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Page 7 of 12 

 

2. Draft EIR Comments 

a. If the Planning Area Boundary as defined in Figure 4.4-1 is the direct and indirect 
impact area for biological resources, it does not capture indirect impacts to the Santa 
Clara River, Ventura River, or the proposed annexation areas along North Ventura 
Avenue. The DEIR should clearly identify the General Plan areas of direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impact for open space and biological resources and include a reasonable 
explanation for the geographic limitation used. In addition, since portions of the city also 
fall within the coastal zone, the document should include Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Areas (ESHA) as a sensitive ecological community within the general plan 
definitions and DEIR analysis (Also see CEQA, Sec.15206((b)(4)(C)). 
b. The DEIR states that species that occur in habitats that are not present in the City 
Planning Area and species known to be extirpated were not included. However, it 
appears that the list of special status wildlife analyzed for the EIR is not complete, as 
the list is missing both animal and plant species, (e.g., two striped garden snake, 
Southcoast saltbush). The County recommends that the CNDDB data be revisited to 
account for these and other species not included within the impact analyses or 
Background Biological Report. (Please note that Appendix E is listed and said to contain 
the table of species queried from the CNDDB database. But this table is not found in 
any appendices associated with the DEIR.) 
c. The biological section does not provide a complete analysis of direct, indirect, or 
cumulative impacts for each of the proposed alternatives in DEIR Section 6.3. For 
example, the alternatives analysis does not address impacts to various ecological 
communities (e.g., waters, wetlands, other ecological communities), known special status 
species, access to wildlife nursery sites, and wildlife movement. Moreover, foreseeable 
impacts do not appear to be addressed.  Such impacts include but are not limited to: 
increased long-term impacts of lighting and noise, increased population densities; human-
wildlife conflicts (pesticides, fertilizers, invasive species, domesticated animals, trash, 
etc.); expansion of public services/utilities, roads; fire protection requirements, etc.  
d. The City of Ventura’s Vision Statement, Core Values, and Strategies9 support the 
incorporation of wildlife movement and habitat connectivity corridors within the proposed 
Plan update. The DEIR states that there is not suitable habitat or areas considered as 
wildlife corridors within the urban areas of the city and that open areas, areas containing 
little vegetative cover and “unsuitable” habitat are a barrier to wildlife.  
However, peer reviewed literature confirms that riparian areas, drainages or “barrancas” 
and other open space areas are important landscape features for wildlife movement in 
the urban environment. Such landscape features exist within the city and should not be 
left out of the DEIR impact analyses.  

 
 
 
9https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f34bf7ddc1cd21c88c0c407/t/62212ea156aa4e310a861ac6/1646341794
159/Ventura+GPU+Vision%2C+Core+Values%2C+and+Strategies+FINAL+for+Public+Review+v2.pdf  
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Ventura County Coalition of Labor, Agriculture and Business / 1672 Donlon Street, Ventura, CA  93003 / 805-633-2260 / info@colabvc.org 

Figure 1: 1,000-foot raptor buffer zone (BIO-7) centered on existing undeveloped parcel subject 
to Mitigation Measure BIO-7, showing potential construction restriction area  
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Letter 8 
COMMENTER: Louise Lampara, Ventura County Coalition of Labor 

DATE: August 14, 2025 

Response 8.1 
The commenter expresses gratitude for the work done to date on the Draft General Plan but 
expresses concern regarding the proposed mitigation measures due to potential barriers to housing 
development, commercial investment, agricultural operations, and essential community services.  

The comment is general and does not specify the commenter’s concerns with specific mitigation 
measures. For responses to specific concerns, refer to Responses 8.3 through 8.25, below.  

Response 8.2  
The commenter opines that proposed biological resources mitigation measures would create 
obstacles for residential maintenance/upgrades, new housing development, commercial projects, 
industrial operations, and agricultural activities.  

The comment is general and does not specify the commenter’s concerns with specific mitigation 
measures. For responses to specific concerns, refer to Responses 8.3 through 8.25, below.  

Response 8.3 
The commenter opines that the buffer requirements and biological screening assessments for 
undeveloped parcels required in Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would create barriers to infill 
development and housing production due to increased construction time and costs. The commenter 
requests that the mitigation measure text be revised to establish clear thresholds for when biological 
screening is required based on habitat quality and development intensity, reduce buffer 
requirements to 100-feet for urban infill projects, provide streamlined review for previously disturbed 
sites, establish maximum timelines for biological review, and create appeal procedures for biological 
determinations.  

While these concerns are noted, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on identifying and 
mitigating significant environmental impacts listed in the Appendix G checklist of a proposed 
project. In accordance with CEQA requirements, the EIR considers and mitigates impacts of the 
proposed project; construction costs, project feasibility, or economic impacts are outside the 
purview of the environmental review process. Please also refer to Response 5.4 for a discussion of 
applicability of Mitigation Measure BIO-1. If a project would result in impacts to biological 
resources, then further mitigation would be required. In the event that a project would have no 
potential to impact biological resources, no further action is required. The buffer areas are set by 
qualified biologists in accordance with guidance set by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. 

The commenter’s suggestions regarding streamlined review, maximum timelines, and appeal 
procedures are outside the scope of CEQA and the Draft EIR. However, the comments are noted and 
herewith shared with decision-makers for their consideration.  
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Response 8.4 
The commenter opines that the 100-foot setback requirement for vehicle 
maintenance/fueling/staging from riparian habitat would result in physically undevelopable sites. 
The commenter requests that Mitigation Measure BIO-6 be revised to reduce setbacks to 15-feet for 
staging areas with appropriate containment measures, allow on-site staging where off-site 
alternatives are not feasible, allow temporary staging with enhanced spill protection and 
monitoring, exempt previously developed sites and agricultural/industrial sites with existing staging 
areas, and provide alternative compliance methods.  

The commenter’s concerns are noted. However, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on 
identifying and mitigating significant environmental impacts listed in the Appendix G checklist of a 
proposed project. In the case of Mitigation Measure BIO-6, a 100-foot setback and staging 
requirements are set based on guidance provided by the CDFW and USFWS. In accordance with 
CEQA requirements, the EIR considers and mitigates impacts of the proposed project; project 
feasibility is outside the purview of the environmental review process.  

Please also refer to Response 3.19 and Response 5.4 for a discussion of minor revisions made to 
Mitigation Measure BIO-6 in response to CDFW recommendations and clarification of 
equipment/activity types.  

The commenter does not provide evidence indicating that their recommended changes would 
sufficiently mitigate the identified impact. As such, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required in 
response to this comment.  

Response 8.5 
The commenter opines that Mitigation Measures BIO-2, BIO-3, and BIO-4 which require special-
status plant species surveys and mitigation would result in development constraints that delay 
projects and impose financial burdens. The commenter requests these mitigation measures be 
revised to allow surveys during multiple seasons to provide flexibility, establish graduated mitigation 
ratios based on species rarity and habitat quality, permit in-lieu fees for habitat restoration 
managed by the City or qualified third parties, reduce protective fencing to 10-15 feet with project-
specific adjustments, exempt common special-status species with stable regional populations, and 
limit monitoring obligations to 3-5 years maximum. 

The commenter’s concerns are noted. However, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on 
identifying and mitigating significant environmental impacts of a proposed project. In compliance 
with CDFW and USFWS guidelines and requirements for mitigating potential impacts to special-
status plant species surveys; the preparation of special-status plant species surveys that would 
include avoidance, minimization, or mitigation, and preparation of a habitat restoration plan, if 
necessary, would be required by law for projects that would impact federally or state-listed plants. . 
In accordance with CEQA requirements, the EIR considers and mitigates impacts of the proposed 
project; construction costs, project feasibility, or economic impacts are outside the purview of the 
environmental review process. Please also refer to Response 5.4 for a discussion of applicability of 
additional mitigation after implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1. No revisions to the Draft 
EIR are required in response to this comment.  
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Response 8.6 
The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure BIO-7 for pre-construction nesting bird surveys 
would result in delayed housing production and increased housing costs. The commenter requests 
the mitigation measure be revised to reduce buffer distances to 100 feet for non-raptors and 300 
feet for raptors in urban areas, allow construction to proceed with monitoring rather than complete 
shutdown, permit nest relocation by qualified and permitted biologists where appropriate, provide 
alternative compliance measures for projects in previously disturbed urban areas, establish 
maximum delay periods with alternative mitigation.  

The commenter’s concerns are noted. However, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on 
identifying and mitigating significant environmental impacts of a proposed project. In compliance 
with CDFW and USFWS recommendations for mitigation and avoidance of nesting birds, pre-
construction nesting bird surveys would be required during the bird nesting season of February 1 – 
September 15, and as early as January 1 for some raptors In accordance with CEQA requirements, 
the EIR considers and mitigates impacts of the proposed project; construction costs, project 
feasibility, or economic impacts are outside the purview of the environmental review process. 
Please also refer to Response 3.18 for a discussion of revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-7 in 
accordance with California Department of Fish and Wildlife recommendations. No revisions to the 
Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 8.7 
The commenter opines that the biological mitigation measures within the Draft EIR could create 
conflicts with the federal food safety regulations under the Food Safety Modernization Act, Good 
Agricultural Practices, and USDA/CDFA requirements. The commenter is specifically concerned that 
Federal food safety laws require farmers to maintain buffers from wildlife areas, control animal 
access to production areas, and prevent contamination and mitigation would require maintaining 
wildlife corridors adjacent to agricultural areas, prohibiting wildlife exclusion during breeding 
seasons, and creating habitat restoration areas that attract wildlife to agricultural properties. 

The commenter requests mitigation measures be revised to exempt agricultural operations with food 
safety requirements, allow wildlife exclusion measures during crop production periods, permit 
alternative mitigation locations away from active agricultural areas, coordinate with agricultural 
agencies to develop compatible approaches, and acknowledge food safety law supremacy in areas of 
direct conflict.  

CEQA requires that mitigation measures be designed to reduce significant environmental impacts, 
including those to biological resources. The biological mitigation measures in the Draft EIR are 
intended to comply with CEQA’s mandate to avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive species and 
habitats. CEQA does not regulate food safety or agricultural operations directly, nor does it override 
federal or state food safety laws. Wildlife activity within agricultural areas are existing conditions of 
the city and would not be exacerbated by the implementation of the Ventura General Plan Update. 
Further, compliance with regulations regarding buffers and contamination would be required of 
projects if developed near agricultural areas. Mitigation measures included within the Draft EIR are 
applicable to future development facilitated by the Ventura General Plan Update and would not be 
retroactively applied to existing projects or existing agricultural operations unless a project within 
an existing agricultural operation would require ministerial or discretionary review.  Further, it is 
speculative to assume that biological mitigation measures in the Draft EIR, which are intended to 
reduce impacts from future projects, would result in food safety issues that would conflict with 
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state and federal laws and requirements.  Where conflicts may arise between CEQA mitigation and 
other regulatory requirements, project-level environmental review, where necessary, provides the 
opportunity to evaluate site-specific conditions and coordinate with relevant agencies to ensure 
compliance with all applicable laws. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment.  

Response 8.8 
The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure BIO-4 for habitat restoration requirements would 
result in long-term property burdens and costs potentially exceeding the value of a project. The 
commenter requests the mitigation be revised to establish in-lieu fee programs managed by the City 
or regional agencies, reduce restoration ratios for low-quality habitat or previously disturbed areas, 
allow mitigation banking participation, limit monitoring periods to 5 years maximum, permit 
transfer of long-term obligations to qualified third-party managers, and create exemptions or 
reduced requirements for affordable housing projects, small business development in disadvantaged 
communities, and essential community services.  

The commenter’s concerns are noted. However, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on 
identifying and mitigating significant environmental impacts of a proposed project. In accordance 
with CDFW and USFWS guidance and requirements, a habitat restoration plan would be required for 
federally or state-listed plants that cannot be avoided and would be impacted by development. In 
accordance with CEQA requirements, the EIR considers and mitigates impacts of the proposed 
project; construction costs, project feasibility, or economic impacts are outside the purview of the 
environmental review process. As necessary and described in Mitigation Measure BIO-4, specific 
Biological Resources Assessments and a qualified biologist in coordination with the City and CDFW 
and USFWS, if applicable may alter ratios. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to 
this comment.  

Response 8.9 
The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure BIO-5 requiring protocol surveys for listed species 
could create project delays and increase costs. The commenter requests the mitigation be revised to 
establish clear habitat quality thresholds requiring protocol surveys, allow abbreviated surveys for 
low-quality habitat, permit construction to continue with enhanced monitoring rather than complete 
shutdown, establish maximum survey periods before projects can proceed, provide safe harbor 
provisions for projects following approved management plans, and allow in-lieu fees for species 
mitigation where appropriate. 

The commenter’s concerns are noted. However, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on 
identifying and mitigating significant environmental impacts of a proposed project. Protocol surveys 
would be required in the event that suitable habitat for federal or state-listed, candidate, or 
proposed species is determined to be present within a project site and would be required to be 
prepared in accordance with CDFW and USFWS guidance and requirements. In accordance with 
CEQA requirements, the EIR considers and mitigates impacts of the proposed project; construction 
costs, project feasibility, or economic impacts are outside the purview of the environmental review 
process. Please also refer to Response 5.4 for a discussion of applicability of additional mitigation 
after implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in 
response to this comment.  
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Response 8.10 
The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requiring construction health risk assessments 
for projects within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors would create unreasonable regulatory burden on 
projects. The commenter requests the mitigation be revised to reduce the sensitive receptor buffer 
from 1,000 feet to 500 feet, exempt residential additions, ADUs, and projects under $1,000,000 in 
construction value, allow alternative compliance through enhanced dust control measures for 
projects unable to access Tier 4 equipment, establish a maximum 30-day City review timeline for 
HRAs, create a streamlined HRA process for common project types. 

The commenter’s concerns are noted. However, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on 
identifying and mitigating significant environmental impacts of a proposed project. In accordance 
with California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and Ventura County Air Pollution 
Control Air District applicable rules and guidelines, construction health risk assessments would be 
required to be prepared for construction of projects that would result in substantial pollutant 
concentrations on sensitive receptors.  In accordance with CEQA requirements, the EIR considers 
and mitigates impacts of the proposed project; construction costs, project feasibility, or economic 
impacts are outside the purview of the environmental review process. No revisions to the Draft EIR 
are required in response to this comment.  

