explaining the Figure is not included in the DEIR, additional
explanation should be provided to clarify that the fuscia-colored areas represent
the areas that would become unincorporated islands of territory if the proposed
project were to be developed.

Q4-8

Q4-9

9.

Mitigation Measure LU-3 on page 4.1-40 should be revised to include the words:
“and a reorganization” immediately after the word: ”Amendment”.

Q4-10

10.

Mitigation Measure LU-4 on page 4.1-40 should be revised to delete: ”an East
Area 2” because one of the islands that would be created is located outside of
East Area 2.

Q4-11

11.

Based on the DEIR reference to the “potential” inclusion of a new library within
the proposed Santa Paula Creek Civic District and the “requirement” of a “$40
parcel tax” to cover the cost of providing the additional library services for the
proposed project (page 4.13-11), “the proposed project would result in less than

Q4-12
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significant impacts on library services.” It is unclear how this conclusion was
reached given that the DEIR includes no reference to a mitigation measure or
other requirement to compel the applicant to fund the construction of a new
library facility to serve the proposed development. Moreover, it is not legally
feasible for any public agency to “require” the assessment of a parcel tax. Such
assessments may be authorized only through a vote of the affected property
owners and therefore cannot be relied upon as a funding source to address the
identified impacts on library services.
12.

Although not a specific CEQA comment per se, please note that the City’s
application to LAFCo for the sphere of influence amendment and reorganization
proposal will need to provide additional information to demonstrate that the City
will have adequate on-going revenue sources (in addition to one-time developer
fees) to cover the costs necessary to adequately serve the proposed specific
plan area over the long term.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. If there are questions regarding our
comments, please feel free to contact me at 805-654-2866.
Sincerely,

Kim Uhlich
Executive Officer

Q4-12
Cont.

Q4-13

Q4-14
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Q4

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM VENTURA LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION, RECEIVED JANUARY 7, 2008

Q4-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

Q4-2

Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.

Q4-3

The parcels identified for annexation are not located within the East Area 1 Specific Plan and,
therefore, are not part of the Project analyzed in the Draft EIR. If included within the City’s
application to LAFCO, a separate or supplemental environmental document will be prepared if
necessary.

Q4-4

The City of Santa Paula prepared the Draft EIR in conformance with Section 15084 of the CEQA
Guidelines. This section of the Guidelines states that a Draft EIR shall be prepared by the Lead
Agency and that the Lead Agency may either: (1) prepare the Draft EIR with its own staff; (2)
contract with another public or private entity to prepare the Draft EIR; (3) accept a Draft EIR
prepared by the applicant or a consultant retained by the applicant; or (4) execute a third party
contract with the applicant to govern the preparation of the Draft EIR by an independent
contractor. The City of Santa Paula contracted with a private consulting firm to prepare the Draft
EIR under the direction of City staff.
Section 15084 (b) of the CEQA Guidelines states that the Lead Agency may require the project
applicant to supply data and information to both determine whether the project may have a
significant impact on the environment and to assist the Lead Agency in preparing the Draft EIR.
In addition, Implementation Measure 15 in the Santa Paula General Plan Open Space and
Conservation Element requires “any new development on designated agricultural lands or
designated prime agricultural soils to provide information on the viability of agricultural soils and
operations before requesting approval for urban land uses.”
The City of Santa Paula requested information from the project applicant related to agricultural
resources as allowed by the CEQA Guidelines and in conformance with the City’s General Plan.
The Agricultural Resources Study prepared by the applicant’s consultant was reviewed by the
City and its EIR consultant and revised in response to the City’s comments. The Agricultural
Resources section in the EIR was prepared by the City and its EIR consultant and represents the
City’s independent conclusions. The mitigation measures addressed by this comment are not
identified as measures proposed by the applicant because the measures are proposed by the City.
The Agricultural Resources Study included in Appendix C of the Draft EIR includes over 100
pages of detailed information related to the agricultural characteristics of the East Area 1 Specific
Plan Area. The City considered all of this information in determining the significance of the
impact of the project on agricultural resources and the City’s proposed mitigation measures. As
indicated in this comment, the EIR identifies as a significant impact the proposed conversion
of 352 acres farmland to urban uses.
The Agricultural Resources Study also provides substantial information on the quality and
productivity of the agricultural land within the Specific Plan Area. Table 6, East Area 1 – Soil
Types and Agricultural Ratings, presented on page 38 of the Agricultural Resources Study
provides Capability Grouping and Storie Index ratings for the soils on the site. As described in
this study, the U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service uses two systems to
determine the agricultural productivity of soil, the Soil Capability Classification System and the
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Storie Index Rating System. The Capability Classes range from Class I soils, which have few
limitations for agricultural use, to Class VIII soils, which are unsuitable for agriculture. The
Storie Index rating system ranks soils characteristics according to their suitability for agriculture
from Grade I soils (80 to 100 rating), which have few or no limitations to agriculture, to Grade 6
soils (less than a 10 rating), which are not suitable for agriculture.
The East Area 1 Specific Plan Area contains approximately 156 acres of Class I and II soils
(29 acres of Class I soils and 127 acres of Class II soils). The majority of the site,
approximately 334 acres, consists of Class IV, VI, VII, and VIII soils. Class IV soils have very
severe limitations that restrict the choice of plants or require very careful management, or both.
Class VI – VIII soils have severe limitations that generally make these soils unsuitable for
agriculture.
The 156 acres of Class I and II soils also are Grade 1 and 2 soils, with Storie Index ratings of 60100. The other 334 acres are Grade 4-6 soils, with Storie Index ratings ranging from less than 10
to 36. Grade 4-6 soils are considered poorly suited to unsuited for agriculture.
The portions of the site containing the Class I and II soils are also identified as Prime Farmland
on the State Important Farmland Maps. Prime Farmland is identified by the State Department of
Conservation as land having the best combination of physical and chemical features able to
sustain long-term agriculture. The majority of the other land currently under cultivation, 282
acres, is categorized as Unique Farmland, defined as lower quality soils used for the production
of the state’s leading agricultural crops.
The project applicant represents the original and current farmers of the majority of this site. Due
to the rocky content of the soils on the site, agricultural use is restricted to only a few types of
commercial fruit trees. The amount and quality of fruit produced is also affected by the relatively
poor quality of the majority of the soils on the site.
Mitigation as proposed includes the preservation of 55 acres within the Specific Plan Area
currently under cultivation, and the preservation of an additional 34 acres of higher quality
farmland within the City’s Area of Interest. The proposed offsite mitigation parcel consists of
Prime Farmland containing Class I, Grade I soils. The City’s determination that preservation of
these agricultural lands within the Specific Plan Area and off the site adequately compensates for
the proposed conversion of farmland is based on consideration of the overall agricultural quality
and productivity of the areas being preserved and is not based solely on an economic basis as
indicated in this comment. The value of the crops being produced is one indicator of the
agricultural productivity of the agricultural areas being preserved. The City also considered the
value of crops being produced to consider the effects on the local agricultural economy.
Mitigation, as defined in Section 15370 of the CEQA Guidelines, includes:
(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.
(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.
(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment.
(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations
during the life of the action.
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(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.
Requiring the preservation of other agricultural land as mitigation for direct impacts to
agricultural land is consistent with definition of mitigation identified in Section 15370 (e) of the
CEQA Guidelines as it compensates for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources.
The State Department of Conservation (DOC) in its letter responding to the City’s Notice of
Preparation for the Draft EIR noted that the direct conversion of agricultural land to other uses is
often deemed to be an unavoidable impact by CEQA analyses. This is the appropriate conclusion
under CEQA, and is the conclusion reached by the City in the Draft EIR. The direct conversion
of the agricultural land within the proposed East Area 1 Specific Plan Area to other uses is an
unavoidable significant impact of the project as proposed.
The State DOC also recommended that the City consider the purchase of agricultural
conservation easements on other land as partial compensation for the direct loss of agricultural
land. This method of mitigation is identified as “partial” compensation as it cannot mitigate the
direct impact to a level that is less than significant. The CEQA statute and Guidelines do not
define specific standards for mitigation. The statute and Guidelines do not expressly allow or
prohibit the type and form of mitigation identified by the City in the Draft EIR.
Court decisions on CEQA cases have addressed the topic of mitigation ratios. In Del Mar
Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v. City Council of San Diego (1992) 10 Cal. App.4th 712, the Court of
Appeal addressed the issue of mitigation ratios for impacts to biological resources. There, project
opponents attacked a mitigation program on the ground that it represented a less aggressive
approach to wetlands mitigation than had been followed in the past. Specifically, the City and
Caltrans planned to create fewer acres of new wetlands for each acre lost that the Coastal
Commission had previously required for other projects in the area. The Court found that
“adherence to alleged ‘historic ratios’ is not required by CEQA, which does not mandate similar
mitigation for all similar projects” (Del Mar at 741). The issue of mitigation ratios was also
addressed by the Court of Appeal in Environmental Council of Sacramento et al. v. City of
Sacramento et al. (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018. In this case, the City proposed to preserve a
smaller amount of higher quality habitat to compensate for the loss of a larger amount of lower
quality habitat. Again, the Court of Appeal affirmed this mitigation approach as valid.
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) is a term used to define an approach for rating the
relative quality of land resources based upon specific measurable features. The formulation of a
California Agricultural LESA Model is the result of Senate Bill 850 (Chapter 812/1993), which
charged the Resources Agency, in consultation with the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research, with developing an amendment to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines concerning
agricultural lands. The purpose of this amendment was “to provide lead agencies with an
optional methodology to ensure that significant effects on the environment of agricultural land
conversions are quantitatively and consistently considered in the environmental review process”
(Public Resources Code Section 21095). The California Agricultural LESA Model is composed
of six different factors. Two Land Evaluation factors are based upon measures of soil resource
quality. Four Site Assessment factors provide measures of the size of a site, water resource
availability, surrounding agricultural lands, and surrounding protected resource lands. For a site,
each of these factors is separately rated on a 100 point scale. The factors are then weighted
relative to one another and combined, resulting in a single numeric score for a given site, with a
maximum attainable score of 100 points.
The Agricultural Resources Study evaluates the site using the LESA. Appendix C of the
Agricultural Resources Study, which in turn is Appendix C of the Draft EIR, also examines the
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quality of the proposed mitigation site using the LESA. The LESA score of the mitigation site
is 79, greatly exceeding the LESA score of 67 for the land being converted within EA1. The
LESA evaluation of the project site and the proposed mitigation site indicates the higher land
resource quality of the mitigation site, even taking the difference in acreage into consideration.
The reason for adopting feasible mitigation measures is to “substantially lessen or avoid”
significant adverse environmental impacts. (Public Resources Code Section 21002) CEQA does
not require a local legislative body, such as the City of Santa Paula, to enact legislation which
uniformly applies certain level or standard of mitigation measures to all similar projects
submitted for environmental review within its jurisdiction. In San Franciscans for Reasonable
Growth et al. v. City and County of San Francisco (1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1502, 1519 the Court
determined that once an agency has adopted sufficient measures to at least “substantially lessen”
such significant impacts, the agency need not, under CEQA, adopt every mitigation scheme
brought to its attention.
It is also important to note the State DOC states in their NOP response letter that “…the most
effective approach to farmland conservation and impact mitigation is one that is integrated with
general plan policies. For example, the measures suggested above could be most effectively
applied as part of a comprehensive agricultural land conservation element in the City’s General
Plan. Mitigation measures could then be applied systematically towards large goals of sustaining
an agricultural resource base and economy.” (Emphasis added)
The City has looked comprehensively at the large goals of sustaining an agricultural resource
base and economy in its General Plan. The General Plan identifies several urban expansion areas,
including East Area 1, while including multiple measures to preserve the majority of the
agricultural land in the City’s Area of Interest, such as the City Urban Restriction Boundary
(CURB) and the City’s participation in defining greenbelts with the neighboring jurisdictions of
Fillmore and Ventura. The City’s General Plan also contains a series of Implementation
Measures related to the Goals, Objectives, and Policies addressing agricultural resources. As
identified above, Implementation Measure 15 in the General Plan Open Space and Conservation
Element requires “any new development on designated agricultural lands or designated prime
agricultural soils to provide information on the viability of agricultural soils and operations before
requesting approval for urban land uses. Implementation Measure 19 in the General Plan Open
Space and Conservation Element requires applicants for development of land within an existing
greenbelt to provide funds for the purchase of agricultural lands and/or easements within the
Santa Paula Area of Interest. This measure does not specify any specific mitigation ratio.
The Agricultural Resources Study provides over 100 pages of information on the quality and
productivity of the agricultural land within the East Area 1 Specific Plan Area. As documented in
this study and summarized above, the majority of the site, including the portion designated as
Unique Farmland on the State Important Farmland Maps, consists of soils that are generally
unsuitable for agriculture. The value of the crops produced reflects the low agricultural
productivity of the site.
As identified in the Draft EIR, the project will result in the conversion of 352 acres of farmland
for urban uses. The project includes the preservation of 55 acres of land within the Specific Plan
Area with equal agricultural quality and productivity to the land being impacted. As this land is
of equal agricultural quality and value as the land being impacted, the City considers this land to
compensate for the impact on an acre by acre basis. Therefore, the City identified land for
preservation offsite to compensate for the remainder of the land being impacted (352 acres 55 acres of comparable agricultural land being preserved = 297 acres remaining). Given the
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much higher quality and productivity of the off-site land proposed for mitigation, the City has
determined that preservation of this land for long-term agricultural use adequately compensates
for the impact to the remaining 297 acres as this land as the off-site land being preserved is of
much higher quality, can produce a wide variety of crops and produce crops with an equivalent
economic value for the local agricultural economy. By preserving land with the ability to
produce crops of an equal economic value, the City is contributing towards maintaining an
agricultural resource base and economy as recommended by the State DOC.
The intent of this measure is to compensate for the conversion of agricultural land within the
Specific Plan to urban uses by preserving agricultural land of equivalent agricultural quality and
productivity as opposed to guaranteeing a specific value of crops be produced on an annual basis.
For this reason, the economic performance standard suggested is not warranted or necessary. In
addition, imposition of such a standard could affect the feasibility of this measure as the value of
crops produced is determined by the market for agriculture products, which is outside the control
of the farmer or the City. Consideration of the economic value of the crops produced on the
project site as an indicator of agricultural productivity was one of the factors considered along
with the agricultural capability of the soils. The areas within the Specific Plan Area and offsite
proposed for preservation for agricultural use are of equivalent quality and productivity and are
considered to adequately compensate for the agricultural land being impacted for these reasons.
The City’s determination is based on the information provided in the Agricultural Resources
Study. Consideration of other mitigation measures is not required as the City has determine the
mitigation to be adequate based on the substantial evidence presented in the Draft EIR.
Q4-5

As identified in the Draft EIR, the project will result in the conversion of 352 acres of farmland
for urban uses. The project includes the preservation of 55 acres of land within the Specific Plan
Area with equal agricultural quality and productivity to the land being impacted. As this land is
of equal agricultural quality and value as the land being impacted, the City considers this land to
compensate for the impact on an acre by acre basis. Therefore, the City identified land for
preservation offsite to compensate for the remainder of the land being impacted (352 acres minus
55 acres of comparable agricultural land being preserved equals 297 acres remaining).

Q4-6

Section 4.2 (Agricultural Resources) of the Draft EIR (see page 4.2-27) notes that potential land
use compatibility issues could result due to the proximity of urban and agricultural uses. In
particular, it was noted that incidents of pilferage, vandalism, trespass and complaints against
standard legal practices could result. These issues were identified by the Draft EIR as significant
impacts related to land use compatibility as it relates to agricultural resources. However, a new
mitigation measure has been included within the FEIR to address incompatibility issues. As such,
see Section 4.2 (Agricultural Resources) of the FEIR’s Clarifications & Revisions document.

Q4-7

Based upon the thresholds contained in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project would
have a significant impact on the environment if it conflicts with the general plan. Whether or not
a specific plan is consistent with the general plan is a legislative decision; that is, the City’s
interpretation of its own general plan and factual findings is left up to the city council’s judgment
unless “based on the evidence before [the] city council, a reasonable person could not have
reached the same conclusion.” No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 196 Cal.App.3d 223 (1987);
See also Building Industry Ass’n v. Superior Court, 211 Cal.App.3d 277 (1989) and Mitchell v.
County of Orange, 165 Cal.App.2d 1185 (1985). A project is consistent with the general plan if,
considering all its aspects, it will further the objectives and policies of the general plan and not
obstruct their attainment. General Plan Guidelines, p. 212, Sacramento, Ca.: Governor’s Office
of Planning and Research, 1990. An exact match is not required, only that the project be in
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agreement or general harmony with the general plan. Greenebaum v. City of Los Angeles, 153
Cal.App.3d 391 (1984).
No Goal, Objective or Policy of the General Plan requires a project or applicant to mitigate
development of acreage within a greenbelt by a particular ratio, such as acre-to-acre. Land Use
Urban Expansion Policy 4.n.n. provides generally, “[a]dd new lands into the greenbelt to
compensate for lands that may be removed from the greenbelt for Sphere of Influence
amendments.” Land Use Urban Expansion Implementation Measure 31, which supports Policy
4.n.n, provides that “[t]he City of Santa Paula shall take the following actions to implement the
Urban Expansion goals of the Land Use Element:… amend the greenbelt agreement with the City
of Fillmore such that each acre removed from the existing greenbelt would be added to the
greenbelt in other locations within the City’s Area of Interest.
There is sufficient evidence in the record for the City Council to reach the conclusion that
conservation easements on the 55-acre Agricultural Preserve and the 79-acre Open Space
Preserve within the Project Site, together with a conservation easement on 34 acres of highlyproductive agricultural land outside of the Project Site and within the City’s Area of Interest,
constitute not only quantitative (i.e., greater than 0.5:1) but qualitative mitigation. See also,
response Q4-4 above. Note that if the City does amend the Fillmore Greenbelt Agreement, a
separate environmental document would be required.
Q4-8

In its entirety, Implementation Measure 19 of the Conservation and Open Space Element of the
General plan reads, “Applicants for development of land in agricultural production that is within
an existing greenbelt (which includes Santa Paula Canyon, West Area 1, and the area west of
Santa Paula Creek) shall provide funds to the Ventura County Agricultural Land Trust for the
purchase of agricultural lands and/or easements within the Santa Paula Area of Interest (emphasis
added).”That East Area 1 is not specifically included even though it is an important Expansion
Area identified in the General Plan, that Implementation Measure 19 does specify west of Santa
Paula Creek (thereby excluding east of Santa Paula Creek), and that the General Plan specifically
intends the City to amend the Fillmore Greenbelt Agreement to remove East Area 1, supports the
City Council’s interpretation that it does not apply to East Area 1. Furthermore, the payment of
fees is in lieu of land, so it is reasonable for the City Council to accept a conservation easement
on the total of 168 acres as satisfaction of Implementation Measure 19.