Response 8.11 
The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure AQ-2 requiring operational health risk assessments 
for commercial development would prohibit new logistics and distribution facilities and conflict with 
the Draft General Plan’s economic development goals. The commenter requests the mitigation be 
revised to increase thresholds to 250+ diesel trucks per day, allow phased compliance over 5-7 years 
for electrification requirements, permit alternative mitigation through enhanced filtration systems or 
operational modifications, exempt existing lawfully established businesses from retroactive 
compliance, allow fee in-lieu payments for off-site air quality improvements, and provide clear safe 
harbor provisions for businesses demonstrating good faith compliance efforts.  

The commenter’s concerns are noted. However, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on 
identifying and mitigating significant environmental impacts of a proposed project. In compliance 
with California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and Ventura County Air Pollution 
Control Air District applicable rules and guidelines, the preparation of an operational health risk 
assessment would be required for warehousing or commercial land uses that would generate at 
least 100 diesel truck trips per day or 40 or more trucks with diesel powered transport refrigeration 
units per day. In accordance with CEQA requirements, the EIR considers and mitigates impacts of 
the proposed project; construction costs, project feasibility, or economic impacts are outside the 
purview of the environmental review process. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response 
to this comment.  

Response 8.12 
The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure GHG -1 requiring all electric development would 
impact residential affordability, commercial viability and industrial operations. The commenter cites 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit's decision in California Restaurant Association v. City of 
Berkeley (2023), which held that the federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA) preempts 
local building codes that prohibit natural gas piping. The commenter requests the mitigation be 
revised to ensure compliance with the 9th Circuit Court decision and establish objective criteria to 
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promote and encourage conversion to all-electric development through incentives such as 
streamlined permit approval processes. 

The commenter’s concerns are noted. However, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on 
identifying and mitigating significant environmental impacts of a proposed project. To achieve the 
City’s NetZero goal, all electric development would be required, where feasible, to reduce emissions 
of carbon dioxide equivalent. Where natural gas hookups would be required, measures for 
offsetting emissions such as an increase in on-site or city-wide renewable energy source would be 
required. In accordance with CEQA requirements, the EIR considers and mitigates impacts of the 
proposed project; construction costs, project feasibility, or economic impacts are outside the 
purview of the environmental review process. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response 
to this comment.  

Response 8.13 
The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure NOI-1 requiring construction noise control measures 
would create cost and logistical burdens for development. The commenter requests the mitigation 
be revised to exempt specific types of residential projects, allow alternative compliance through 
restricted construction hours instead of noise barriers, focus enhanced requirements on projects 
within 300 feet of schools, hospitals, and senior housing, permit standard backup alarms during 
daytime hours in commercial and industrial zones, allow phased implementation of electrical tool 
requirements, and provide fee-in-lieu options for temporary barrier requirements where installation 
is not feasible.  

 concerns are noted. However, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on identifying and 
mitigating significant environmental impacts of a proposed project. To maintain ambient noise 
standards set by the San Buenaventura Municipal Code Section 10.650.130 during construction of 
projects facilitated by the proposed plan, measures to reduce construction noise would be required. 
In accordance with CEQA requirements, the EIR considers and mitigates impacts of the proposed 
project; construction costs, project feasibility, or economic impacts are outside the purview of the 
environmental review process. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment.  

Response 8.14 
The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure NOI-2 requiring construction vibration analysis 
would be costly and result in delay of urban development. The commenter requests the mitigation be 
revised to focus requirements on projects near designated historic resources rather than all existing 
structures, increase distance thresholds to 100 feet for historic resources and 75 feet for other 
structures, allow simplified vibration assessments for standard construction equipment, exempt 
residential additions and ADUs under 1,500 square feet, permit alternative compliance through 
construction insurance or bonding, and establish streamlined approval for pre-approved construction 
methods and equipment.  

The commenter’s concerns are noted. However, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on 
identifying and mitigating significant environmental impacts of a proposed project. Mitigation 
Measure NOI-2 would be required to reduce construction vibration and potential effects to 
historical resources, non-engineered timber and masonry buildings, engineered concrete and 
masonry. In accordance with CEQA requirements, the EIR considers and mitigates impacts of the 
proposed project; construction costs, project feasibility, or economic impacts are outside of the 
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purview of the environmental review process. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response 
to this comment.  

Response 8.15 
The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure GEO-1 requiring a paleontological resource analysis 
prior to ground disturbance would result in “unreasonable regulatory burden” impacting routine 
development, infrastructure maintenance, and agricultural operations. The commenter opines that 
the mitigation lacks proportionality. The commenter requests that the mitigation measure be revised 
to limit requirements to projects involving more than 5 feet of excavation in previously undisturbed 
areas, create a mapped overlay identifying high, medium, and low paleontological sensitivity areas 
with differentiated requirements, exempt utility repairs, landscaping, agricultural operations, and 
projects in previously disturbed areas, allow qualified geological consultants to conduct initial 
assessments, establish clear protocols and timelines for discovery evaluation, permit streamlined 
approval for common project types in low-sensitivity areas.  

The commenter’s concerns are noted. However, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on 
identifying and mitigating significant environmental impacts of a proposed project. As development 
facilitated by the Ventura General Plan Update may have the potential to encounter and damage or 
destroy paleontological resources that may be present on or below the ground surface in areas of 
high paleontological sensitivity, which includes areas mapped as Pleistocene unnamed alluvial 
sediments or Plio-Pleistocene sedimentary units or excavations beyond 1 foot in areas mapped as 
Holocene alluvial sediments. In accordance with CEQA requirements, the EIR considers and 
mitigates impacts of the proposed project; construction costs, project feasibility, or economic 
impacts are outside of the purview of the environmental review process. No revisions to the Draft 
EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 8.16 
The commenter opines that the water supply analysis within the Utilities and Service Systems section 
of the Draft EIR is inadequate as current water supply estimates are only available through 2045.  

Although current water supply estimates are not currently available, the City is updating its Urban 
Water Management Plan and water supply estimates will become available as the analysis is 
concluded within the 2025 Urban Water Management Plan. The analysis within the Draft EIR relies 
upon readily available information from the City, its website, and outside sources either online or in 
print. As such, the analysis relied upon the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan which is the most 
current source available. As discussed in Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, “water supply is 
anticipated to be sufficient to meet demand in normal, single-dry, and multiple dry years through 
the year 2045.” Water supply as shown in Table 4.12-3 of Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, 
through normal, single-dry, and multiple dry years, is expected to result in remaining supply of at 
least 2,750 AFY in 2025 under multiple dry year conditions and 3,589 acre-feet per year (AFY) in 
2045 under multiple-dry year conditions. Implementation of the Ventura General Plan Update, as 
shown in Table 4.12-4 of Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, would generate a projected 
water demand of 2,176 AFY. Under multiple-dry year conditions, the subtraction of the projected 
water demand of the Ventura General Plan Update would continue to result in approximately 1,000 
AFY through 2045. Therefore, consistent with the conclusion within the Draft EIR, it would be 
reasonable to assume water supply through 2050 would be sufficient to accommodate anticipated 
demand from implementation of the Ventura General Plan Update. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
required in response to this comment.  
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Response 8.17 
The commenter opines that the Draft EIR’s water supply analysis relies on supply sources that do not 
currently exist from the Ventura WaterPure Program and the State Water Project. The commenter 
opines that the Draft EIR cannot conclude water supplies are adequate based on speculative future 
projects without analyzing delivery risks and providing contingency measures. 

The analysis within the Draft EIR relies upon readily available information from the City, its website, 
and outside sources either online or in print. This includes the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan, 
which is the most current source available. Pages 6-2 and 6-3 of the 2020 Urban Water 
Management Plan show supply and demand for the City of Ventura through 2045 for normal year, 
single-dry year, and multiple-dry year which are replicated as Table 4.12-3 in Section 4.17, Utilities 
and Service Systems. The 2020 Urban Water Management Plan also discloses the projected water 
supplies available from the State Water Project and the Ventura WaterPure Program on pages 3-12 
and 3-15 of the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan.  

As discussed within Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, projected supply of water shown in 
Table 4.12-3 does not include future supply associated with the State Water Project and the Ventura 
WaterPure Program. However, with the addition of the water supply associated with these 
entitlements, the remaining supply for years 2030 through 2045 would increase. While the Draft EIR 
acknowledges that these future sources are planned and may enhance long-term water supply 
reliability, it does not assume their availability when evaluating whether sufficient water exists to 
serve the proposed General Plan Update. Therefore, the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding water 
supply are not speculative and are consistent with CEQA requirements.  

As such, the Draft EIR relies upon the most current available information and no revisions to the 
Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 8.18 
The commenter requests that the Draft EIR analyze how the City’s continued groundwater extraction 
would exacerbate the overdraft crisis, the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act requirements, 
and increased seawater intrusion and subsidence risks from continued groundwater pumping.  

Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, he Draft EIR concludes that the Ventura General Plan 
Update would not result in significant impacts to groundwater resources due to compliance with 
SGMA, implementation of Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs), and planned diversification of 
water supplies through projects like VenturaWaterPure and the State Water Project 
Interconnection. Further, analysis within Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.17-3 of 
the Draft EIR acknowledges that the Oxnard Plain Groundwater Basin is designated as a high priority 
basin that is in critical overdraft. However, as discussed on page 4.17-18, policy PFS-10.8 of the Draft 
General Plan would require diversification of water supplies to reduce reliance on surface and 
groundwater surfaces including the use of VenturaWaterPure and the State Water Project 
interconnection as discussed on page 4.17-17 and in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. 
These efforts are expected to reduce reliance on overdrafted basins and improve long-term water 
sustainability.  

While CEQA does not require a separate analysis of seawater intrusion, it is a key concern addressed 
under SGMA. Local Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) are responsible for monitoring and 
managing groundwater conditions, including seawater intrusion, subsidence, and overdraft. The 
Draft EIR also notes that groundwater extraction and recharge would be monitored and managed by 
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local Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs), and that development projects facilitated by the 
Ventura General Plan Update would be subject to best management practices and regulatory 
oversight to prevent adverse effects. Based on this analysis, the EIR finds that impacts related to 
groundwater overdraft, SGMA compliance, and subsidence would be less than significant. As the 
Draft EIR provided the analysis requested by the commenter, no revisions to the Draft EIR are 
required in response to this comment.  

Response 8.19 
The commenter notes that the Draft EIR analysis acknowledges the permitted capacity and the 
limitation capacity as a result of secondary treatment of the Ventura Water Reclamation Facility and 
opines that the differences in capacity undermines the adequacy of the analysis. The commenter 
further opines that the Draft EIR does not include peak flow capacity.  

The commenter’s opinion regarding contradictory statements of the capacity of the Ventura Water 
Reclamation Facility is incorrect. The Ventura Water Reclamation Facility has a permitted 
throughout of 14 million gallons per day. Though this is the permitted capacity of the facility, the 
operating capacity is 12 million gallons per day and so the analysis evaluates the potential impact 
from implementation of the Ventura General Plan Update in relation to the operating capacity of 12 
million gallons per day, as disclosed on page 4.17-14 in the Draft EIR. Although the analysis within 
Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR does not provide a detailed breakdown 
of peak flow scenarios, it does address peak flow capacity in the context of wet weather events and 
operational constraints. An analysis of peak flow scenarios would be addressed within the City’s 
updated Urban Water Management Plan, when available. The Draft EIR concludes that the facility’s 
design and planned upgrades, including the VenturaWaterPure project, would be sufficient to 
accommodate both average and peak flows through 2050. The Draft EIR also notes that ongoing 
monitoring and infrastructure improvements would be necessary to ensure continued compliance 
with water quality standards and service reliability. Therefore, while the comment correctly 
identifies the difference between permitted and treatment-limited capacity, the Draft EIR 
incorporates this distinction into its impact assessment and concludes that wastewater treatment 
impacts would be less than significant with planned improvements. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
required in response to this comment.  

Response 8.20 
The commenter opines that the Draft EIR should have an analysis of existing system capacity to serve 
increased density development and an assessment of aging infrastructure and associated costs. The 
commenter further opines that the Draft EIR violates CEQA requirements for comprehensive 
program-level environmental review by deferring infrastructure analysis to future project review.  

As the specifics of an individual project are not readily available and specific projects are not 
proposed as part of the General Plan Update, a detailed, project-level analysis of infrastructure 
capacity cannot be conducted. Further, a sewer system capacity study cannot be completed at this 
stage of environmental review as the specifics of development locations, density, timing, and design 
are not available to inform a detailed capacity study. At the time a project application is submitted 
to the City and either environmental review or ministerial review is conducted for the project, a 
review of infrastructure capacity would also be completed for that project. Further, as stated in 
Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, the implementation of the Ventura General Plan Update,  

“…may require the installation of upsized sewer lines and additional lateral connections in 
the planning area. As with water facilities, sewer laterals and main extensions necessary to 
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serve future development facilitated by the Ventura General Plan Update generally would be 
installed in the already disturbed rights-of-way of existing roads or in the disturbance 
footprints of such development projects. Potential environmental impacts associated with 
installation of upsized sewer lines or additional lateral extensions would be evaluated and 
mitigated as necessary as part of the City’s review of individual development applications for 
consistency with applicable policies of the Ventura General Plan Update and SBMC 
requirements.” 

Accordingly, the Draft EIR acknowledges potential infrastructure needs and outlines how 
environmental impacts from future upgrades, such as sewer line extensions, would be addressed 
through the City’s standard review and permitting processes. This approach is consistent with the 
purpose of a programmatic EIR, which is intended to evaluate broad, citywide impacts of 
implementing the General Plan Update through 2050, not the detailed infrastructure demands of 
individual projects. Under CEQA, environmental review allows for general analysis at the plan level, 
with more specific assessments conducted when actual development proposals are submitted. 
Therefore, this is not a deferral of analysis, but a reflection of the appropriate level of detail for a 
long-range planning document. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment.  