Q4-9

Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.

Q4-10 Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.
Q4-11 Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.
Q4-12 Section 4.13 (Public Services) of the Draft EIR noted that the library generates revenue from
current secured property taxes collected by the County of Ventura, and from a flat $40 per parcel
tax levied on the approximately 7,500 parcels within the district boundaries. The analysis
contained within Section 4.13.4.4 (Library Services Impacts) of the Draft EIR incorrectly
assumed that such a tax would also be in place. However, since such a tax outside of the current
district boundary would require voter approval, the text should have indicated this requirement.
However, the discussion did correctly note that the City can impose development fees, per
Section 16, Chapter 160 (Development Impact Fees) of the Santa Paula Municipal Code.
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Therefore, the impacts to libraries would remain less than significant with the implementation of
the City’s developer fee program. See Section 4.13 (Public Services) of the FEIR’s Clarifications
& Revisions document.
Q4-13 Comment noted. A detailed fiscal impact analysis has been prepared for the proposed project and
the information contained within that report provided as part of annexation submittal
requirements.
Q4-14 Comment noted. No response necessary.
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Q5

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM UNITED WATER CONSERVATION
DISTRICT, RECEIVED JANUARY 30, 2008

Q5-1

Comment noted. See Appendix Q of the FEIR’s Clarifications & Revisions document.

Q5-2

Comment noted. No response necessary.

Q5-3

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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Q6

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SANTA PAULA UNION HIGH SCHOOL
DISTRICT, RECEIVED FEBRUARY 1, 2008

Q6-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

Q6-2

The analysis contained within the Draft EIR was based upon the District’s Long-Term Facilities
Master Plan (February 2008) and as such, reflected information contained within that document.
The City appreciates the additional clarification information concerning school generation rates
and has revised the FEIR to reflect such information. See Section 4.13 (Public Services) of the
FEIR’s Clarifications & Revisions document.

Q6-3

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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Q7-2

Q7-3

Q7-4

Q7-5

Q7-6
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Q7

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM VENTURA COUNTY AGRICULTURAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE, RECEIVED FEBRUARY 4, 2008

Q7-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

Q7-2

Comment noted. No response necessary.

Q7-3

Comment noted. No response necessary.

Q7-4

Comment noted. No response necessary.

Q7-5

Comment noted. No response necessary.

Q7-6

Comment noted. No response necessary.

Q7-7

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM COUNTY AGENCIES
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C1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM COUNTY OF VENTURA RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT AGENCY, RECEIVED JANUARY 7, 2008

C1-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

C1-2

Comment noted. No response necessary.

C1-3

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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C2

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM VENTURA COUNTY WATERSHED
PROTECTION DISTRICT, PLANNING AND REGULATORY DIVISION,
RECEIVED DECEMBER 20, 2008

C2-1

Comment noted. See Section 4.9 (Hydrology & Water Quality) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.

C2-2

Section 7.0 (Cumulative Impacts) of the Draft EIR was predicated on the assumption that all
planned projects within the City’s jurisdiction would comply with all applicable stormwater and
water quality requirements contained within the Ventura County Municipal Storm Water Permit
NPDES Permit No. CAS004002. The City of Santa Paula is a participating municipality under
the County-wide permit. Under the terms of the permit, the Ventura County Watershed Protection
District (VCWPD) and other co-permittees (i.e., City of Santa Paula) are required to implement
NPDES Permit No. CAS004002 (including the Monitoring and Reporting Program, Ventura
Countywide Stormwater Quality Urban Impact Mitigation Plan (SQUIMP), and Ventura
Countywide Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SMP)). The analysis contained within
Section 4.9 (Hydrology & Water Quality) of the Draft EIR determined that adherence to these
requirements would result in less than significant impacts relative to water quality. A similar
conclusion was made for the Cumulative Impact analysis contained within the Draft EIR. As
such, receiving waters such as the Santa Clara River which are currently or proposed to be on the
Section 303(d) list would not be adversely affected by the proposed project or by projects noted
in Table 7-1 (Planned and Proposed Land Uses in the Vicinity of East Area 1 Specific Plan) of
the Draft EIR.

C2-3

Comment noted. See Section 4.9 (Hydrology & Water Quality) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.
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C3

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM COUNTY OF VENTURA PUBLIC
WORKS AGENCY, TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT, RECEIVED
DECEMBER 27, 2008

C3-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

C3-2

Comment noted. No response necessary.

C3-3

This intersection will operate at an unacceptable LOS for the Cumulative Base Scenario
(i.e., without the proposed project). Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to the
cumulative impact; and the applicant is only required to pay its pro-rata costs. Nevertheless, the
proposed Development Agreement will require that the applicant construct this improvement and
receive reimbursement for that portion of the cost in excess of its pro rata share.

C3-4

This intersection will operate at an unacceptable LOS for the Cumulative Base Scenario
(i.e., without the proposed project). Therefore, the proposed project would contribute to the
cumulative impact; and the applicant is only required to pay its pro-rata costs. Nevertheless, the
proposed Development Agreement will require that the applicant construct this improvement and
receive reimbursement for that portion of the cost in excess of its pro rata share.

C3-5

This comment recommends that the City consider requiring the project to make implement the
improvements to the intersection of Faulkner Road and the SR 126 Ramps identified to mitigate
project cumulative impacts rather than requiring payment of a pro rata share of the cost of these
improvements. The traffic study indicates, in Table 16, that the project will contribute
approximately 5% of the future traffic at this intersection. The proposed project, therefore,
contributes to a cumulative impact at this intersection but does not result in a project level
significant impact at this intersection. For this reason, payment of a pro rata share of the cost of
the improvements needed to mitigate the identified cumulative impact is the most appropriate
mitigation measure. Requiring the project to make the identified improvements would not be
equitable given that the project will contribute only 5% of the total future traffic volume at this
intersection.

C3-6

The East Area 1 Specific Plan Area is located on the eastern edge of the City of Santa Paula. The
project traffic study is comprehensive and addresses potential project and cumulative traffic
impacts as 40 intersections. Telegraph Road to the east of Santa Paula is designated as
SR 126 and impacts to the portion of SR 126 between Sespe Road and Hallock Drive are assessed
in the traffic study. The traffic study indicates that the project will contribute a very small
amount of traffic to the portion to Telegraph Road to the west of the Santa Paula. Impacts to the
intersection of Telegraph Road and Peck Road on the western edge of the City are addressed in
the traffic study. As shown in Figure 7A in the traffic study the project will generate few trips to
Telegraph Road west of this intersection. During the morning peak hour, the project will
generate 20 eastbound trips to the west of this intersection and 15 eastbound trips. During the
evening peak hour, the project will generate only 15 eastbound trips on Telegraph Road west of
Peck Road and 10 westbound trips.

C3-7

The comment states that the internal capture rates used in estimating project trip generation are
not consistent with ITE Trip Generation Manual data and requests additional justification. The
methods and assumptions used to estimate trip generation for the proposed East Area 1 project
are described on pages 4.4-14 through 4.4-17 of the Draft EIR. As shown in Table 4.4-9,
reductions were made to several of the proposed land uses to account for their estimated
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interaction with other uses on the site: retail, office and civic facilities, high school, elementary
school and community college. The adjustments ranged from 5% to 75%, depending on the
specific use. Taken together, the total estimated reduction in trips due to internal capture was
15% of the daily trips, 19% of the morning peak hour trips and 16% of the afternoon peak hour
trips. These assumptions were developed in conjunction with City staff and the project team and,
as noted in the Draft EIR, no additional trip adjustments were made for pass-by trips or transit
trips.
In preparing the response to this comment, information in Chapter 7 of the “Trip Generation
Handbook, 2nd Edition” (ITE, 2004) was reviewed again. A detailed methodology is presented
for use in estimating the internal trip capture for residential, retail and office uses within mixeduse developments, such as the proposed East Area 1 development, for the midday peak hour, the
p.m. peak hour and on a daily basis. Given the nature of the traffic impact analysis in the Draft
EIR, which focuses on analysis of the a.m. and p.m. peak hour conditions at selected study
intersections, the p.m. peak hour trip reductions were reviewed. That methodology suggests that
approximately 6% of gross p.m. peak hour trips estimated for the entire project may be made
between its residential, retail and office components. Given the facts that the City currently has
six elementary schools and one high school and that, at full build-out, the proposed development
within East Area 1 would increase the population of Santa Paula by up to 5,275 people
(an increase of approximately 18%) (page 4.16-4), the assumptions made in the Draft EIR
that 65% of the elementary school trips, 75% of the high school trips and 5% of the community
college trips would be captured within the project area are not unreasonable. Taking these
additional trips into consideration, the total internal trip capture for the project during the p.m.
peak hour would be almost 19% of the gross trip generation. Thus, the total adjustments to the
trip generation estimates that were made in the Draft EIR are slightly more conservative than,
though generally consistent with, those based on the method described in the professional
literature.
C3-8

Comment noted. See Section 4.4 (Transportation & Circulation) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.

C3-9

As part of its LAFCO annexation application, the City will request that the segment of Telegraph
Road from and to the City limits and the whole segment of Ferris Drive be included in the
proposal.

C3-10 Section 3.0 (Project Description) (see page 3-28) of the Draft EIR noted that construction access
(truck routes) would be via State Route 126, Hallock Drive and Telegraph Road. In addition see
Section 4.4 (Transportation & Circulation) of the FEIR’s Clarifications & Revisions document
for further information on the Traffic Management Plan (TMP).
C3-11 Comment noted. See Section 4.4 (Transportation & Circulation) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.
C3-12 Comment noted. No response necessary.
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C4

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM VENTURA COUNTY AIR POLLUTION
CONTROL DISTRICT, RECEIVED JANUARY 7, 2008

C4-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

C4-2

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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C5

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM COUNTY OF VENTURA, PLANNING
DIVISION, RECEIVED JANUARY 7, 2008

C5-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

C5-2

The comment recommends that the City of Santa Paula require several additional roadway links
to the surrounding street system based on the number of housing units proposed within the East
Area 1 project site.
The proposed development within East Area 1 would take access through a northward extension
of Hallock Drive and an eastward extension of Santa Paula Street. While it is acknowledged that
additional vehicular access points to the project site would enhance its accessibility, it would be
adequately served by the two proposed roadway links. The proposed East Area 1 Specific Plan
was developed in close coordination with City of Santa Paula staff over the course of several
years, including staff of the Planning, Public Works and Fire Departments, and the City of Santa
Paula did not submit a comment letter on the Draft EIR. The two roadway connections that are
proposed are identified in the Circulation Element of the Santa Paula General Plan as required at
the time East Area 1 is developed (page CI-28). That document also identifies one additional
roadway improvement to provide access to the project site, a short one-way connection from
westbound SR-126 to Telegraph Road. The Draft EIR includes a detailed traffic impact analysis
which assessed the need for that roadway link and determined that it would not be necessary to
provide adequate access to the site; that is, with the identified mitigation measures traffic
operations at the analyzed intersections would be at acceptable levels of service.

C5-3

The comment incorrectly states that Santa Paula Fire Department has determined that the project
has insufficient emergency access and that mitigation measure T-17 would require additional
emergency access roads. In fact, the City of Santa Paula did not submit a comment letter on the
Draft EIR and no such determination has been made.
As stated in the response to Comment C5-2, the proposed East Area 1 Specific Plan has been
developed in close consultation with City staff, including the Fire Department. Based on
information and analysis in the Draft EIR (page 4.4-35), the proposed primary and secondary
roads in the project area would provide less than the 20-foot roadbed required to allow one
response vehicle to pass another because curb parking would be permitted. Therefore a
potentially significant adverse impact was identified. The identified impact is not related to the
presence of emergency access roads, but rather to the design of the proposed roads within the
project site. The mitigation identified for this potential emergency access impact calls for
individual development projects brought forward within the framework of the proposed specific
plan to submit emergency access plans to the Santa Paula Fire Department for review and
approval. It requires that the Department’s recommendations be fully complied with at that time.
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C6

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF FILLMORE, RECEIVED
FEBRUARY 12, 2008

C6-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

C6-2

Comment noted. No response necessary.

C6-3

Comment noted. No response necessary.

C6-4

As noted within Section 4.2 (Agricultural Resources) of the Draft EIR, a total of 55 acres of
agricultural lands contained within the East Area 1 project site will remain in active production.
This area has been identified as an Agricultural Preserve in the East Area 1 Specific Plan. In
addition, a conservation easement will also be recorded over 34 acres of agricultural land located
within the southwest portion of the City’s Area of Interest. The City would also note that some
79 acres of Open Space located immediately adjacent to the proposed Agricultural Preserve is
also proposed within the Specific Plan. Therefore, the total acreage proposed for conservation
would be 168 acres of which 134 acres would remain in the Santa Paula-Fillmore Greenbelt.
Comment noted concerning the City of Fillmore’s recommendation that the amendment of the
Santa Paula-Fillmore Greenbelt be adopted via Ordinance.

C6-5

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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C7

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF OJAI, RECEIVED
JANUARY 7, 2008

C7-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

C7-2

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE GENERAL PUBLIC
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GP1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SIERRA CLUB, LOS PADRES
CHAPTER, RECEIVED JANUARY 7, 2008

GP1-1

Comment noted. See responses GP1-2 through GP1-24 below of this FEIR’s Responses to
Comments document.

GP1-2

Comment noted. See responses GP1-3 through GP1-24 below of this FEIR’s Responses to
Comments document.

GP1-3

Comment noted. See responses GP1-4 through GP1-24 below of this FEIR’s Responses to
Comments document.

GP1-4

Comment noted. See responses GP1-5 through GP1-24 below of this FEIR’s Responses to
Comments document.

GP1-5

Comment noted. See responses GP1-6 through GP1-24 below of this FEIR’s Responses to
Comments document.

GP1-6

Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive and detailed
project description of the proposed project’s components and discretionary actions and is in
compliance with Section 15124 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines (2007).
Sections 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) and 4.2 (Agricultural Resource) of the Draft EIR contained
a detailed discussion of the project’s potential impacts relative to Ventura County zoning,
greenbelts and the City of Santa Paula’s City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB). We would
also note that Section 4.4 (Transportation & Circulation) of the Draft EIR also discussed in
detail the need for roadway widening in order to address project-related increases/decreases in
level of service (LOS) along area roadways.
Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR (see pages 3-6 and 3-29) note that the
proposed project is located outside of the City’s existing CURB and that discretionary actions,
among other things, would require its amendment. In addition, page 3-7 of the Draft EIR
contains a detailed discussion of the Santa Paula-Fillmore Greenbelt Agreement. As noted
previously, Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of the Draft EIR address potential impacts associated with the
CURB and Santa Paula-Fillmore Greenbelt Agreement. We would also note that the City’s
General Plan contemplated amending the Santa Paula-Fillmore Greenbelt as part of actions
associated with the East Area 1 project (a planned urban Expansion Area). Inherent in these
assumptions was the acknowledgement that the CURB would need to be amended, pending
voter approval. Both the CURB and Santa Paula-Fillmore Greenbelt Agreement are but two of
many policy guidelines identified within the City’s General Plan to guide development within
the East Area 1 Expansion Area and the City as a whole.
The East Area 1 project site is currently located within unincorporated Ventura County and
therefore, outside of the City’s planning and land use jurisdiction. The project site currently
does not have a Santa Paula Municipal Code (SPMC) zoning designation. As noted in
Section 4.1 (see page 4.1-4) of the Draft EIR, the East Area 1 Expansion Area is proposed to be
designated as SP-3 in SPMC Chapter 16.25. The SPMC would be pre-zoned SP-3 East Area 1.
Further, as noted in this Section of the Draft EIR, SPMC establishes Specific Plan zones that
facilitate the logical, coordinated planning of large areas for a variety of land uses and types of
development. When a specific plan is adopted, its regulations may supersede any conflicting
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provisions of the SPMC. On issues where the adopted specific plan is silent, development must
be implemented in accordance with the SPMC.
Moreover, we would note that page 4.1-10 provided added clarification on this matter in which
the Draft EIR states:
“While the SPMC does not currently apply to the Project Site (adopting the Specific Plan
(designated as SP-3 East Area 1) as prezoning would allow the City to establish its proposed
designation in advance of its annexation approval requests with LAFCO), once it is annexed to
the City, the zoning would be consistent with the SPMC. Thus, with mitigation consisting of
prezoning and annexation, the project would result in less than significant impacts as to zoning
regulations.”
GP1-7

Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR contains a detailed discussion of the
environmental setting of biological resources contained on-site and within adjacent areas. Plant
communities are shown on Figure 4.7-1 (Plant Communities of the East Area 1 Project Site)
and discussed in detail on pages 4.7-3 through 4.7-5. In addition, those plant communities
identified as sensitive by resource agencies, including the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG) are also noted. Similarly, pages 4.7-5 and 4.7-6 provide a detailed discussion of
common wildlife species anticipated and/or observed utilizing the project site or adjacent areas.
Further, pages 4.7-7 through 4.7-19 evaluate the potential presence (or observations thereof) of
special status plants (including protected trees), animals and plant communities. We would
also note that the Section 4.7.3 (Methodology Related to Biological Resources) of the Draft
EIR includes a detailed discussion of the field surveys (including focused surveys) conducted
for sensitive species, based upon the presence of suitable habitat. As indicated within this
section, focused surveys for riparian birds and fish were conducted. Moreover, wildlife
migration corridors are also discussed in detail on pages 4.7-20 and an evaluation of potential
impacts contained on page 4.7-32.
The Draft EIR contains an evaluation of the proposed project’s consistency with applicable
plans. Concerning biological resources, we would note that Appendix G (Biological Resources
Study) of the Draft EIR contains a consistency analysis relative to the City’s General Plan and
United States Fish and Wildlife Service Recovery Plans for the least Bell’s vireo and
southwestern willow flycatcher. Similar consistency analyses are contained within the Draft
EIR for land use, agricultural resources, air quality and noise.