Response 8.21 
The commenter requests that the Draft EIR be revised to include a complete water supply analysis 
through 2050, groundwater sustainability analysis, infrastructure capacity studies, and propose new 
mitigation measures to address impacts rather than deferring analysis to future project review. 

Please refer to Response 8.20.  

Response 8.22 
The commenter opines that the mandatory tree preservation and vegetation expansion policies in 
the General Plan Update (Policies LU-4.3, LU-5.4, LU-19.2, POS-7.1, POS-7.4, POS-7.5, POS-7.6, SE-
A.2, SE-A.3, and SE-A.6) may result in increased fuel loads, create fire ladders, and exacerbate 
wildfire risk.  

While the Draft General Plan includes policies to expand tree canopy and vegetation for ecological, 
aesthetic, and climate resilience purposes, it also incorporates wildfire mitigation strategies. For 
example, the Safety Element policies (SE-A.2, SE-A.3, and SE-A.6) are intended to balance vegetation 
management with fire safety by promoting defensible space, regulating vegetation near structures, 
and ensuring compliance with fire-safe building standards. 

The Draft EIR does not identify a significant impact related to increased wildfire risk from the Draft 
General Plan’s proposed vegetation policies. Instead, it concludes that implementation of the 
Ventura General Plan Update would be consistent with existing fire safety regulations and would 
not exacerbate wildfire hazards. The Draft EIR also discusses that future development projects 
would be subject to site-specific review, including compliance with the California Fire Code and local 
fire protection standards, which address vegetation management and defensible space 
requirements. 

Therefore, while the comment raises a valid concern, the analysis within the Draft EIR finds that the 
proposed policies are consistent with state and local fire safety regulations and do not result in a 
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significant impact related to wildfire risk as discussed in Section 4.18, Wildfire, pages 4.18-19 
through 4.18-27. No revisions to the Draft EIR are proposed in response to this comment. 

Response 8.23 
The commenter opines that the Draft EIR overlooks that Ventura is in a Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone, and suggests that the Draft General Plan policies would increase fire risks, citing the 
Thomas Fire. The commenter opines that the Draft EIR’s conclusion in Impact W-2 is incorrect as 
Draft General Plan policies would conflict with California Public Resources Code Section 4291, 
California Code of Regulations Title 14, Section 1299.03, Government Code Section 51182 (requiring 
100-foot defensible space), Ventura County Fire Protection District standards, and City of Ventura 
Fire Code requirements mandating defensible space clearance, vegetation management, and tree 
removal within 100- 300 feet of structures.  

The Draft EIR does acknowledge that portions of Ventura are located within a Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone and evaluates wildfire risk in Section 4.18, Wildfire, pages 4.18-19 to 4.18-21. The 
Draft EIR concludes that development facilitated by the General Plan Update would not exacerbate 
wildfire risk and would be subject to the California Fire Code, California Building Code, and other 
applicable regulations. These include requirements for ignition-resistant construction, defensible 
space, vegetation clearance, and emergency access. The Draft EIR also references specific policies in 
the Safety Element, such as Policy 5.18 on community fuel breaks and Policy 5.23 on water supply 
for fire suppression that are intended to reduce wildfire risk. Furthermore, the Draft EIR confirms 
that development would be required to comply with Ventura County Fire Protection District 
standards, including 100-foot defensible space, vegetation removal near structures and roadways, 
and tree clearance near chimneys. 

While the commenter’s concerns about vegetation management and fire risk are valid, the Draft EIR 
finds that the proposed General Plan policies are consistent with state and local fire safety 
requirements and do not conflict with defensible space mandates. Where and if the policies of the 
Draft General Plan and Public Resources Code requirements would conflict, the Public Resources 
Code requirements and fire code requirements would supersede General Plan policies. The Draft EIR 
concludes that, with adherence to these regulations and policies, wildfire risk would be minimized 
and impacts would be less than significant. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to 
this comment.  

Response 8.24 
The commenter opines that the Draft EIR does not meet CEQA requirements for adequate 
environmental impact assessment without the following analysis. The commenter requests the Draft 
EIR be revised to include a conflict analysis between Draft General Plan policies and fire safety 
requirements, a quantitative wildfire risk assessment, regulatory compliance analysis for compliance 
with General Plan policies and fire safety laws, alternative policy frameworks, mitigation measures 
requiring coordination between Planning and Fire Departments, cumulative impact analysis on how 
increased vegetation would affect fire risk.  

The Draft EIR addresses wildfire hazards in Section 4.18, Wildfire, and concludes in Impact W-2 that 
implementation of the Ventura General Plan Update would not exacerbate wildfire risk. This 
conclusion is based on the incorporation of numerous Safety Element policies that directly address 
fire safety, including defensible space, vegetation management, fuel breaks, and coordination with 
CAL FIRE and the Ventura County Fire Protection District. The EIR also confirms that future 
development would be subject to state and local fire codes, including California Public Resources 
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Code Section 4291, Government Code Section 51182, and Title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations. These codes require 100-foot defensible space, vegetation clearance near structures 
and roadways, and other fire-safe development standards. The City’s Fire Hazard Reduction 
Program and Municipal Code further enforce these requirements. Consistency with applicable state 
and local fire ordinances is discussed in Impact W-1 in Section 4.18, Wildfire, pages 4.18-19 to 4.18-
21.  

While the Draft EIR does not include a quantitative wildfire risk model or a standalone conflict 
matrix comparing General Plan policies to fire safety laws, it does evaluate consistency with 
applicable regulations and concludes that the proposed policies are complementary to existing fire 
safety standards. Further, a quantitative wildfire risk model may be available in relevant Community 
Wildfire Protection Plans. However, it should be noted that a quantified risk model or policy conflict 
matrix is not required at the programmatic level under CEQA, and may not be feasible due to the 
lack of parcel-specific data and the broad nature of the General Plan. These types of analyses are 
more appropriate for project-level environmental review, when specific development proposals and 
site conditions can be evaluated in detail. The Draft EIR also includes cumulative impact analysis and 
acknowledges that vegetation expansion policies must be balanced with fire risk mitigation. Based 
on this, the Draft EIR finds that wildfire-related impacts would be less than significant and that no 
additional mitigation measures are required. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response 
to this comment. 

Response 8.25 
The commenter expresses support for the City’s commitment to environmental protection and 
sustainable development, but requests mitigation measures be both environmentally effective and 
practically implementable.  

The City thanks the commenter for their interest in the plan. This comment is noted and will be 
passed on to decision-makers for their consideration. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in 
response to this comment.  
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August 14, 2025 

Rachel Dimon 
Community Development Director 
City of Ventura 
501 Poli Street 
Ventura, CA 93001 
via email: rdimon@cityofventura.ca.gov; mclensay@cityofventura.ca.gov 

Subject: Ventura City General Plan And EIR Comments  

Dear Ms. Dimon:  

The Rancho Ventura Conservation Trust (RVCT) appreciates the opportunity to provide 
comments on the City of Ventura's Draft General Plan Update and Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR). As an environmental and agricultural conservation organization 
operating exclusively in the hillsides surrounding Ventura, RVCT commends the City's 
commitment to environmental protection and open space preservation. However, we have 
significant concerns regarding policies and mitigation measures that may inadvertently 
undermine private conservation efforts and fail to recognize the essential role that 
privately-owned and managed conservation lands play in achieving regional environmental 
goals. 

RVCT supports the City's environmental objectives but believes that effective conservation 
requires a nuanced approach that recognizes different conservation strategies and 
respects private property rights. Our comments aim to ensure that the General Plan and 
EIR support all forms of conservation - both public and private - while avoiding unintended 
consequences that could impair ongoing conservation work. 

The General Plan's discussion of Open Space on page 174 fails to meet basic General Plan 
standards for objective policy analysis.  The discussion provides a narrow and incomplete 
picture of existing conservation efforts around the City of Ventura, focusing exclusively on 
one organization while ignoring other established conservation entities that contribute 
significantly to habitat protection, agricultural preservation, fire fuel reduction, and 
community education throughout the region. 

Reducing the entire discussion of Open Space in the City’s General Plan to an extremely 
narrow focus on unlimited public access overlooks other proven conservation approaches, 
including: 

141

RANGHO
VENTURA
HOME OF THE TWO TREES

lslayday
Oval

lslayday
Typewriter
Letter 9

lslayday
Line

lslayday
Line

lslayday
Typewriter
9.1

lslayday
Typewriter
9.2



• Agricultural conservation and working landscapes 

• Structured educational and structured public access opportunities 

• Habitat management through sustainable land practices 

• Wildfire fuel reduction through holistic management 

• Conservation organizations serving community needs without requiring unlimited 
public access 

We strongly recommend a comprehensive revision of page 174 to acknowledge the full 
spectrum of conservation organizations and land management approaches serving the 
community. The revised language should maintain objective, policy-appropriate analysis 
rather than promotional descriptions that appear to market specific organizations' 
amenities and facilities. 

Mandatory Public Access Conflicts with Conservation Science 

Policies POS-4.2, POS-4.3, and POS-4.4 assume that increased public access 
automatically enhances conservation outcomes, but this assertion erroneously 
oversimplifies complex ecological relationships. Many sensitive species and critical 
habitats require protection and isolation from human disturbance to survive and thrive. 
Scientific research consistently demonstrates that: 

• Nesting birds, especially raptors and ground-nesting species, abandon sites when 
exposed to regular human presence 

• Sensitive plant communities suffer from trampling, invasive species introduction, 
and edge effects created by trail systems 

• Wildlife movement patterns are disrupted by recreational activities, fragmenting 
habitat connectivity 

• Water quality in riparian areas degrades with increased human access and 
associated impacts 

Policy POS-4.2's directive to "make more…open spaces accessible to the public" fails to 
distinguish between lands appropriate for public recreation and those lands protected 
exclusively for conservation and ecological or agricultural preservation. RVCT, like many 
other conservation organizations, often acquires or manages lands specifically because 
they contain the most sensitive and vulnerable resources, precisely the areas that cannot 
sustain public recreational use without ecological degradation. 

Private Property Rights and Involuntary Access 
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The General Plan's policies create concerning implications for private conservation 
properties. Policy POS-4.5 seeks to incentivize "publicly accessible open space" but lacks 
clear protections and support for private landowners who choose conservation strategies 
that do not include public access. This approach risks: 

• Creating regulatory pressure for involuntary public access on private conservation 
lands 

• Undermining property rights of conservation organizations and private landowners 

• Discouraging private conservation investment due to access liability and 
management costs 

• Conflicting with conservation easement terms that may specifically restrict public 
access for resource protection 

Alternative Conservation Recognition 

The General Plan should recognize that private conservation lands serve vital public 
interests, such as biodiversity protection, watershed preservation, carbon sequestration, 
and agricultural land preservation, without requiring public recreational access. Many 
private conservation organizations contribute significantly to regional environmental goals 
through habitat restoration, species monitoring, invasive species control, and sustainable 
land management practices. 

We strongly recommend amending these policies to: 

• Policy POS-4.2 Amendment: "Work with local and regional conservation 
organizations to support their conservation missions, recognizing that some 
organizations promote public access missions while others acquire sensitive lands 
that require protection from public access to achieve conservation goals." 

• Policy POS-4.3 Amendment: "Enhance conservation and appropriate passive 
recreation in suitable open spaces through strategic access points, multi-use trails 
where compatible with conservation objectives, and interpretive information that 
educates the public about conservation efforts, while also supporting the 
preservation of lands protected from public access." 

• Policy POS-4.4 Amendment: "Create new public pedestrian and cyclist access 
points to publicly-owned open spaces and private properties only where 
landowners consent and access is compatible with conservation objectives." 
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• New Policy POS-4.X: "Support and recognize private conservation efforts that serve 
the public interest through habitat protection, species conservation, and 
sustainable land management, regardless of public access availability." 

Mitigation Measures Impeding Existing Conservation Work 

The EIR's biological resources mitigation measures (BIO-1 through BIO-8) create extensive 
regulatory requirements for "undeveloped parcels" that will inadvertently burden existing 
conservation operations and discourage future private conservation efforts. 

BIO-1: Biological Resources Screening Conflicts: Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires 
qualified biologist assessments and 500-foot buffer studies for all projects on 
"undeveloped parcels." This requirement fails to recognize that conservation organizations 
already employ qualified biologists and maintain comprehensive habitat assessments as 
part of their core conservation mission. Requiring duplicative studies for routine 
conservation activities including: 

• Habitat restoration projects (native plant installation, invasive species removal) 

• Infrastructure maintenance (fencing, irrigation systems, access roads) 

• Conservation research and monitoring activities 

• Agricultural operations on conservation properties 

creates unnecessary costs, delays, and regulatory burden that impedes rather than 
advances conservation goals, diverting funding that could be used for conservation efforts 
to duplicative regulatory requirements.  

Mitigation Measures BIO-2, BIO-3, and BIO-4 requiring seasonal plant surveys, avoidance 
measures, and mandatory 1:1 habitat restoration create fundamental conflicts with 
ongoing conservation management. Conservation organizations often: 

• Conduct multi-year habitat management projects that cannot accommodate rigid 
seasonal survey schedules 

• Manage for ecosystem-wide benefits rather than individual plant occurrences 

• Implement adaptive management strategies based on long-term monitoring data 

• Operate under existing conservation plans that already address special-status 
species protection 
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Requiring conservation organizations to redesign projects to avoid special-status plants or 
implement 1:1 restoration ratios overlooks the fact that their entire mission is habitat 
protection and enhancement at landscape scales far exceeding mitigation requirements. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-6 imposes extensive restrictions including daily biological 
monitoring, work seasonal restrictions, and staging limitations that are incompatible with 
conservation operations. These requirements ignore that conservation organizations often: 

• Employ qualified biologists as permanent staff who understand site-specific 
conditions 

• Schedule activities based on biological rhythms and seasonal considerations 

• Require operational flexibility to respond to emerging conservation needs (fire 
prevention, invasive species outbreaks, wildlife emergencies) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-7 requiring bird surveys and construction restrictions from 
February 1 - September 15 creates an impossible operational window for conservation 
activities. This seven-month restriction would prevent: 

• Prescribed burning and fire prevention activities (which must be conducted during 
safe weather windows established by the APCD and local Fire Department) 

• Invasive species control (often most effective during the growing season) 

• Habitat restoration planting (optimal timing for native plant establishment) 

• Infrastructure maintenance critical for ongoing conservation activities 

We strongly recommend that all biological mitigation measures (BIO-1 through BIO-8) be 
amended to include explicit exemptions for: 

1. Qualified Conservation Organizations: Properties owned or managed by 501(c)(3) 
conservation organizations with demonstrated conservation expertise and existing 
habitat management plans. 

2. Conservation Activities: Projects specifically designed to enhance habitat, protect 
special-status species, or implement approved conservation strategies, including 
habitat restoration, invasive species control, and conservation infrastructure. 

3. Agricultural Conservation Operations: Farming and ranching activities on properties 
subject to conservation easements or enrolled in conservation programs that 
already provide environmental protections. 
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4. Existing Conservation Plans: Properties operating under approved Habitat 
Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans, conservation 
easements, or other regulatory conservation frameworks. 

Suggested Amendment Language: "The requirements of this mitigation measure shall not 
apply to conservation activities conducted by qualified conservation organizations, habitat 
restoration projects, agricultural operations under conservation easements, or activities 
conducted pursuant to approved conservation management plans, provided such 
activities are designed to enhance habitat and protect biological resources." 

 

RVCT supports the City's environmental goals but urges recognition that effective 
conservation requires diverse strategies, including private conservation efforts that may 
not include public access. The General Plan and EIR should support ALL conservation 
efforts, public and private, while avoiding policies and regulations that inadvertently 
undermine ongoing essential and critical conservation work. 

Private conservation organizations like RVCT play a critical role in protecting the region's 
most sensitive and valuable natural resources and scenic landscapes. These efforts serve 
the public interest through biodiversity conservation, habitat protection, and sustainable 
land management, regardless of public access availability. 

We respectfully request that the City amend the problematic policies and mitigation 
measures identified in these comments to create a regulatory framework that supports, 
rather than impedes, private conservation efforts. We look forward to working 
collaboratively with the City to develop approaches that achieve both conservation and 
community objectives. 

Thank you for your consideration of these important issues. We stand ready to provide 
additional input and participate in further discussions to ensure the success of 
conservation efforts throughout the Ventura region. 

Respectfully submitted, 

John Hecht 

President  
Rancho Ventura Conservation Trust 
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Letter 9 
COMMENTER: John Hecht, Rancho Ventura Conservation Trust 

DATE: August 14, 2025 

Response 9.1 
The commenter commends the City’s commitment to environmental protection and open space 
preservation but expresses concern regarding policies and mitigation measures that may undermine 
private conservation efforts.  

The City thanks the commenter for their interest in the plan. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
required in response to this comment.  

Response 9.2 
The commenter opines that the Draft General Plan’s discussion of open space does not meet General 
Plan standards for objective policy analysis and provides recommended revisions.  

The comment is general and does not specify the commenter’s concerns with specific mitigation 
measures. For responses to specific concerns, refer to Responses 9.3 through 9.8, below.  

Response 9.3 
The commenter opines that Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-8 could create burdens for 
existing conservation operations and discourage future private conservation efforts. Specifically, the 
commenter cites Mitigation Measure BIO-1 and opines that the mitigation does not recognize 
existing conservation organizations employ qualified biologists and the mitigation would be 
duplicative.  

The City thanks the commenter for their interest in the plan. This comment is noted and will be 
passed on to decision-makers for their consideration. While these concerns are noted, it is 
important to clarify that the type of project that Mitigation Measure BIO-1 through BIO-8 are 
intended to apply to are for development projects, not necessarily already permitted habitat 
restoration projects, maintenance of existing properties (that do not require city permits), ongoing 
conservation research and monitoring activities or existing agricultural operations on conservations 
properties.  CEQA is focused on identifying and mitigating significant environmental impacts of a 
proposed project. CEQA does not regulate or consider project feasibility as part of its environmental 
review process. Please also refer to Response 5.4 for a discussion of applicability of additional 
mitigation after implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1. The City may also determine at the 
time a project application is submitted the applicability and requirement of mitigation as listed in 
the Draft EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 9.4 
The commenter opines that Mitigation Measures BIO-2, BIO-3, and BIO-4 requiring seasonal plant 
surveys, avoidance measures, and mandatory 1:1 habitat restoration would create conflicts with 
ongoing conservation management.  

While these concerns are noted, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on identifying and 
mitigating significant environmental impacts of a proposed project. CEQA does not regulate or 
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consider project feasibility as part of its environmental review process or require mitigation on 
existing permitted uses. Please also refer to Response 5.4 for a discussion of applicability of 
additional mitigation after implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1. The City may also 
determine at the time a project application is submitted the applicability and requirement of 
mitigation as listed in the Draft EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment.  

Response 9.5 
The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure BIO-6 would introduce incompatible requirements 
with current conservation operations including permanent qualified biologists, scheduled activities 
based on biological rhythms and seasonal considerations, and required operational flexibility to 
respond to emerging conservation needs.  

While these concerns are noted, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on identifying and 
mitigating significant environmental impacts of a proposed project. CEQA does not regulate or 
consider project feasibility as part of its environmental review process and does not apply to 
existing permitted uses. If the Commenter’s organization is already implementing various 
conservation efforts and has already been approved or permitted for those uses, the proposed 
General Plan EIR mitigation measures would not be applicable unless a new use or proposed project 
requires City approval. Please also refer to Response 5.4 for a discussion of applicability of 
additional mitigation after implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1. The City may also 
determine at the time a project application is submitted the applicability and requirement of 
mitigation as listed in the Draft EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment.  

Response 9.6 
The commenter opines that Mitigation Measure BIO-7 requiring bird surveys and construction 
restrictions during specific time frames would create “impossible” operational windows for 
conservation activities such as prescribed burning and fire prevention activities, invasive species 
control, habitat restoration planning, and infrastructure maintenance.  

While these concerns are noted, it is important to clarify that CEQA is focused on identifying and 
mitigating significant environmental impacts of a proposed project. CEQA does not regulate or 
consider project feasibility as part of its environmental review process and does not apply to 
existing permitted uses. Please also refer to Response 5.4 for a discussion of applicability of 
additional mitigation after implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1. The City may also 
determine at the time a project application is submitted the applicability and requirement of 
mitigation as listed in the Draft EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment.  

Response 9.7 
The commenter requests that all biological resources mitigation measures be revised to include 
exemptions for qualified conservation organizations, conservation activities, agricultural 
conservation operations, and existing conservation plans.  

The City thanks the commenter for their interest in the plan. This comment is noted and will be 
passed on to decision-makers for their consideration. While these concerns are noted, it is 
important to clarify that CEQA is focused on identifying and mitigating significant environmental 
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impacts of a proposed project. CEQA does not regulate or consider project feasibility as part of its 
environmental review process and does not apply to existing permitted uses. If the Commenter’s 
organization is already implementing various conservation efforts and has already been approved or 
permitted for those uses, the proposed General Plan EIR mitigation measures would not be 
applicable unless a new use or proposed project requires City approval. Please also refer to 
Response 5.4 for a discussion of applicability of additional mitigation after implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1. The City may also determine at the time a project application is 
submitted the applicability and requirement of mitigation as listed in the Draft EIR. No revisions to 
the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 9.8 
The commenter requests that the City amend policies and mitigation be revised to support private 
conservation efforts.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  
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Leslie Slayday

From: Kristen Kessler <kess4652@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 10, 2025 4:19 PM
To: Plan Ventura
Subject: -EXT- Comments on Biological Resources section of the draft EIR

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hello,  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the biological resources section of the draft EIR.  
 
My comments relate to the Bio 6 and 7 sections of the draft EIR, which cover proposed avoidance 
measures for wildlife. 
 
The Bio 4 section proposes the habitat restoration plan for endangered plant species, which is 
commendable. However, the plan falls short for wildlife. 
 
Simply avoiding disturbances to wildlife during construction does not take the place of meaningful 
habitat loss mitigation measures. Avoidance of nesting habitat or other habitat during vegetation clearing 
and construction isn't sufficient, since habitat loss will inevitably occur. Section 7,2 of the general plan 
should be amended to address habitat loss through stronger mitigation measures. For example: if the 
city permits development in biologically sensitive areas, it should require developers to submit a habitat 
conservation and restoration plan to California Fish and Wildlife to protect threatened, endangered, and 
species of concern. Such a plan would require removal of invasive plant species, if applicable, as well 
requiring a portion of land to be set aside for threatened species. 
 
A case in point is the Hitch Ranch Project in Moorpark. The city of Moorpark required the developer to 
submit a habitat conservation plan to protect the coastal gnatcatcher, a bird species of concern of 
California. Please see link at the end of the email. 
 
A second option would be to amend section 7.2 to require developers to offset habitat loss by donating 
to a local land trust or mitigation bank, preferably where the same species exist. However, for large 
projects, the first option is preferable. 
 
If Ventura is to preserve threatened wildlife, avoidance measures aren't enough. The city must step up by 
implementing comprehensive mitigation policies. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
 
With appreciation, 
Kristen Kessler 
1690 Tanager St. 
Ventura, 93003 
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2

Link to Hitch Ranch project article in VC Star: 
 
https://www.vcstar.com/story/news/local/2025/06/30/one-of-moorparks-largest-developments-awaits-
bird-habitat-hitch-ranch/84343585007/ 
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside the City of Ventura. Exercise caution when 
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.  
>> Please verify all links and attachments before opening them! <<  
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Letter 10 
COMMENTER: Kristen Kessler 

DATE: August 10, 2025 

Response 10.1 
The commenter requests stronger mitigation for habitat loss, including preparation of habitat 
conservation and restoration plans.  

Potential impacts associated with habitat loss are discussed under Impact BIO-1 in Section 4.4, 
Biological Resources. As shown therein, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through 
BIO-5, which would require project applicants to conduct biological resources and special status 
species screenings and assessments, and prepare habitat restoration plans. The proposed mitigation 
measure is not considerably different from BIO-1 through BIO-5 in the Draft EIR. No revisions to the 
Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 10.2 
The commenter suggests requiring developers to offset habitat loss with a donation to a local land 
trust or mitigation bank with preference for areas where the same species exist. The commenter 
further opines that avoidance measures are not enough.  

As stated in Chapter 1, Introduction, page 1-1, as a program EIR, the Draft EIR considers the broad 
effects associated with implementing a program and does not, and is not intended to, examine the 
specific environmental effects associated with specific projects that may be accommodated by the 
General Plan. The Draft EIR takes a programmatic approach to environmental review, consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines, and does not propose specific development projects. As such, mitigation 
measures are designed to be broadly applicable and implementable across a range of future 
projects. Potential impacts associated with habitat loss are discussed under Impact BIO-1 in Section 
4.4, Biological Resources. The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-9, which 
not only include avoidance measures but also habitat restoration and mitigation measures. For 
example, Mitigation Measure BIO-4 includes requirements for compensatory mitigation within a 
habitat restoration plan should a project result in habitat loss; and Mitigation Measure BIO-6 
includes requirements for mitigation banks, if determined necessary in Mitigation Measure BIO-1. 
Thus, the type of mitigation suggested by the commenter already exists in the Draft EIR and it would 
be redundant to include further measures. Feasibility of mitigation would be determined at the time 
of individual environmental review of a project at the time that a specific project would be 
proposed. More detailed mitigation strategies, including donation to local land trusts or mitigation 
banks, may be considered during project-level environmental review when site-specific impacts and 
opportunities can be fully evaluated in accordance with Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-9.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  
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To:  Bill Ayub, City Manager, Rachel Dimond, Director of Community  
  Development, City of Ventura 
From:  Tag Gilbert 
Re:  Comments and errors in the Ventura Draft General Plan  
Date:  August 12, 2025 
 
Draft EIR released 6/30/25 45 day comment period expires August 14, 2025.  
https://www.planventura.com/environmental-impact-report 
 
Draft General Plan 
https://www.planventura.com/public-draft-general-plan 
 
The City’s General Plan and EIR do not note, but should emphasize that the City has the right to annex the North Ventura 
Avenue area at will, with perfunctory review by LAFCO, the Local Agency Formation Commission because it does not 
include prime farmland.  The potential to develop industrial parks in that area in cooperation with the land owners and 
the oil companies can provide employment and revenue. This could facilitate the relocation of industrial uses in the 
Westside and the re-use of those sites for residential purposes.   
 
The City of Ventura is presently the water purveyor to the North Ventura Avenue Area, an unincorporated area of the 
Casitas Municipal Water District. 
 
The North Ventura Avenue Area Plan, updated by the County in 2020, is of a joint powers area the but the City of Ventura 
does not appear to have participated.   This was an update of at least three prior North Ventura Avenue Area Plans that 
specified that it is a joint-powers document, and that each agency, the City and the County, have review rights for any and 
all permits.  Because it is in the City of Ventura’s sphere of influence, Ventura has the right of review of any projects by 
operation of law. 
 
North Ventura Avenue Area Plan 
https://rma.venturacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/ventura-county-2040-north-ventura-avenue-area-plan.pdf 
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Ventura General Plan Update Review 
2025 
 
https://www.cityofventura.ca.gov/485/General-Plan 
 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f34bf7ddc1cd21c88c0c407/t/68003d2ce9995e4b7a6af1ef/1744846135191/04_Ventur
aGP_PublicDraft_LandUse.pdf 
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Figure 5, on page 53 is largely incorrect as to undeveloped lands.  Virtually all of the lands colored green for “Parks and 
Recreation” are incorrect.  Most are used as agriculture, some as an interim use, not as a Land Use Designation.  
 