GP1-8

The Draft EIR (page 4.7-32) noted that Santa Paula and Haun Creeks facilitate wildlife
movement. However, there are no planned roadway widenings within this area, although a
bridge across Santa Paula Creek would be constructed. Impacts to biological resources
associated with bridge construction and operation were evaluated in detail within the Draft EIR.
As noted within Section 4.4 (Transportation & Circulation) the proposed project would only
require road widening along State Route (SR) 126 between Peck Road and Briggs Road. This
would include construction of an additional travel lane in each direction. This is an area is
dominated by agricultural and commercial uses which have limited value to biological
resources, including common wildlife and sensitive species. However, a review of available
aerial maps and windshield survey5 indicates that two drainages which contain riparian plant
species is present and as such, could contain and/or provide resources for sensitive species. In
addition, these drainages may also be subject to jurisdiction by the United States Army Corps

5 Note: The area between Briggs and Peck Roads is located on private property and was not accessible. In addition, due to
safety concerns, a detailed review of this area along SR-126 was not possible.
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of Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board – Los Angeles or the CDFG. Moreover, it
is possible that these drainages contain trees protected by the County’s Tree Protection
Ordinance. Widening of this area could also increase the potential for urban pollutants to enter
these waterways. Therefore, impacts to these resources due to proposed road widening
between Peck and Briggs Roads could be potentially significant.
To address these issues, see Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.
GP1-9

Comment noted.
document.