Every single map in the Draft General Plan and EIR is incorrect in showing the city limits ending at the shoreline.  LAFCO, 
the Local Agency Formation Commission, is the authority on the matter, and their site and their officers state that it 
extends out to sea.  The maps show the Sphere out to sea in the configuration that is actually the city limits.  Planners 
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Figure 5. Existing Land Use
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who are unfamiliar with California coastal cities may not be aware that many include the ocean, including Santa Barbara, 
Los Angeles, Long Beach and San Diego, among many others.  Ask yourself: How could the Ventura Pier not be in the city 
limits? 
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LAFCO’s official map of the Ventura City Limits and Sphere of Influence 
 
https://s37388.pcdn.co/wp-content/uploads/San-Buenaventura-MSR-Resolution-2018-02-21reduced.pdf 
  

157

https://s37388.pcdn.co/wp-content/uploads/San-Buenaventura-MSR-Resolution-2018-02-21reduced.pdf
lslayday
Line

lslayday
Typewriter
11.4, 

cont.



6 
 

 
 

 
 
For housing, the General Plan should have calculations showing the number of acres that are vacant, times their 
proposed land use designations, for each property’s number of units, and the total.  For industrial and commercial, the 
same should be supplied for the number of square feet that can be built, times a metric for jobs provided.  Just showing 
“jobs” is not reliable at its face.  
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Neighborhood Low 2
Residential Density: 14.6-18.2 du/ac
Commercial Intensity: N/A- no
commercial permitted
Maximum Height Up to 2.5 stories/30
feet (whichever is lower)

The Neighborhood Low 2 designation is for a range of moderate¬
density residential uses including detached single family buildings,
attached single family buildings (such as townhomes), and small-scale
multifamily housing, including but not limited to, fourplexes, courtyard
residential buildings, and low-scale apartment buildings. Buildings are
lower in scale with heights up to 30 feet and 2.5 stories. Parks, schools,
and other public buildings are allowed. Retail, services, and other
commercial uses (except for home daycare,home occupations, and
similar uses) arenot allowed. (Note:The land use designation
corresponds to the R-3-5 Zoning District but themaximum building
height was lowered from 45 feet to 30 feet.)

Neighborhood Medium1
Residential Density: 18.3-21.8 du/ac
Commercial Intensity: N/A- no
commercial permitted
Maximum Height: Up to 3 stories/45 feet
(whichever is lower, with top story floor
area limitations further detailed in the
Zoning Regulations)

The Neighborhood Medium1designation allows for a mix of
residential development, including attached single family buildings
(such as townhomes) and multifamily residential buildings with
building heights of up to 3 stories and 45 feet. Parks, schools, and other
public buildings are allowed. Retail, services, and other commercial
uses (except for home daycare, home occupations, and similar uses)

arenot allowed. While three stories are permitted, Zoning Regulations
may further limit floor area on the third floor. (Note:The land use

designation corresponds to the R-3-4 Zoning District.)

LAND USE

Neighborhood Medium 2
Residential Density: 21.9-27.2 du/ac
Commercial Intensity: N/A- no
commercial permitted
Maximum Height: Up to 3 stories/45 feet
(whichever is lower, with top story floor
area limitations further detailed in the
Zoning Regulations)

The Neighborhood Medium 2 designation allows densities of between
22.1and 28 dwelling unitsper acre. Buildings are typically small and
largemultifamily buildings with heights of up to 3 stories and 45 feet.
Parks, schools, and other public buildings are allowed. Retail, services,
and other commercial uses (except for home daycare, home
occupations, and similar uses) arenot allowed. While three stories are
permitted, Zoning Regulations may further limit floor area on the third
floor. (Note:The land use designation corresponds to the R-3-3 Zoning
District.)

Neighborhood Highi
Residential Density: 27.3-36.3 du/ac
Commercial Intensity: N/A
Maximum Height: Up to 3 stories/45 feet
(whichever is lower, with top story floor
area limitations further detailed in the

Zoning Regulations)

The Neighborhood High1designation allows for higher density
multifamily housing with densities of between 28.1and 37 dwelling
unitsper acre andup to 3 stories and 45 feet.The intent of this
designation is to create or enhance a walkable, urban environment.
Parks, schools, and other public buildings are allowed. A range of
commercial uses may be allowed in thisdesignation, as defined in the
ZoningCode. While three stories are permitted, Zoning Regulations
may further limit floor area on the third floor. (Note:The land use
designation corresponds to the R-3-2 Zoning District.)

lslayday
Line

lslayday
Typewriter
11.5



7 
 

 
These land uses should be employed on Figure 5 as the actual land use.   
Draft General Plan  
2025 
 
Like all the maps in the Draft General Plan and EIR, the city limits are incorrectly shown as being on the shoreline, when 
in fact they extend out to sea.   
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Figure 6. General Plan Land Use Designation Map
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The Grove off Telephone Rd. is 26.65 +/- acres, not 30.  The Saticoy property on Wells Rd. “SR-126 and Wells Property,”  is 
29.17 acres, not 32.  The J.D. McGrath property is 76.78 acres, not 37.  Not to mention that all three require annexation, 
not just The Grove as they have written.   
 
And it is called East Ventura, or The East End, never The Eastside.   
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Context
Planning Area
As described in the Introduction Chapter, the Planning Area includes
the full extent of Ventura City Limits, Sphere of Influence (SOI), County
Islands, and adjacent County lands. (See Figure 4). The SOI includes
both developed and undeveloped lands that lie outside of the City
Limits but within the Planning Area, and these are described below.

+ Saticoy. An unincorporated community just east of theCity
Limits. It is a predominantly commercial area hosting a variety of
light industrial uses and manufacturing uses, though residential
neighborhoods are found on its north end.The Saticoy Area Plan,
adopted by the County in 2015, governs growth, design, and
development of this community.

+ North Ventura Avenue. An unincorporated community along SR-
33 with a full-time population of just over 1,000.The North Ventura
Avenue Area Plan, adopted by theCounty in 2020, lays out the land
use regulations for this area and establishes goals for its future
growth.This area contains a variety of residential, retail, industrial
uses, including oil and gas extraction businesses.

+ The Grove Property. This property is located near the intersection
of SR-126 and US-101. The property is approximately 30-acres and is
currently being planned fora new residential neighborhood with a
mix of housing types. Prior to development, the parcel would need to
be incorporated into the City of Ventura.

+ McGrath Property. This unincorporated parcel of land is
approximately 37 acres and is located in the Arundell area. Currently
the parcel is used for agriculture but it is a prime location for new
development that can expand the City's employment base.

+ SR-126 and Wells Property. This 32-acre agricultural parcel,
which is surrounded by city land, is envisioned to have mixed-use
development including retail, services, and residential.

+ Eastside Agricultural Lands. There are a number of large,
agricultural parcels located on the Eastside of the City.These areas
are protected from development through the SOAR initiative and are
not expected to develop over the time horizon of theGeneral Plan.

TheCity enjoys protected agricultural lands.

2. California Government Code, Section 65300-65303.4 Article 5. Authority for and Scope
of General Plans
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According to what sources?  There is no footnote, source or link:   
 
“+ Pesticide Use. The greatest prevalence of pollution for Ventura residents is from pesticide use from farming in and 
around the city. Overall, 15 out of the 25 census tracts in Ventura have pesticide scores above the 75th percentile 
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Pollution Burden
This section provides additional details on the pollution exposures
identified through the CES analysis. Overall, exposure to pollution
can have lasting impacts on an individual's overall physical and
mental health. Polluting sources range in size and presence across
communities. Freeways, oil and gas drilling areas, semi-trucks,
proximity to industrial manufacturing, and mold in housing are all
forms of pollution that can lead to both short- and long-term health
impacts.The DAC analysis utilized State-provided data by census
tract inCES 3.0 to evaluate various aspects of pollution inVentura and
understand their prevalence.This data was not collected nor verified
by the City during the analysis.The following describes the sources of
pollution exposure that are impactingVentura residents.

Pesticide Use.The greatest prevalence of pollution for Ventura
residents is from pesticide use from farming in and around the city.
Overall, 15 out of the 25 census tracts inVentura have pesticide
scores above the 75th percentile statewide, with 13 tracts exceeding
the 90th percentile.This high level of pesticide use near agricultural
fields poses potential health risks through drift, affecting nearby
residents and water sources. Of the low-income areas identified
through the DAC analysis, nine of the 12 have a pesticide pollution
burden in the top 25 percentile of the State.

+ Hazardous Waste Generators and Facilities. Ventura has multiple
hazardous waste generators and facilities, some of which are located
in low-income census tracts. Overall, there are five census tracts
in the top 25th percentile in the State, four of which are located in
identified low-income census tracts.The areas with the greatest
pollution burden per State data are the Westside (census tracts
22.00 and 23.00), the Montalvo area (census tract 15.07) and the far
northeast corner of the city (census tract12.01). While the actual
source of potential pollution is not available, research has found that
proximity to producers and users of hazardous materials has the
potential to impact respiratory health and create other health issues.

+ Traffic Density. The community's proximity to US-101, and SR-126
and SR-33, places multiple census tracts in the 75th percentile of
traffic density. Areas with heavy traffic contribute to pollution from
vehicle exhaust, which impacts respiratory health. Overall, five
census tracts (15.02, 15.07, 25.00, 26.00 and 28.00) have pollution
burdens in the top 25 percent of the State.

145

+ Cleanup Site. Two census tracts were found to be in the top 25th
percentile for proximity to hazardous material cleanup sites. These
sites include brownfield remediation areas and other toxic waste
cleanup sites. These census tracts are 23.00 and 24.00, which are
located on the Westside and in the Downtown area.

+ Solid Waste Sites. Two census tracts (28.00 and13.01) ranked high for
the presence of solid waste sites and facilities. However, it isnot clear
from the data the specific solid waste site that is being referenced.

Oil and gas drilling is part of the history of Ventura but industrial uses are now located near
urbanized areas.

In addition to the above, there are two pollution burden topics where
census tracts ranked in the top 25th percentile but the census tract
is not identified as a low-income community.These topics are Diesel
and Impaired Water Bodies.The census tracts that rank high for Diesel
overlap with theTraffic Density indicator such that these census tracts
are covered in the DAC analysis. Further, CES 3.0 identifies six census
tracts in Ventura as having "groundwater threats." However, the
water provided to city residents meets State drinking water quality
standards. For up-to-date compliance information, please see the
State Water Board compliance map.
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statewide, with 13 tracts exceeding the 90th percentile. This high level of pesticide use near agricultural fields poses 
potential health risks through drift, affecting nearby residents and water sources. Of the low-income areas identified 
through the DAC analysis, nine of the 12 have a pesticide pollution burden in the top 25 percentile of the State.” 
 
“+ Hazardous Waste Generators and Facilities. Ventura has multiple hazardous waste generators and facilities, some of 
which are located in low-income census tracts. Overall, there are five census tracts in the top 25th percentile in the 
State, four of which are located in identified low-income census tracts. The areas with the greatest pollution burden per 
State data are the Westside (census tracts 22.00 and 23.00), the Montalvo area (census tract 15.07) and the far northeast 
corner of the city (census tract 12.01). While the actual source of potential pollution is not available, research has found 
that proximity to producers and users of hazardous materials has the potential to impact respiratory health and create 
other health issues.” 
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POS-3.4 On-site Requirement for New Development. Require
that projects over 5 acres in size provide at least 1/3 of
the project's park requirements on-site.The on-site park
spaces must be usable and high quality.

POS-3.5 Private Parks. Prohibit private parks or open spaces to
count toward the on-site requirement for new parks.

POS-3.6 Diverse Park Funding. Provide reliable and diversified
funding for park development, capital improvement,
maintenance, and operations. Pursue all opportunities,
including use of the general fund, grant funding,
donations, naming rights, developer incentives, and
partnerships with non-profit organizations such as
the Ventura Land Trust for parks and open space
maintenance.

POS-3.7 Reduced Long-term Costs. Identify ways to reduce the
City's long-term operations and maintenance costs, such
as adapting energy efficient technologies for park and
recreation facilities, using recycled water for irrigation, or
exploring the use of types of natural ground cover that do
not require heavy maintenance or frequent mowing.

POS-3.8 Exploration of Bond Measures. Explore opportunities
for bond measures to fund maintenance, park operations,
and park and recreational amenity investments.

POS-3.9 Economic Activity in Public Spaces. Lease parts of public
spaces, parks, and select sidewalks to private businesses
and non-profit organizations to activate the space with
programs and activities, such as small product vendors,
bike rental, community garden plots, exercise programs,
and larger events and festivals. Promote the use ofCity
facilities for special events, such as festivals, tournaments,
and races.

Goal POS-4: Continually protect and improve access to open
space in and around Ventura.

POS-4.1 SOAR Lands. Protect lands identified as part of the
City and County SOAR initiatives (Save Open Space and
Agriculture Resources) from development. Preserve

PARKS AND OPENS

and maintain these open spaces for the benefit of the
community and natural environment.

POS-4.2 Ventura LandTrust Open Spaces. Work with Ventura
Land Trust to make more of their open spaces accessible
to the public.

POS-4.3 Enhanced Open Spaces. Enhance passive recreation in
open spaces through the use of access points, multi-use
trails, and interpretive information.

POS-4.4 Increased Access Points. Create new public pedestrian
and cyclist access points to open spaces to increase
accessibility throughout the city.

POS-4.5 Incentivized Open Space. Work with the private
development community to incentivize new publicly
accessible open space through land dedications, land
swaps, or other means to provide increased recreational
space, but also provide co-benefits such as improved air
quality, enhanced biodiversity, carbon sequestration, and
improved mental health.

Goal POS-5: Improve Ventura's beaches and the Ventura
Harbor with new amenities, renovations and safe access for
residents and tourists.

POS-5.1 State Beaches. Work with theState to renovate and
improve the State beaches withinVentura. Ensure
beaches are welcoming to people of all ages and abilities.

POS-5.2 Beach Access. Prioritize improvements to increase safe
access to the beaches, particularly in Downtown, along
Seaward Avenue, along Sanjon Road, and alongOlivas
Park Drive.

POS-5.3 Beach Cleanliness. Perform frequent and detailed beach
clean-ups to ensure minimal litter.

POS-5.4 Expanded Beach Facilities. Expand and maintain beach
facilities, including but not limited to the pier, the harbor,
and the sea wall at Surfer's Point.
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“SOAR Lands” are by definition “protected”  and “preserved.”  Only the voters can change that.  So this language is at best 
redundant, at worst declares that the City cannot propose a voter initiative.   
 