See responses GP1-7 above of this FEIR’s Responses to Comments

GP1-10 Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR noted the following concerning consistency with the Ventura
County General Plan & Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance:
“The project site is proposed for reorganization, including, without limitation, detachment from
Ventura County and annexation to the City of Santa Paula. Provided LAFCO approves such
reorganization, the project site would no longer be subject to Ventura County land use and
zoning controls, as contained within Ventura County’s General Plan and Non-Coastal Zoning
Ordinance. Consequently, if LAFCO approves a reorganization application, implementing the
proposed project would not conflict with the Ventura County General Plan or Non-Coastal
Zoning Ordinance.”
Moreover, the Draft EIR acknowledged that significant impacts to agricultural resources and
sensitive habitats and wildlife could result. To address these impacts, the Draft EIR provides
for the implementation of feasible mitigation measures.
GP1-11 Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR concluded that the implementation of mitigation measures for both
direct and indirect impacts to biological resources would reduce these to less than significant.
GP1-12 Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR provides a detailed analysis of potential land use impacts
(including existing uses) associated with implementation of the proposed project. Section
15131 of the CEQA Guidelines (2007) provides specific instructions on the evaluation of
economic and social effects which are to be evaluated within an Environmental Impact Report.
Briefly, CEQA notes that economic or social effects of a project are not to be treated as
significant effects on the environment. Further, CEQA also indicates that the focus of the
analysis is on the physical changes. The Draft EIR’s evaluation of potential impacts from
implementation of the proposed project followed these guidelines.
Section 4.2 (Agricultural Resources) of the Draft EIR addressed potential impacts associated
with compatibility between urban and agricultural uses. In addition, the analysis concluded that
mitigation measures were necessary in order to address impacts. Comments received on the
Draft EIR also noted this potential issue. As such, an additional mitigation measure was
included within the FEIR in order to address this issue (see Section 4.2 of the FEIR’s
Clarifications & Revisions document).
This comment cannot be addressed since the meaning of the acronym “NBPM” is unknown.
The City requests further clarification.
GP1-13 Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR noted that implementation of the proposed project would result in
significant adverse impacts related to Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)
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reorganization policy related to the creation of islands of unincorporated areas within the City’s
boundary, provided annexation was approved. To address this issue, the Draft EIR indicated
the following (see page 4.1-33):
“It should be noted that providing annexation of the project is approved by Ventura LAFCO,
the City intends to address the islands of unincorporated territory created by the East Area 1
Specific Plan. The City will submit a separate annexation/reorganization application
associated with the East Area 2 Expansion Area.”
Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR dedicates considerable discussion of the project site’s planned
conversion from agriculture to urban uses. As indicated, the East Area 1 is one of five
Expansion Areas identified in the City’s General Plan. The conversion of the project site from
agricultural to urban uses has been contemplated since 1998 and is part of the City’s long-term
planning process. Moreover, the City’s General Plan and the East Area 1’s Draft EIR evaluated
in detail the potential consequences and impacts from this action.
Sections 3.1 (Project Description) and 4.1 of the Draft EIR note that the proposed project is
located outside of the City’s existing Sphere of Influence (SOI). However, the project site is
located within the City’s Area of Interest and has been identified in its General Plan as a
proposed Expansion Area. The Draft EIR notes that the current proposal is inconsistent with
the City’s General Plan relative to proposed uses identified for the East Area 1 Expansion Area
and as such, indicates that a General Plan Amendment (in addition to other discretionary
actions) is required. The Specific Plan prepared for the East Area 1 project site meets all state
requirements and was made available during public circulation of the Draft EIR.
The East Area 1 Specific Plan includes a detailed fiscal impact analysis which will be included
in the City’s request for annexation application. As required, the analysis provides information
(including assumptions and calculation) concerning the fiscal impacts and feasibility of
annexing the project site.
The East Area 1 project site is located immediately east of the City’s corporate boundary
(across Santa Paula Creek). This portion of the City and unincorporated Ventura County are
largely urbanized. In addition, they contain existing roadways and associated urban
infrastructure to support existing populations and land use densities. As noted in Appendices D
(Traffic Study), N (Domestic Water Report), O (Domestic Sewer Report), P (Recycled Water
Report) and Q (Water Supply Assessment & Verification Report) of the Draft EIR, some
feasible upgrades to existing infrastructure would be required.
Ventura County is the only adjacent local agency with land use planning jurisdiction currently
associated with the project site. The County is aware that the project site is part of a planned
urban expansion area it is the City’s intention to annex the area. The City is unaware of any
“inter-agency rivalry or other motives not in the public interest” as asserted by the comment
and therefore, requests further clarification on this matter. It is the intention of the City to work
closely with Ventura LAFCO and the County on all aspects of the proposed annexation.
Pending annexation approval, utilities and services associated with the project site would be
provided by the City.
GP1-14 Comment noted. See responses GP1-7, GP1-8 and GP1-11 above of this FEIR’s Responses to
Comments document.
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GP1-15 Air quality projections are an integral part of local and state ambient air quality standard
attainment plans. These plans estimate reductions to stationary and mobile sources through
regulatory controls, as well as forecast population increases and the effect that will have on the
regional attainment of health-protective standards. On a project-specific level, the argument as
to whether a project has a significant air quality impact is made using emission-based
thresholds, and conformity determinations with approved regional air quality attainment plans
that use air quality projections. The air quality analysis fully evaluated the consequences of
implementing the project through the comparison of project-specific emission estimates and
proposed development phases with respective VCAPCD guidelines thresholds and AQMP
population forecasts.
The Draft EIR used emission-based significance thresholds established by the VCAPCD for
evaluating regional air quality project impacts under CEQA. Emissions were quantified for
evaluation of regional air quality impacts toxics air contaminants, carbon monoxide, and
particulate matter from fugitive dust. The CEQA analysis compared emissions with established
emission thresholds to evaluate the East Area 1 project significance, health risk modeling, and
project consistency with regional air quality plans.
The VCAPCD Guidelines state that projects determined to not cause an exceedance of the
population forecast contained in the AQMP are generally considered consistent with the plan.
As presented in the DEIR, projects that are considered consistent with the AQMP would not
interfere with attainment, because this growth is included in the projections utilized in the
formulation of the AQMP. Therefore, projects that are consistent with the applicable
assumptions used in the development of the AQMP would not jeopardize attainment of the air
quality levels identified in the AQMP, even if they exceed the VCAPCD’s recommended daily
emissions thresholds. Because the applicant recognizes that the project may cause short-term
exceedances of emission threshold for ozone, mitigations have been presented in the DEIR to
increase transportation reduce emissions from non-project generated motor vehicle trips by
funding programs to promote ridesharing, public transit and bicycling.
The project was determined to have short-term significant impacts, however a project may
show a significant air emission on a short-term basis it would not necessarily have significant
cumulative effect because these impacts are tied more closely to regional rather than localized
air quality values. The air quality technical report supporting the DEIR analyzed the
cumulative impacts of the East Area 1 project with 20 other related projects based upon data
provided by the City of Santa Paula for the Traffic Impact Study. The cumulative analysis
projects included all projects which could become operational within the same timeframe as the
project, thus the cumulative build out assumptions utilized for to determine long-term air
quality impacts due to continuing operations were consistent with the traffic analysis. Further,
by conforming to the long-term population forecasts that demonstrate future attainment of
ozone and particulate matter in Ventura County, the project has shown potential impacts to be
within attainment projections.
Health risk impacts from construction-related toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions were
evaluated. The project contains a detailed health risk assessment (HRA) of diesel particulate
matter emitted from the engine exhaust of diesel-fueled internal combustion engines. The
project health risk assessment evaluated emissions using current state and local analysis
methods, including current health risk exposure assumptions, cancer potency factors, and
conservative air dispersion modeling analysis. The implementation of alternatives to diesel fuel
is included in the analysis by using mobile source emission factor modeling, which incorporates
the phase-in of tier standards for particulate matter from internal combustion equipment.
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This response concludes that the air quality analysis is substantially complete and
comprehensive in its evaluation of potential air quality impacts due to the East Area 1 project.
GP1-16 The Draft EIR assesses the impacts of all improvements required to support the proposed East
Area 1 Specific Plan project, including roadway improvements. The Santa Paula General Plan
identifies the easterly extension of Santa Paula Street and the northerly extension of Hallock
Drive as circulation network improvements planned to serve East Area 1 in the Circulation
Element. These roadway improvements were assessed in the General Plan EIR and these
roadway improvements are also fully assessed in the East Area 1 Specific Plan Draft EIR. All
impacts of the roadway improvements proposed within the Specific Plan Area are also
addressed in the Draft EIR as are the impacts of the improvements to intersections identified to
mitigate project and cumulative impacts.
While the East Area 1 Specific Plan Area is located at the eastern edge of the City, the traffic
study addresses potential project and cumulative impacts at 35 intersections throughout the City
of Santa Paula as well as impacts to five segments of SR 126. The year 2020 traffic analysis
does not assume any future roadway improvements that are not already programmed by the
City of Santa Paula. Accordingly, the traffic study does not minimize traffic impacts as
suggested in this comment. The traffic study accurately portrays existing and projected traffic
conditions and identifies significant project and cumulative impacts as required by CEQA and
the CEQA Guidelines. With implementation of the identified mitigation measures, all
significant impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level.
GP1-17 The project site is located within an area planned for urbanization and identified within the
City’s General Plan as the East Area 1 Expansion Area. The City is unaware of any provisions
of state law which require that a farmland preservation program feasibility analysis be
conducted. In addition, it should be noted that the proposed project includes the preservation of
55 acres in the form of an on-site agricultural preserve and 34 acres within the City’s Area of
Interest which will include recordation of a conservation easement.
GP1-18 Section 4.15 (Utilities & Services) of the Draft EIR noted that information contained within
that section was derived from various technical reports. In particular, it was noted that detailed
information on the project’s domestic water consumption and supply and reliability were
available within Appendices N (Domestic Water Report) and Appendix Q (Water Supply
Assessment & Verification Report). This section of the Draft EIR summarized the findings
contained within Appendices N and Q. For a more detailed overview of these issues, the City
recommends that these reports be reviewed.
The City would also note that some of the information contained within Appendix Q has been
revised to reflect comments made during circulation of the DEIR. As such, see Section 4.15
(Utilities & Services) and Appendix Q of the FEIR’s Clarifications & Revisions document.
GP1-19 Section 7.0 (Cumulative Impacts) of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of cumulative
impacts, as required by Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines. Moreover, CEQA provides for
two approaches when identifying the range of projects to include within the analysis: (1) list
approach (i.e., past, present and probably projects); or (2) summary of projections contained
within a general plan or related planning documents, or in a prior environmental document
which has been adopted or certified.
The City selected the “list” approach (see Table 7-1 (Planned & Proposed Land Uses in the
Vicinity of East Area 1 Specific Plan) of the Draft EIR) since it: (1) is adequate, per
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requirements of CEQA; and (2) captures to a greater extent potential cumulative impacts. As
noted in Figure 7-1 (Locations of Related Projects) of the Draft EIR, the projects contained
within Table 7-1 include the Adams Canyon, Fagan Canyon and East Area 2 Expansion Areas.
These areas are currently within the City’s Area or Interest, CURB or SOI and are planned for
future annexation, as noted in the General Plan. These planned Expansion Areas in addition to
the list of project’s contained within Table 7-1 meet CEQA’s intent when considering the range
of projects to include.
The City would also notes that unlike other Cities in Ventura County and Southern California
in particular, some ten miles or more of non-urbanized areas exists between it and other
urbanized areas. As such, it is the City’s contention that including projects outside of the
geography noted in Figure 7-1 of the Draft EIR may not fully capture the actual range of
cumulative impacts. Moreover, the City is unaware of any urban development proposed
outside of an existing County or city Save Our Agriculture Resources (SOAR) boundary which
is currently contemplated and that could in some manner change the significance conclusions
contained within the Draft EIR for this or other environmental parameter evaluated.
GP1-20 The Draft EIR, in Section 6.0 (Growth Inducing Impacts) (see pages 6-1 through 6-7) dedicates
considerable analysis to the project’s potential to induce growth both directly and indirectly.
This section of the Draft EIR is specifically required by Section 15126.2 (d) of the CEQA
Guidelines (2007). The City would note that the comment made concerning the Draft EIR’s
lack of analysis of the project’s growth-inducing impacts is unsubstantiated. Further, that the
statement “the DEIR merely states that impacts of this growth are addressed in other sections
of the EIR. We cannot find any evidence that the DEIR has, in fact, analyzed the effect of this
growth anywhere in the DEIR” is in accurate. The City’s review of the Draft EIR indicates that
the reader should refer to Section 6.0 for a discussion of growth-inducing impacts.
Pending Ventura LAFCO annexation approvals, all proposed infrastructure improvements
would be constructed within the City’s corporate limit. The City is unaware at this time of the
need to construct these improvements outside of its potential CURB. In addition, the City has
not been made aware by Ventura County that additional infrastructure associated with the
proposed project or other future non-related project is necessary. In addition, the City would
note that is does not have the authority to preclude the construction of future infrastructure
within areas outside of its current jurisdictional boundary.
The Draft EIR, in Section 3.1 (Project Description), Table 3-3 (Summary of Proposed Land
Uses by Neighborhood & District) contains a detailed description of all land uses (including
square footage, acres, dwelling units, etc.) proposed for the East Area 1 project. In addition,
Figure 3-4 (East Area 1 Illustrative Plan) shows the proposed location of these land uses.
GP1-21 As noted in Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) and Appendix G (Biological Resources Study
for the East Area 1 Specific Plan Area), agricultural areas, such as those largely comprising the
project site, provided limited value to both common and sensitive species which may be
potentially present. The proposed project includes the preservation of 79 acres of natural areas
located within the northern portion of the project site. These areas contain natural lands
comprised of common and sensitive plant communities and habitat types. The preservation of
these areas would contribute to reducing impacts to biological resources found locally and
county-wide as a result of project implementation. Moreover, the proposed project includes the
enhancement of Haun Creek, a perennial drainage which is currently high degraded within the
project limits. As noted in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR, these enhancements would include
removal of giant reed (Arundo donax) and re-vegetation of this area with native plant species.
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The Draft EIR contains some 16 feasible mitigation measures which would be required to be
implemented as part of project approvals or in securing project-related permits from applicable
agencies. The City would also note that funding for these measures would be provided by the
Project Applicant and/or its Contractor and would not be predicated on the availability of
resources by others, as asserted by the comment.
The analysis contained within Section 4.7 determined that with the implementation of
mitigation measures, impacts to biological resources would be less than significant.
GP1-22 Comment noted. Although this is not an issue required for analysis, per CEQA the City would
note that Section 4.16 (Population & Housing) determined the following:
“The proposed Specific Plan is expected to result in the generation of approximately 1,0356
jobs on-site. Currently, in Santa Paula there is a lack of non-agricultural and private
commercial jobs. Nearly one-third of the employment workforce work for the City of Santa
Paula, and over 7,000 residents commute to jobs located outside of the City.7 The provision of
these jobs will provide more job opportunities to City of Santa Paula residents. Therefore, the
proposed project will result in a beneficial impact on employment.”
GP1-23 Section 5.0 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project) included a detailed evaluation of project
alternatives, per Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines (2007). In addition, it also provides
an overview of key provisions of the CEQA Guidelines pertaining to the alternatives analysis.
A total of five (5) project Alternatives were evaluated in the Draft EIR. These Alternatives
reflect the CEQA Guidelines’ requirement to select “a reasonable range of alternatives” for
evaluation in the Draft EIR. The CEQA Guidelines also note that the significant effects of the
Alternatives should discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the proposed
project. The evaluation of impacts for each alternative reflects this requirement.
GP1-24 Comment noted. In addition, the City would note that it’s General Plan planning efforts make
provisions for orderly development and decreased dependence on the automobile. Moreover,
the East Area 1 Specific Plan reflects this effort by incorporating a balance of land use types
(including multiple dwelling unit type and pricing, commercial, civic and light industrial uses)
which reflect the long-term vision of this planned Expansion Area and the General Plan vision
as a whole.
The analysis contained within Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR includes an evaluation of the
Alternative’s ability to meet the project’s defined objectives.
In addition,
Table 5-16 (Comparison of the Environmental Impacts of All Project Alternatives) of the Draft
EIR compared these Alternatives and determined that Alternative 4 (East Area 1 Specific Plan
– 1,250 Dwelling Units) was the environmentally superior alternatives, amongst the five
Alternatives evaluated.