Recognize that lands designated in the City’s General Plan for future development are not annexed and are technically in 
the County SOAR, but are destined to be annexed and developed. 
List of contents omits the Housing Element, a required element of a General Plan in California Government Code section 
65302 
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=65302.&lawCode=GOV 
 
There is a Housing Element approved by the State of California Department of Housing and Community Development.  
Since the Housing Element is a requirement, whether it needs updating in this General Plan should be articulated.  If not, 
it should be emphasized in the General Plan that the document exists and where it may be located.  The EIR should list it 
as a required element in the Table of Contents and declare it to be “made a part hereof by reference.”   
 
 

164

Goal POS-4: Continually protect and improve access to open
space in and around Ventura.

POS-4.1 SOAR Lands. Protect lands identified as part of the
City and County SOAR initiatives (Save Open Space and
Agriculture Resources) from development. Preserve

PARKS AND OPEN SPACE

and maintain these open spaces for the benefit of the
community and natural environment.

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=65302.&lawCode=GOV
lslayday
Line

lslayday
Typewriter
11.9, 

cont.

lslayday
Line

lslayday
Typewriter
11.10



13 
 

 
 
The actual city limits of Ventura extend out to sea in the area marked as “sphere of influence.”  This is common among 
coastal California cities, including Santa Barbara, Los Angeles and Long Beach.  The map needs to be correct to conform 
to LAFCO. 
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Environmental Setting

Figure 3-2 Plan Location

• Sphere ol Influence

OSS 1.7 N—uu 1 A

Draft Environmental Impact Report 3-3
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There are implications of benefits and responsibilities associated with that jurisdiction over the ocean.  Santa Barbara 
rents moorings to boats.  Carpinteria collects rent from pipelines.  The Ventura Pier is obviously in the Ventura City 
Limits. The Ventura Port District, a sub-organization of the City’s, has different boundaries that also extend out to sea.  
There may be Federal and State grants available to the police and fire departments as a result of the jurisdictional 
inclusion that has been in place since the 1930s. 
 
Every single map in the General Plan is incorrect in failing to illustrate that the city limits extend out to sea.  Jurisdiction 
should be described accurately. 
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Narrative History Corrections 
Pages 270-273 
 
The “Narrative History” contains numerous incorrect statements about the Mission Era. 
The ones that are imaginary and inflammatory violate the civil rights of the current Catholic community in Ventura.  The 
City has exposure to liability as a result.   
 
It needs to be entirely re-written to remove the prejudices and false narratives of the writers and to correct the errors.  
It should be sent out for peer review as well as to legal counsel. 
 
The writers rely entirely upon 20th century books, not the first-person accounts of eyewitnesses.  Those earlier writers 
in turn appear to be quoting other 20th Century writers.  Thus, it is not history but gossip.  Eyewitness accounts include 
Fr. Juan Crespi’s diary of the Portola Expeditions, translated and published by San Diego State University Press, and the 
Mission San Buenaventura records.  
 
All of the observations about how Native Americans lived derive from those and other contemporaneous writings, not 
latter-day remarks. 
 
The statement “Although forcibly displaced during Spanish and Mexican colonial rule…” with reference to Native 
Americans on page 271 needs to be removed.  
 
It was the Mexican Government after 1821 that evicted both Native Americans and the Missions themselves in order to 
make land grants, typically to soldiers.  The Missions did not get the title back to their churches and immediate grounds 
until the Abraham Lincoln Administration in 1862.  By 1844 the Mexican Government had sold the other Mission Lands in 
Ventura to José Arnaz.  The writers evidently know little to nothing about this. 
 
The Spanish had few land grants in California, approximately 30, and none in Ventura County.  The Mexican Government 
created all of the land grants in Ventura County, and statewide, numbering some 700 or more.  Native Americans were 
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not “forcibly displaced” during the Spanish colonial period.  They co-existed, and had friendly interactions between the 
Native villages and the nearby Missions, particularly in San Buenaventura.   
 
One page 271, the statement that Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo was “the First European to explore present-day California” is 
incorrect.  Cabrillo’s was a sea voyage, not a land expedition, and only the coast was explored.  Cabrillo died in the 
Channel Islands area on the voyage, and the Spanish Government investigation of the circumstances of his death is the 
only attempted reconstructed record of it. That record was based on testimony of his officers and sailors.  It states that 
Cabrillo’s ship anchored off present-day Ventura, but it is not clear whether anyone, much less Cabrillo himself, ever set 
foot on land there.   
 
It is also not established that the village here was called “shisolop,” as the writers have stated, and experts have written 
that that name was also found in a Santa Barbara village, raising the question of whether it was a word for “village.”   
 
The first land expedition of California was the Gaspar de Portola expedition in 1769, more than 200 years later.  
 
The Portola Expedition arrived in present-day Ventura on August 14, 1769, camping near a Native American Village near 
today’s Harbor Blvd. and Olivas Park Drive.  (Which the writers fail to recognize.)  The following day, August 15, 1769, they 
moved on to the village near the current Mission, and named the area La Rancheria de la Assumpta de Nuestra Senora 
because August 15th is the Feast Day of Our Lady of the Assumption.  The Catholic Church in Midtown Ventura is named 
the Our Lady of the Assumption Parish for that reason, a fact also left out of the discussion. 
 
On page 272, there is confused narration, describing the Gaspar de Portola expedition of 1769 as to “establish a presidio, 
or garrison, against Russian expansion in Alta California.”  The objective was to establish locations for several Presidios, 
or forts, not garrisons, ultimately four of them, and a chain of Missions with the Franciscan Missionaries to be the civil 
administrators.   
 
The narrative is also incorrect in saying that the Portola expedition ended at Monterey.  This was the first land expedition 
into California, intending to proceed from San Diego to Monterey, where it was to meet a Spanish ship.  The expedition 
found Monterey but did not realize it, since it was undeveloped, and continued to San Mateo, where it located the San 
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Francisco Bay, earlier discovered by Sir Francis Drake.  It was the second Portola expedition in 1770 that reconnoitered 
with a ship in Monterey.   
 
Equally confused is the writer about the founding of Mission San Buenaventura.  It reads, awkwardly: “On Easter Sunday, 
March 31, 1782, Fathers Junipero Serra and Benito Cambon were sent to the site of present-day Ventura to raise a cross 
at the Chumash village of shisolop.”  The fathers consecrated the Mission on that date, but were not sent on that date.   
 
Another incorrect statement is “(Father Benito) Cambón exploited the Ventureño Chumash as forced laborers…”  Fr. 
Cambon was only briefly at San Buenaventura.  Frs. Vicente (Not “Vincente” as the planners wrote) Santa Maria and 
Francisco Dumetz operated it.  There was no ability to force any Native American to do anything, because they 
outnumbered the Spanish by roughly 100 to 1.   
 
Missing in the General Plan is the fact that there were Native American villages dotting the Santa Clara River Valley, 
where the Portola Expedition had traversed, as well as all along the Rincon.  The writers ignore the lethality of the 
Native Americans’ weaponry and battle skills.  There are records of the Santa Barbara Missionaries hiring  Native 
Americans from their village chief, Yanonalit, paying them to build Mission buildings, and it is likely that the same 
occurred in San Buenaventura. 
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On page 273, the writer incorrectly states that the last of the Native Americans were “forcibly removed” from Santa Cruz 
island by 1820.  The record shows otherwise: that a long period of drought on the island, short of fresh water sources 
then as now, led to the evacuation of the island residents to the mainland.   
 
Also on page 273, the writer incorrectly states that Mexican Secularization laws “were intended to return the land to the 
Indigenous inhabitants, assigning one half of the mission lands and property to the Native Americans, in grants of thirty-
three acres of arable land, along with common land sufficient to pasture their stock.”   
 
This is imaginatively incorrect.  All of the land records of all of the Spanish and Mexican era and each of their histories 
exists in the United States Federal Land Commission files at the Bancroft Library at the University of California Berkely.  
No-one has ever made the claim that Mexico intended to return land to Native Americans until this writer. As to the 
“arable lands” notion, many Native American villages were in mountains and deserts so that is inconsistent with the 
geographical facts.   
 
This is, however, the writer’s acknowledgement that the evictions of the Native Americans in California was by the 
Mexican Government, not the Spanish. 
 
On page 274, the writer incorrectly states that Rancho San Miguel, some 4,400 acres, was a Mexican Land Grant to 
Raymundo Olivas, who was sometimes given the Spanish compliment “Don,” equivalent to “Mister.”  The Rancho San 
Miguel was granted to two soldiers, Raymundo Olivas and Felipe Lorenzana, not just to Olivas. 
 
As an important technical matter, the footnotes in this section of pages 270-274 are gray, inexplicitly, making them hard 
to read.  They should be in black fonts, like the rest of the document, out of consideration for the reader.  This would 
make them suitable for copying. The Americans With Disabilities Act  is violated by making it difficult to read.  
 
In summary, the evident prejudices and political views in the Narrative History section render it useless.  It needs to be 
re-written, hopefully by someone with objective expertise.     
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270

Narrative History
This section identifies the overall development patterns that influenced
the establishment and growth of the city over time and lists the
properties and neighborhoods that have been formally designated
by the City of Ventura This is followed by a narrative overview of
significant periods of development in Ventura and how each penod has
shaped the built environment.

This section is included to provide context for the population of
designated and potential histone resources in Ventura, highlight
important development patterns, and identify significant influences
on the built environment over time. This histone overview informs
the development of preservation goals, policies and programs in

Ventura, which should be grounded in knowledge of the city's history,
an understanding of those areas of the city and aspects of the city's
history that have been under-recognized, and appropriate for the
number and type of extant resources in the city.

The area that now comprises the City of Ventura was the original
home to Native Amencans of the region, known collectively as the
Chumash. In the late 18th century, the Mission San Buenaventura
was established, which would influence development of the built
environment until the secularization of the missions in the 1830s
and beyond. The Mission remains an important landmark in Ventura.
Following secularization, the reallotment of the mission lands
resulted in the expansion of the ranchos and the granting of land to
prominent Californio families In 18^8, the first attempt to lay out a
townsite at San Buenaventura was undertaken The ensuing decades
saw significant growth and development of the city, spurred by the
success of the ranching and agricultural industries, the coming of the
transcontinental railroad, and oil speculation. The city continued to
expand in the early 10th century with the annexation of large tracts
of land, robust residential and commercial development, significant
investment in physical improvements and city beautification efforts,
and an oil boom in the 1920s. With its twin economies of oil and
agriculture, the city was more resilient to economic downturns such as
the Great Depression and remained relatively prosperous throughout
the first half of the 20th century Transportation, be it the railroad or
the automobile, transformed the seaside community into a tourist
destination where many people found its temperate climate attractive

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

enough to establish permanent residences. The conclusion of World
War II was a catalyst for the transformation of the Gty of Ventura from
a 19th century township centered on the Mission San Buenaventura,
agriculture, and oil, into an oceanside Southern California suburban
oasis. The following provides a brief overview of significant periods in

the city's development

Native American Inhabitants
Archaeologists date initial occupation of the Central Coast in California
to approximately 13,000 years ago." Native Americans of the region,
known collectively as the Chumash, had an ancient presence in the
Ventura area 11Likely part of the initial peopling of the Amencas,
rt is now estimated that the Chumash had occupied the area for at
least 7,000 to 9,000 years '‘The ancestral homeland of the Chumash
encompasses parts of San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Ventura, and
Los Angeles counties, and the northern Channel Islands. The name
Chumash originally applied only to those persons Irving on Santa
Cruz Island, but is now generally applied to nearly all Native American
cultures that inhabit the coastal areas from San Luis Obispo to Malibu
Canyon and the western edge of the San Joaquin Valley, including the
Santa Barbara Channel Islands.”
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The term 'Chumash" refers to those groups who share linguistic
deviations, rather than self-described identities or differences in social
or economic organization The VenturenoChumash, part of the Central
Chumash family group, occupied present-day VenturaCounty and the
northwest corner of Los Angeles County. The name “Venturefto," was
ascribed to the group by early Spanish missionanes because of the
group's proximity to the MissionSan Buenaventura *
A concentration ofChumash people inhabited the iiiolop (or Shisholop)
village, located on an ocean bluff between present-day Figueroa and
Palm Streets in DowntownVentura Archeological evidence of this
village has been excavated from a site located near the foot of present¬
day Figueroa Street.” At the time of Spanish contact, the village
comprised approximately 30 large dwellings and 15 tomols.” The
Shisholop Village site is recognized as City of Ventura Landmark #18
(see list of properties later in this Element) Although forcibly displaced
during Spanish and Mexican colonial rule,Chumash descendants still
occupy the region to the present day
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European Exploration and
Colonization (1542-1781)
In1542,Portuguese explorer Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo, credited as the
first European to explore present-day California, investigated the
area that became theCity of Ventura. Cabnilo arrived at the Chumash
village itioiop and provided the earliest writtenrecord of landuse
patterns established by the Native Americans in the area In 1769,
the Spanish government dispatched an expedition led by Gaspar de
Portola to establish a presidio, or garrison, against Russian expansion
in Alta California. Additionally, a Mission was to be founded for the
forcible conversion toChnstianrty of the Native Americans along the
coast. The Portola expeditionencountered the village of stsolop while
following the Santa Clara River up to the coast dunng the group's
travels from SanDiego to Monterey ”
In1771, the pnests assigned to Mission SanBuenaventura embarked
on theirjourney to Rancheno de la Asuncion de Nuestra Senora to
oversee construction at the new site. However, a combination of
political infighting, rising costs, and resistance fromNative American
populations across the network of Spanish missions and newly claimed
territory would ultimately delay the mission’s establishment for more
than ten years *

Mission Era (1782-1833)
On Easter Sunday, March 31, 1782, Fathers Junipero Serra and Benito
Cambdn were sent to the site of present-day Ventura to raise a cross
at the Chumash village of sisolop.The cross was placed on a hill to
the rear of the future church, visible by bothland and sea, and served
as the site's officialdedication.” MissionSan Buenaventura was the
second mission founded inChumash territory, the ninthmission in the
California chain, and the last to be founded by Father Serra.’'’