6 Hoffman Associates, Inc. – East Area One Fiscal Analysis of Annexation, 2007.
7 City of Santa Paula General Plan, 1998.
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The analysis contained in the Draft EIR is substantial, adequately discloses and addresses
potential impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project and meets the
substantive requirements of CEQA. The additional information provided in the Draft EIR does
not constitute “significant new information,” which is defined under CEQA as new significant
impacts, substantial increase in the severity of an impact, or new mitigation that is not adopted,
so as to require recirculation. As such, the City does not intend to re-circulate the Draft EIR.
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GP2

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM FRIENDS OF THE SANTA CLARA
RIVER, RECEIVED JANUARY 4, 2008

GP2-1

A County-wide Save Open Space Agriculture Resources (SOAR) vote would not be required
since the project site is contemplated for annexation by the City of Santa Paula. Voters in the
City of Santa Paula would need to approve the project’s proposed General Plan Amendment.

GP2-2

The reference to Haun Creek’s lack of connectivity to the Santa Paula Creek was meant to note
that this drainage, although perennial lacks surface flows sufficient to support fish species
(either common or sensitive).

GP2-3

Comment noted. See response Q1-11 through Q1-15 above of this FEIR’s Responses to
Comments document.

GP2-4

The City has reviewed the Ahwahnee Water Principles contained within the following website:
http://www.lgc.org/ahwahnee/h2o_principles.html. The City would note that the proposed
project would include design principle features and other requirements that reflect and/or
achieve seven of the ten Community Principles identified.

GP2-5

The General Plan currently makes no provisions for the establishment of an agricultural
easement on properties to the east of East Area 1. Further, such lands are privately held and the
recordation of easements or other covenants would need to be approved by the existing land
owners. The City currently has no mechanism to enforce such an action.

GP2-6

Restoration of Haun Creek will require coordination with the United States Army Corps of
Engineers, CDFG and Regional Water Quality Control Board-Los Angeles, before initiation of
all activities within this drainage. As noted in Section 4.7 (Biological Resources) of the Draft
EIR, these activities would require a Conceptual Streambed Restoration Plan, which will need
to consider impacts (if any) to least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher before its
implementation. The Plan will therefore, require coordination with resource agencies
responsible for the recovery o these species, including the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service and CDFG.

GP2-7

Comment noted. No response necessary.
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GP3

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LIMONEIRA COMPANY, RECEIVED
JANUARY 7, 2008

GP3-1

Comment noted. No response necessary.

GP3-2

Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.

GP3-3

Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.

GP3-4

Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.

GP3-5

Comment noted. No response necessary.

GP3-6

Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document. .

GP3-7

Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.

GP3-8

Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.

GP3-9

Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.

GP3-10 Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.
GP3-11 Comment noted. See Section 4.1 (Land Use & Planning) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document.
GP3-12 Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR noted that while the buffer would assist in reducing impacts, it
would not entirely eliminate (absent the provision of fencing) the potential for trespass,
vandalism, pilferage or complaints against standard legal practices. The City would note that
concurrence on this point was reflected by the members of the Ventura County Agricultural
Policy Advisory Committee at their meeting of January 9, 2008 and which was attended by
City staff and representatives of the Limoneira Company. At that meeting it was mutually
agreed that fencing would by and large eliminate these potential impacts. As such, the
provision of fencing will be included within the project design for the areas east of the East
Area1 Specific Plan along Haun Creek (see Section 4.2 of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document).
GP3-13 Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR noted that potentially significant impacts related to micro-climates
could result with implementation of the proposed project.
However, as noted in
Section 4.2.7 (Level of Significance after Mitigation) of the Draft EIR, with the implementation
of mitigation measures noted in Section 4.2.6 (Mitigation Measures), increases in ambient air
temperatures would be reduced to less than significant impacts. In addition, the City would note
that the introduction of 1,500 residential dwelling units, 150,000 square feet of light industrial,
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285,000 square feet of commercial and 375,800 square feet of civic land uses is normally defined
as urban/suburban development, contrary to the comment made.
GP3-14 Comment noted. See Section 4.2 (Agricultural Resources) of the FEIR’s Clarifications &
Revisions document, per GP3-13.
GP3-15 Comment noted. No response necessary.
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NOA AND NOC

PUBLIC NOTICE
of Availability
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. SCH # 2006071134
PROJECT: East Area 1 Specific Plan
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The East Area 1 Specific Plan consists of approximately 501 acres located within
unincorporated Ventura County, immediately east of the City of Santa Paula. Portions of the site are currently in active
agricultural production. The following uses are proposed: (1) 1,500 residential dwelling units (du), (2) up to a total of
285,000 square feet of retail and office space, and up to 150,000 square feet of light industrial and research and
development space; and (3) approximately 375,800 square feet identified for civic uses (high school, community college,
etc.) and some 170 acres for open space and active parks. This DEIR documents the technical analysis of the potential
impacts of the proposed project related to land use and planning, agricultural resources, mineral resources, transportation
and circulation, air quality, noise, biological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, hazards and
hazardous materials, aesthetics, cultural and historic resources, public services, recreation, utilities and services, and
population and housing. Significant unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot be avoided or mitigated below a level of
significance were identified for land use and planning, agricultural resources, air quality, aesthetics, cultural and historic
resources.
The DEIR was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code
Sections 21000, et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Sections 15000, et seq.).
PROJECT CONTACT: Janna Minsk, Planning Director
Gilberto Ruiz, Senior Project Manager

PHONE: (805) 933-4214, ext 244
(714) 648-2051

WRITTEN COMMENTS: The DEIR is being circulated for public review and comment from November 16, 2007 to
January 7, 2008. All comments must be written and should be directed to Janna Minsk, Planning Director, City of Santa
Paula. Comments are due no later than January 7, 2008 at the address below. Pursuant to State law, comments received
after that date may not be considered.
Comments should be addressed to:

Janna Minsk
City of Santa Paula
P.O. Box 569/93061-0569
200 South Tenth Street
Santa Paula, CA 93060
REVIEWING LOCATIONS

COPIES OF THE DEIR SCH # 2006071134 ARE AVAILABLE FOR
PUBLIC REVIEW ON NOVEMBER 15, 2007 AT THE
FOLLOWING LOCATIONS:
City of Santa Paula
Planning Department
200 South Tenth Street
Santa Paula, CA 93060
City of Santa Paula
City Hall (City Clerk’s Office)
970 E. Ventura Street
Santa Paula, CA 93060
Blanchard Community Library
119 North 8th Street
Santa Paula, CA 93060
Ventura County Clerk’s Office
Hall of Administration, Main Plaza
800 South Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009-1210
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Explanation of the Notice of Completion Form
Form A is required to be submitted with 15 copies of every
draft Environmental Impact Report and Negative Declaration
that is reviewed through the State Clearinghouse (see CEQA
Guidelines Section 15085[d]).
LEAD AGENCY
Project Title: This is the project’s common name. It is best to
use project specific words to facilitate database searches.
Lead Agency: This is the name of the public agency that has
legal responsibility for preparation and review of the
environmental document.
Contact Person: Name of contact person from the Lead
Agency. This should not be the consultant’s name.
Mailing Address: This is the mailing address for the contact
person at the Lead Agency. State comments will be mailed
to this address.
Phone: Phone number of the contact person at Lead Agency.
City: City of the Lead Agency address. This is not necessarily
the city in which the project is located.
Zip: Zip code of the Lead Agency. Please indicate the new
nine-digit zip code if applicable.
County: County of the Lead Agency address. This is not
necessarily the county in which the project is located.
PROJECT LOCATION
County: County in which the project is located. Most state
agencies assign projects for review according to the county
of the project. The State Clearinghouse is not always able
to determine the location of the project based on the address
of the Lead Agency. An example of this problem is Los
Angeles Department of Airports projects located at Ontario
International Airport.
City/Nearest Community: City or town in which the project
is located, or the community nearest the location of the
project.
Total acres: The total area encompassed by the project site
gives some indication of the scope of the project and its
regional significance.
Cross Streets: Indicate the nearest major cross street or
streets.
Assessor's Parcel Number: For locational purposes.
Section, Township, Range and Base: Please indicate base
meridian. If you are not able to provide Assessor’s Parcel
Number, please indicate Section, Township, and Range.
Highways, Airports, Railroads, Schools, and Waterways
(including streams or lakes): These identifiers are of
consequence to many projects. By restricting the information
to those features within a two-mile radius of the project site,
unnecessary data collection can be avoided. Please indicate
the name(s) of the waterways, airports, railroads, schools,
and the route number(s) of the state highways.
DOCUMENT TYPE
This identifies the nature of the environmental document.
Mark appropriate blanks with an “X.”