Father Cambon wasultimately left in charge by Father Serra to oversee
construction of the mission.1’Cambon exploited the Ventureho
Chumash as forced laborers, in defiance of Governor Felipe de Neve's
mandate that new missions were not to be built solely with Native
American labor.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Mnsaon San Bueno^ntum

After two attempts to construct a mission church (one destroyed by
fire, one subject to structural deficiencies), construction of the present
Mission church and bell tower began in 1792, forming a quadrangle
withsmaller church buildings and enclosing a plaza. A dedication
was held to commemorate the church's completion on September
9, 1809, and the first liturgical services took place on thenext day on
September 10.*
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By 1806, the Mission counted 1,159 converted end displaced Native
Americans living in the village *By 1810, all surviving Chumash
Channel Islanders were forcibly removed from the islands to the
Mission on the mainland. *
Critical to the Mission s agricultural enterprises was the seven-mile
San Buenaventura Aqueduct, constructed between 1791and 1815.
The above-ground aqueduct, which channeled unfiltered water
to the Mission's vineyard and orchards, and also through a control
building and filter to provide clean water for fountains in the mission

quadrangle An earthquake badly damaged the Mission settlement in

1811, including the front portion and bell tower of the 1809 church.
By 1816, the Mission building was reconstructed.” In 1822, Mexico
successfully revolted against Spanish rule, and California land that had
been vested in the name of the King of Spam now belonged to Mexico
By the 1830s theie was growing pressure on the Mexican government
to seculanze the missions.

The establishment of the Mission played a significant role m the
development of what would become the City of Ventura, including the
development of the earliest commercial and residential properties in

proximity to the Mission complex. Histone resources assoc iated with the
Mission are formally designated at the federal, state, and local levels, and
the Mission remains an important landmark and asset m the community

Mexican Rule: Secularization
and the Rancho Era (1834-1847)
The secularization law directing the closure of the California missions

was passed by the Congress of Mexico on August 17, 1833, with more
specific regulations to guide implementation passed on August 9, 1834
The regulations were intended to return the land to the Indigenous
inhabitants, assigning one half of the mission lands and property to
Native Americans in grants of thirty-three acres of arable land, along
with common land sufficient to pasture their stock

Instead, the secularization and reallocation of mission lands and other
property accelerated the spread of the rancho system that had begun
under Spanish rule There were nineteen grants of ranchos in the Ventura
County area, with most containing thousands of acres each Downtown
Ventura is within the Rancho Ex-Mission San Buenaventura tract. *
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Designated landmarks from the rancho era include the Olrvas Adobe
(listed in the National Register and City Landmark No 1), which was
constructed in 1847 on part the Rancho San Miguel, granted by the
Mexican Governor Juan B Alvarado to Don Raymundo Olivas. Today,
the Olivas Adobe is an important local landmark that is operated as a
museum by the City of Ventura

Oiiwn Adobe iLmtnorh *1)
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Establishment and Early Growth of
the City of Ventura (1866-1905)
The town of San Buenaventura was incorporated under an act of the
State legislature in 1866. It was during this period that the foundation
of Ventura's key industries of oil and agriculture was established In the
years after the Civil War and the California Gold Rush, settlers flocked
to the area, claiming land as homesteaders or purchasing pieces of
the vast Spanish and Mexican ranchos that were being dismantled. Oil
exploration started as early as the 1860s, with oil first discovered along
Ventura Avenue in 1885 A turning point for agricultural development
occurred when George G Briggs (18141885), the owner of Rancho
Santa Paula y Saticoy, offered 17,700 acres of agriculturally rich lands
east of Ventura for sio per acre in i867."Thrs single act brought more
people to the Ventura area than almost any other.*

Ventura (and areas later annexed into the City) grew substantially
dunng this penod. The first land boom, from 1869 to 1886, fueled by
the completion of the Transcontinental Railroad in 1869, transformed
Ventura from sleepy village to a significant township. During this
period, hotels such as the Ayers Hotel, Palace Hotel, and Santa Clara
House, were built to accommodate tounsts and transplants alike. The
Ventura Pier (Landmark «20) was constructed in 1873. The completion
of the pier not only made travel easier, but it spurred economic growth
by providing better shipping and storage facilities for merchants and
the growing number of agricultural interests

The earliest residential tracts were established to the west of the
Mission compound

The whole town was west of the old Mission church, extending to
the nver, with adobes on both sides [of Main Street] The old Mission
garden wall of adobe, ten feet high, took up the space on the south
side of the street for a distance of two blocks. The bull ring in those
days was built on this street, between the church and what is now
the Ventura Avenue, with the wall of the old garden forming the
south sides of the square, adobe homes opposite the north side
[There were) straggling rows of adobe houses along both sides of the
street from Palm Street to the nver “
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Ventura General Plan Update Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

 
Responses to Comments 

Letter 11 
COMMENTER: Tag Gilbert 

DATE: August 10, 2025 

Response 11.1 
The commenter suggests that the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR should emphasize the potential 
to annex the North Ventura Avenue area with a review by the Local Agency Formation Commission. 
The commenter further notes that the area does not have prime farmland and could be developed 
into industrial parks that could potentially accommodate the relocation the industrial uses in the 
Westside.  

The Draft EIR analyzes the Ventura General Plan Update as proposed, and does not consider other 
areas that the City may have the ability to annex. The comment does not pertain to the sufficiency 
of Draft EIR or CEQA process. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment.  

Response 11.2 
The commenter states that the City of Ventura is the current water purveyor to the North Ventura 
Avenue area and notes that the Ventura has the right to review projects in the North Ventura 
Avenue area consistent with the North Ventura Avenue Area Plan.  

This comment does not pertain to the sufficiency of the Draft EIR or CEQA process. No revisions to 
the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 11.3 
The commenter provides links to the Draft General Plan and opines that Figure 5, Existing Land Uses, 
is incorrect in regard to undeveloped lands and should be labeled for agriculture.  

The Parks and Recreation category in Figure 5 includes agricultural areas and greenspaces. This 
comment does not pertain to the Draft EIR or CEQA. This comment is on the General Plan process 
and plan. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 11.4 
The commenter opines that all figures in the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR are incorrect as they 
show city limits ending at the shoreline. Instead, the commenter opines that all figures should show 
the city limits extending into the sea, consistent with LAFCO figures and provides a link to the 
Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission: City of San Buenaventura Municipal Service Review 
document.  

The Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission figure depicting the City of Ventura limits and 
Sphere of Influence is correct. These maps depict the city limits and sphere of influence boundary as 
the same area. However, for planning purposes, the city limits end at the shoreline and the City’s 
sphere of influence extends out to sea. As no development would occur within the sea, city limits 
were shown to end at the shoreline to limit where development had the potential to occur. 
Therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  
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Responses to Comments 

Response 11.5 
The commenter requests that the Draft General Plan include calculations showing the number of 
acres that are vacant multiplied by their proposed land use designation (to produce a number of 
units) and industrial/commercial should be represented as square footage.  

As discussed under 2.5, General Plan Growth Projections, on page 2-14 of Chapter 2, Project 
Description of the Draft EIR, the projected buildout represents a total estimated increase in new 
development by land use. There is no guarantee that all the allowable development potential in the 
Ventura General Plan Update will actually be built, and this represents a conservative estimate to 
guide environmental analysis. The commenter’s suggestion shall be reviewed and considered by the 
City. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 11.6 
The commenter provides a screenshot of Draft General Plan Figure 6, General Plan Land Use 
Designation Map, and reiterates that the figures should all extend out to sea.  

Refer to Response 11.4.  

Response 11.7 
The commenter provides a screenshot of the planning area context page of the Draft General Plan 
and provides acreages for the Grove, the Saticoy property, and the J.D. McGrath property. The 
commenter further states that all three areas require annexation and East Ventura should be 
referenced as such or the East End.  

The commenter’s preference for terminology of East Ventura is noted. However, as this terminology 
has no bearing on the adequacy of the Draft EIR or CEQA process, no revision has been made to the 
Draft EIR in response to this comment. Further, the commenters concerns regarding acreages cited 
for the Grove, the Saticoy property, and the J.D. McGrath property do not pertain to the Draft EIR or 
CEQA but rather on the content of the General Plan process. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
required in response to this comment.  

Response 11.8 
The commenter provides a screenshot of page 145 of the Draft General Plan and requests a source 
for pesticide use and hazardous waste generators and facilities.  

This comment pertains to the General Plan Update and not the Draft EIR or CEQA process. Impacts 
related to pesticide use and hazardous waste are discussed in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, of the Draft EIR.  

Response 11.9 
The commenter provides a screenshot of page 182 of the Draft General Plan and states that there 
are redundancies in SOAR policies and recognize future areas to be annexed and developed.  

This comment pertains to the General Plan Update itself and not the Draft EIR or CEQA process. As 
such, no response is warranted and no revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment.  

179



City of Ventura 
Ventura General Plan Update Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

 
Responses to Comments 

Response 11.10 
The commenter requests that a reference to the Housing Element be added to the Draft General Plan 
and the Draft EIR.  

As described in Chapter 2, Section 2.4.11, “the City adopted its current Housing Element on January 
31, 2022, covering the period from 2021 through 2029. The Housing Element was submitted to the 
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for review and comment and 
received two rounds of comments from HCD. The Housing Element was readopted on August 7, 
2023, and was certified on October 9, 2023. The Ventura General Plan Update incorporates any 
revisions to the Housing Element as required by HCD. No changes are being proposed to the 
Housing Element as part of its incorporation into the Ventura General Plan Update.” No revisions to 
the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Revisions to the Draft General Plan will be included in a separate document, if revisions are 
necessary.  

Response 11.11 
The commenter reiterates that the figures should be revised to reflect the city limits extending out to 
sea.  

Please see Response 11.4 for a discussion of the figures within the Draft General Plan and the Draft 
EIR.  

Response 11.12 
The commenter provides several Narrative History corrections to the Draft General Plan.  

This comment pertains to the General Plan Update itself and not the Draft EIR or CEQA process. As 
such, no response is warranted and no revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment.  
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To:  Bill Ayub, City Manager, Rachel Dimond, Director of Community  
  Development, City of Ventura 
From:  Tag Gilbert 
Re:  Comments and errors in the Ventura Draft General Plan EIR 
Date:  August 12, 2025 
 
Draft EIR released 6/30/25 45 day comment period expires August 14, 2025.  
https://www.planventura.com/environmental-impact-report 
 
Draft General Plan 
https://www.planventura.com/public-draft-general-plan 
 
Please find below some observations and corrections for the Ventura General Plan’s 
Environmental Impact Report. 
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The Draft EIR of the General Plan on page 2-18 reads “three parcels” are to be annexed, 
yet only lists two. One of them already is in the city limits: the Ventura Unified School 
District building at 255 W. Stanley Avenue, so that is incorrectly listed.  That property’s 
office building, approximately 125,000 square feet, was once the corporate 
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City of Ventura
Ventura General Plan Update

The residential growth projection target was allocated to different parts of the city expected to

experience new development over the time-horizon of the Ventura General Plan Update. Since the
Ventura General Plan Updates promotes infill development and expanding the diversity of types of
housing units, the majority of the new development was identified as infill housing, primarily within
mixed use developments and the Downtown area. The growth was focused primarily on areas that
allow higher density and height and mixed-use development. These areas included the identified
growth areas of Downtown and along major transit corridors. In addition, significant annexation is
not expected during the time horizon of the Ventura General Plan Update, three parcels within the
sphere of influence were identified that have a high likelihood of being annexed over the time

horizon of the General Plan and would be associated with potential housing. These parcels are:

SR126/Wells. This large vacant parcel was identified as an opportunity to add housing and
services on the east side of the city.

• Ventura Unified School District Office at 255 W. Stanley Avenue. This parcel, currently an

office, was identified as an opportunity to add housing and services on the east side of the city.

After calculating the development potential of vacant and underutilized properties, a total of 6,743

potential new units is being analyzed in the Ventura General Plan Update EIR.

The non-residential growth projections were based on the most recent growth projections
developed by the SCAG and potential annexation of the McGrath property. Given the proposed land
use changes, the majority of new jobs will be in the office/research and development sector.

Additional jobs would be in a variety of other sectors, including retail and service. Ultimately, the
total number of jobs is anticipated to increase by 3,884.

2.6 Required Discretionary Approvals

With recommendations from the Planning Commission, the City Council would need to take the
following discretionary actions in conjunction with the proposed plan:

Certification of the Final EIR

• Adoption of the proposed Ventura General Plan Update (City of Ventura 2050 General Plan)

2-18
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headquarters of Kinko’s Co., and was originally the headquarters of Vetco, Ventura Tool 
Co., once Ventura’s largest private sector employer.  Vetco owned the patents on most 
of the offshore oil production drill mechanisms worldwide.  That company was later 
sold to a division of General Motors and later Hughes Tool Co.  Kinko’s bought the 
property and occupied it until selling out to Fedex, at which time the VUSD bought it. 
 
The VUSD headquarters land area is approximately 24.83 acres.  The feasibility of 
demolishing a perfectly good, 1980s vintage corporate headquarters building to develop 
housing is a complex evaluation.  The land value will have to exceed the building’s 
value.  It may have some excess land, but the most likely result is that another 
corporate headquarters or regional headquarters will seek the property for a higher 
price than a land price alone.   
 
The 29.17 acres at Wells Rd. and Highway 126, long designated in the General Plan and 
in the Saticoy Area Plan for housing with a commercial component, is included on the 
list.  It is the only one remaining of the two on the list, after removing the VUSD 
property on Stanley Ave.  Applying a 60% commercial component imagining a shopping 
center of 18 acres on the outskirts of the eastern city limits is unsupported. 
 
The Grove on Copland Dr., and Thille St., 26.65 +/- acres, is not on the list, but should 
be, although it is briefly discussed elsewhere.  It is proposed for some 250 units, and 
was approved by the Planning Commission in 2017. It is still in process.   
 