LOCAL ACTION TYPE
This helps reviewers understand the type of local approvals
that will be required for the project and the nature of the project
and its environmental documentation. Mark appropriate blanks
with “X.”
DEVELOPMENT TYPE
This data category helps identify the scope of the project for
distribution purposes. Additionally, the information serves to
identify projects of a similar character to assist in the reuse of
environmental documents. For some of the development types,
the form asks for the number of acres, square footage, and
number of permanent employees. Fill in the blanks.
PROJECT ISSUES DISCUSSED IN DOCUMENT
These are the topics on which the environmental document
focuses attention. These are not necessarily the adverse impacts
of the project, but the issues which are discussed in some depth.
Check appropriate blanks.
PRESENT LAND USE AND ZONING
This enables the agencies to understand the extent of the
changes proposed and again helps to identify projects with
similar environmental issues for later reuse of information.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
This response should provide a brief (1-2 paragraph) description
of the proposed project, yet thorough enough for the reviewing
agencies to understand the total project concept. The data
categories can provide guidance and structure to the explanation
given.
REVIEWING AGENCIES CHECKLIST
The second page of the form lists the agencies and departments
to whom SCH may distribute a draft document. The Lead
Agency can indicate for SCH’s information any Responsible,
Trustee, or concerned agencies they would like to review the
document, or who have previously been involved in the
project’s review. Any agencies that received the document
directly from the Lead Agency also should be marked
accordingly.
LOCAL PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD
This section is to be filled in when the Notice of Completion
form is being filed and not being submitted with
environmental documents.
CONSULTING FIRM
This information is to be filled in only if applicable.
APPLICANT
This identifies whether the applicant/project proponent is a
private developer or the Lead Agency.
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Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal
Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P. O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
East Area 1 Specifc Plan

Project Title:

Contact Person: Janna Minsk

Lead Agency: City of Santa Paula
Mailing Address: 970 Ventura Street
City:

2006071134

SCH #

Phone:
Zip: 93060

Santa Paula

Project Location:
County: Ventura

Telegraph Road and Padre Lane
Assessor's Parcel No. Various

City/Nearest Community: City of Santa Paula

Cross Streets:

Within 2 Miles:

County:

805-933-4244
Ventura

State Hwy #: SR-126
Airports: Santa Paula Airport

Total Acres:

Zip Code:
T.3 N
Twp.
Range: R.21 W Base:
Santa Clara River, Santa Paula and Haun Creeks
1,2

Section:

Waterways:
Railways: Ventura County Tr. Comm.

501
93060
Santa Paula

Schools: Various

Document Type:
CEQA:  NOP

 Early Cons
 Neg Dec
 Mit Neg Dec

✘





NEPA:
Draft EIR
Supplement to EIR (Note prior SCH # below)
Subsequent EIR (Note prior SCH # below)
Other _________________________________






NOI
EA
Draft EIS
FONSI

Other:  Joint Document

 Final Document
 Other__________________

Local Action Type:


✘




General Plan Update
General Plan Amendment
General Plan Element
Community Plan

✘





Specific Plan
Master Plan
Planned Unit Development
Site Plan


✘

✘

✘


Rezone
Prezone
Use Permit
Land Division (Subdivision, etc.)

✘



✘


Annexation
Redevelopment
Coastal Permit
Various
Other________________

Development Type:

1,500 Acres_______
✘ Residential: Units_______
134.8

400
12.4 Employees_______
✘ Office:
142,500 Acres_______

Sq.ft._______
✘ Commercial: Sq.ft. _______
142,500 Acres_______
220
5.4

Employees_______
200
✘ Industrial:
150,000 Acres_______
7.3

Sq.ft. _______
Employees_______
✘ Educational _________________________________________
30.7

✘ Recreational _________________________________________
Up to 170 acres


 Water Facilities: Type___________________MGD_________
 Transportation: Type__________________________________
 Mining:
Mineral _______________________________
 Power:
Type___________________MW __________
 Waste Treatment: Type____________________MGD_________
 Hazardous Waste: Type_________________________________
 Other:_______________________________________________

Project Issues Discussed in Document:
✘

✘

✘

✘

✘


✘

✘


Aesthetic/Visual
Agricultural Land
Air Quality
Archeological/Historical
Biological Resources
Coastal Zone
Drainage/Absorption
Economic/Jobs

✘

✘

✘

✘

✘

✘

✘

✘


Fiscal
Flood Plain/Flooding
Forest Land/Fire Hazard
Geologic/Seismic
Minerals
Noise
Population/Housing Balance
Public Services/Facilities

✘

✘


✘

✘

✘

✘

✘


Recreation/Parks
Schools/Universities
Septic Systems
Sewer Capacity
Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading
Solid Waste
Toxic/Hazardous
Traffic/Circulation

✘

✘

✘

✘

✘

✘

✘



Vegetation
Water Quality
Water Supply/Groundwater
Wetland/Riparian
Growth Inducement
Land Use
Cumulative Effects
Other ____________________

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:
County of Ventura: Agriculture, City of Santa Paula: Expansion area including residential, civic, commercial and open space/park
Project Description: (please use a separate page if necessary)
The East Area 1 Specific Plan consists of approx. 501 acres (ac.) located within unincorporated Ventura County, immediately east of the City of Santa Paula. Portions
of the site are currently in active agricultural production. The following uses are proposed: (1) 1,500 residential dwelling units (du), (2) up to a total of 285,000 square
feet (sq.ft.) of retail and office space, and up to 150,000 sq.ft. of light industrial and research and development space; and (3) approx. 375,800 sq.ft. identified for civic
uses (high school, community college, etc.) and some 170 acres for open space and active parks.

Note: The State Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects. If a SCH number already exists for a
project (e.g. Notice of Preparation or previous draft document) please fill in.

September 2005

Reviewing Agencies Checklist

continued

Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below with and "X". If you have
already sent your document to the agency please denote that with an "S".
_____Air Resources Board
_____Boating & Waterways, Department of
_____California Highway Patrol
7
S
_____Caltrans
District #________
S
_____Caltrans
Division of Aeronautics
_____Caltrans Planning
_____Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy
_____Coastal Commission
_____Colorado River Board Commission
S
_____Conservation,
Department of
_____Corrections, Department of
_____Delta Protection Commission
_____Education, Department of
_____Office of Public School Construction
S
_____Energy
Commission
5
S
_____Fish & Game Region # _______
_____Food & Agriculture, Department of
_____Forestry & Fire Protection
_____General Services, Department of
S
_____Health
Services, Department of
_____Housing & Community Development
_____Integrated Waste Management Board
S
_____Native
American Heritage Commission

_____Office of Emergency Services
S
_____Office
of Historic Preservation
_____Parks & Recreation
_____Pesticide Regulation, Department of
S
_____Public
Utilities Commission
_____Reclamation Board
S
4
_____Regional
WQCB #_____
_____Resources Agency
_____S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Commission
_____San Gabriel & Lower Los Angeles Rivers & Mountains
Conservancy
_____San Joaquin River Conservancy
_____Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
_____State Lands Commission
_____SWRCB: Clean Water Grants
_____SWRCB: Water Quality
_____SWRCB: Water Rights
_____Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
S
_____Toxic
Substances Control, Department of
S
_____Water
Resources, Department of
S
Cities of Fillmore, Ojai and San Buenaventura
_____Other
______________________________________
S
County Agencies, including LAFCO
_____Other
_____________________________________

Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency)

November 16, 2007
Starting Date _____________________________________
Lead Agency (Complete if applicable):
Consulting Firm:

P&D Consultants

Address: 999 Town & Country Road, 4th Floor
City/State/Zip:

Orange, CA 92868

January 7, 2008
Ending Date ________________________________
Applicant:

City of Santa Paula

Address: 970 Ventura Street
City/State/Zip:

Santa Paula, CA 93060

805 933-4244
Phone: (_____)

Contact: Gilberto Ruiz, Project Manager
648-2051
714
Phone: (_____)

Signature of Lead Agency Representative _____________________________________________________ Date ______________

Authority cited: Section 21083 and 21087, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21161, Public Resources Code.
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Larry L. Eng
California Dept. of Fish & Game
South Coast Region 5
4949 Viewridge Avenue
San Diego, CA 92123

California Dept. of Water Resources
DPLA-Environmental Review Unit
1416 9th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Joan Denton
California Dept. of Health Services
1001 “I” Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Chris Wills
California Geological Survey
801 “K” Street, MS 12-32
Sacramento, CA 95814
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