The housing portions of these properties have been used by the City of Ventura for 
their Regional Housing Needs Assessments, RHNA numbers, so they should be 
included in the General Plan and its EIR with the population numbers they can support.  
Some 600 or more units could be built on each, under the proposed land use 
designations.   
 
The J.D. McGrath property, 76.78 acres long designated Industrial in the General Plan, 
is left out altogether, as well.  Briefly mentioned elsewhere, it should be described as 
the largest of the last remaining employment center opportunities in Ventura. 
 
There is no appropriate discussion of the RHNA numbers and requirements.  There is 
no mention of the numerous laws affecting permitting, such as SB-9, and the 
“developer’s remedy.”   
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Environmental Impact Analysis
Agriculture and Forestry Services

4.2.4 Cumulative Impacts
A project's environmental impacts are "cumulatively considerable” if the "incremental effects of an
individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future project" (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15065[a][3]). The geographic scope for cumulative agricultural impacts is Ventura County.
Development considered part of the cumulative analysis includes development within the city and
buildout of the County General Plan and neighboring cities, some of which may include lands
currently zoned for agricultural production.

Future development within the cumulative impact analysis area could potentially convert

agricultural land to non-agricultural uses and may result in conflicts with agricultural zoning and
Williamson Act contracts. SOAR land that would be proposed for rezoning for development would
need to be approved through voter approval prior to a rezoning and would undergo its own
environmental review at the time of a proposed activity. In addition, future development adjacent
to agricultural land has the potential to result in a loss of farmland due to land use conflicts, which
adds to the cumulative conversion of agricultural lands, including areas designated as Important
Farmland by the FMMP. However, potential changes to agricultural land would continue to occur
regardless of implementation of the Ventura General Plan Update.

As identified in Impact AG-1, the project would not result in conversion of agricultural lands to non-
agricultural use and would not conflict with existing Williamson Contracts located within the SOI.
Development facilitated by the project and other cumulative projects would be required to adhere
to existing regulations such as SOAR and the proposed Ventura General Plan Update policies which
protect agricultural lands within the planning area. Consistent with the City's discretionary process,
a proposed project would be required to be consistent with zoning in order to make findings of
approval. Therefore, the project would not result in incompatibilities between new residences and
adjacent agricultural uses resulting in the potential conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses.
Therefore, the contribution of the proposed project to cumulative impacts would not be
cumulatively considerable.

Future development within the cumulative impact analysis area would not convert forestland to

non-forest uses and thus, would not result in conflicts with forest zoning. Cumulative impacts to

forestland and timber resources would therefore be less than significant. Additionally, as identified
in Impact AG-2, there are no mapped forestlands within the Planning Area and the proposed plan is
not expected to result in off-site conversion of forestlands lands to non-forest use. For these
reasons, a cumulative impact on forestry resources is not expected. The contribution of the
proposed plan to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.

Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.2-13
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“Townhome” is a misapplication of “Townhouse,” which is a style of architecture,  not a 
means of holding ownership.  It refers to a condominium, and therefore should be part 
of the “Multifamily” column, shouldn’t it?   
 
As to commercial and industrial lands, this section expresses the number of “jobs,” 
projected as to “Retail, Service Commercial, Office, Manufacturing and Warehouse,” 
with no explanation of how many acres of each type are present in the city limits and 
within the sphere of influence.   
 
There is no explanation of how the “jobs” were calculated.  The document needs to be 
acreage based, with a metric that results in the number of “jobs,” but simply declaring 
the number of jobs is unacceptable.    
 
The number of acres is far more accurate, factual, and more useful.  
  

185

City of Ventura
Ventura General Plan Update

Table 2-1 Development Potential Analyzed in the ElR

Source: City of Ventura 2024

Parcel Type

Housing Jobs*

Single
Family Townhome Multifamily ADU

Total
Units Retail

Service
Commercial Office Manufacturing Warehouse

Total
Jobs

Housing Element
parcels

18 917 2,228 0 3,163 0 0 0 0 0 0

Remaining parcels
within city
boundary

87 294 2,492 275 3,148 40 69 320 703 859 1,991

Parcels within
sphere of
influence

0 216 216 0 432 545 218 182 512 436 1,893

Totals 105 1,427 4,936 275 6,743 585 287 502 1,215 1,295 3,884

2-16
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List of contents omits the Housing Element, a required element of a General Plan in 
California Government Code section 65302 
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=65302.
&lawCode=GOV 
 
There is a Housing Element approved by the State of California Department of Housing 
and Community Development.  Since the Housing Element is a requirement, whether it 
needs updating in this General Plan should be articulated.  If not, it should be 
emphasized in the General Plan that the document exists and where it may be located.  
The EIR should list it as a required element in the Table of Contents and declare it to be 
“made a part hereof by reference.”   
 
 

 
 
The actual city limits of Ventura extend out to sea in the area marked as “sphere of 
influence.”  This is common among coastal California cities, including Santa Barbara, 
Los Angeles and Long Beach.  The map needs to be correct to conform to LAFCO. 
 
There are implications of benefits and responsibilities associated with that jurisdiction 
over the ocean.  Santa Barbara rents moorings to boats.  Carpinteria collects rent from 
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Environmental Setting

Figure 3-2 Plan Location

Imagery provided Microsoft B/ng and its Itcenton © 2024

Draft Environmental Impact Report 3-3
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pipelines.  The Ventura Pier is obviously in the Ventura City Limits. The Ventura Port 
District, a sub-organization of the City’s, has different boundaries that also extend out 
to sea.  There may be Federal and State grants available to the police and fire 
departments as a result of the jurisdictional inclusion that has been in place since the 
1930s. 
 
Every single map in the General Plan is incorrect in failing to illustrate that the city 
limits extend out to sea.  Jurisdiction should be described accurately. 
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Responses to Comments 

Letter 12 
COMMENTER: Tag Gilbert 

DATE: August 12, 2025 

Response 12.1 
The commenter provides links to the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR and notes that they have 
observations and corrections for the Ventura General Plan EIR.  

This comment is general and does not pertain to the Draft EIR or CEQA process. No revisions to the 
Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 12.2 
The commenter notes that Draft EIR notes three parcels are to be annexed but only lists two and 
requests this be corrected and notes that the Ventura Unified School District is incorrectly listed. The 
commenter provides further context of the annexation properties.  

Please refer to Response 4.7 for a discussion of revisions to the Draft EIR related to annexation 
properties.  

Response 12.3 
The commenter notes that the Grove property on Copland Drive should be added to the proposed 
annexation area list in addition to the Wells Road/Highway 126 property. The commenter further 
suggests that these properties should be included in the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR.  

Please refer to Response 4.7 for a discussion of revisions to the Draft EIR related to annexation 
properties, including the Grove property.  

Response 12.4 
The commenter requests that the J.D. McGrath property be included in the Draft EIR and noted as 
the ‘last remaining employment center opportunity in Ventura’.  

Please refer to Response 4.7 for a discussion of revisions to the Draft EIR related to annexation 
properties.  

Response 12.5 
The commenter notes that there is not a discussion of the Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
numbers and requirements or numerous laws affecting permitting.  

As described in Section 2.4.11 of Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, “the City adopted 
its current Housing Element on January 31, 2022, covering the period from 2021 through 2029. The 
Housing Element was submitted to the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD) for review and comment and received two rounds of comments from HCD. The 
Housing Element was readopted on August 7, 2023, and was certified on October 9, 2023. The 
Ventura General Plan Update incorporates any revisions to the Housing Element as required by 
HCD. No changes are being proposed to the Housing Element as part of its incorporation into the 
Ventura General Plan Update.”  
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Responses to Comments 

As the Housing Element underwent its own environmental review and adoption process, regulations 
associated with the Housing Element were not included in the Draft EIR. Further, the growth 
projections utilized within the Draft EIR include the growth numbers of the Housing Element.  

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 12.6 
The commenter provides a screenshot of pages 2-15 and 2-16 of the Draft EIR and requests that 
Townhome column in Table 2-1 be combined with the Multi-family column.  

Growth projections prepared for the Draft EIR categorized future housing development as single-
family, multi-family, and townhomes, which generally refers to compact single-family residential. 
This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue and therefore no revisions to the 
Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 12.7 
The commenter requests that an explanation of how jobs were calculated and requests that non-
residential acreage be added to the Draft EIR.  

Raimi + Associates in collaboration with the City prepared the following methodology to calculate 
jobs. Jobs were calculated based on the development potential associated with proposed land use 
designations in the General Plan Update. Specifically, the EIR used floor area ratios (FARs) and 
assumed building square footage for each non-residential designation to estimate employment 
capacity. These estimates were informed by SCAG’s regional growth projections and employment 
density factors (i.e., square footage per employee) for different job sectors such as office, retail, 
service, manufacturing, and warehouse. The total projected job growth analyzed in the EIR is 3,884 
new jobs through 2050.  

Regarding non-residential acreage, while the EIR does not list acreage separately, the physical 
impacts of non-residential development are analyzed throughout the EIR based on the projected 
development intensity and land use designations. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in 
response to this comment.  

Response 12.8 
The commenter notes that the List of Contents does not include the Housing Element and the Draft 
EIR should be revised to include it.  

Please refer to Response 12.5 for a discussion of the Housing Element. As noted therein, the 
Housing Element underwent its own environmental review and adoption process. As the Housing 
Element Update is not part of the proposed project, it was not considered in the EIR. 

Response 12.9 
The commenter opines that all figures in the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR are incorrect as they 
show city limits ending at the shoreline. Instead, the commenter opines that all figures should show 
the city limits extending into the sea, consistent with County figures.  

Please refer to Response 11.4 for a discussion of city limits depicted in figures for the Draft General 
Plan and EIR. 
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Leslie Slayday

From: Dolores Rose <dolores701rose@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2025 4:01 PM
To: Plan Ventura
Subject: -EXT- Proposed Plans, Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

This is all about a crown city in Ventura County, so let's talk about Real Estate, which is what this is all 
about.  In Real Estate, Curb Appeal along with Location, Location, Location are the two most important 
elements that create value and pride of ownership.  Ventura's Curb Appeal is the VIEW!  The Hills, the 
Ocean, the Harbors.  Don't eradicate those views!  Then, of course for Location, You are the city in the 
County with the best location.  Honor it! Cherish it! Create paths for bikes, trees lined up for beauty with 
walkability and benches.  Imagine this as a Hallmark movie set, not    
 
2.3 Project Objectives "preserves beach town...character....natural beauty..  
 
The above is a quoted section from the EIR.  How does 3 Story, 5 Story and 6 Story buildings commercial, 
residential preserve the beach town?  They'll block the views that we all love in the Pierpont area.   I love 
to make that curve through the 101 (when it's moving) and see the ocean views and people walking, 
biking, jogging and enjoying the beach! 
 
The plan to add 17,000 residential units over the next 25 years is ludicrous when the area can't manage 
traffic and pedestrian traffic, as it currently is!  The Pierpont area will be a nightmare between 
Alessandro, Seaward and Harbor by adding the buildings now in construction and you want to add 
multistory buildings on the Vons lot parcel???!!!  3 drive through eateries on the Alessandro parcel? 
What?  Driving in and out of there will cause a terrible bottleneck traffic jam! 
 
It does absolutely no good to create a new area when the City doesn't have the resources and 
infrastructure to maintain what is currently in place!  The roads are a disgrace! The sidewalks are uneven 
with no plans to correct all of the residential areas to encourage walking for all.  The streets and 
sidewalks are in deplorable condition. 
 
I like the section in the EIR to add trees, which would help beautify the city;  But do so with thought as to 
which types are best to not disrupt the sidewalks and streets and create leaf and flower drop, if there is 
not a maintenance plan to keep them maintained. 
 
A plan to improve the City of Ventura is long overdue, and I hope you do study the feedback you receive 
from the people who live and visit here.  I have been visiting Ventura since the 1960's when I lived in 
Pasadena.  I loved to see the revitalization of Pasadena Old Town.  Parking was 
addressed.  Beautification was addressed.  Infrastructure and ongoing maintenance was all addressed 
before they upgraded long abandoned buildings that live again. I lived in Oxnard from 1977 to 1980, 
thinking we would move to Ventura, but decided to move to Camarillo because it had the aesthetic of 
what a town I wanted my kids to grow up in.  I must have chosen well, because they are grown with 
families of their own and they also chose 93012 to call home.  Please don't add more buildings that block 
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Ventura's natural beauty to be filled with more people who will clog the streets that can't  handle the load 
currently.  Think seriously of what the future could be if improved. 
 
Thanks for your time.  Your city has a big opportunity to do well with this. We as long time residents of this 
area all hope that you do well with this monumental task.  
 
Sincerely, 
Dolores Murphy 
Retired, County of Ventura Public Works Agency employee 
(805)312-3413 
dolores701rose@gmail.com 
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside the City of Ventura. Exercise caution when 
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.  
>> Please verify all links and attachments before opening them! <<  
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City of Ventura 
Ventura General Plan Update Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 

 
Responses to Comments 

Letter 13 
COMMENTER: Dolores Murphy  

DATE: August 12, 2025 

Response 13.1 
The commenter requests that the views in the city be preserved, bike paths be created, and trees be 
lined along the path.  

This comment is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for their consideration. As the 
comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR or CEQA process, no further response is 
required. 

Response 13.2 
The commenter references Section 2.3, Project Objectives, of the EIR and requests clarification on 
how up to 6-story buildings would preserve the beach town. The commenter states that these views 
would be blocked in the Pierpont area. 

Potential impacts related to visual resources and aesthetics are discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. 
As discussed therein, the Ventura General Plan Update would not facilitate development that would 
substantially obstruct scenic vistas, degrade Ventura’s existing visual character, or conflict with 
regulations governing scenic quality. iNo revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment.  

Response 13.3 
The commenter opines that the addition of 17,000 residential units over the next 25 years would 
increase traffic and pedestrian traffic particularly around Alessandro, Seaward, and Harbor.  

CEQA requires analysis of impacts related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and does not require 
analysis of traffic congestion. Specifically, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 (adopted December 
2018) identifies VMT as the most appropriate metric for transportation impact analysis. VMT is a 
measure of total vehicular travel that accounts for the number of vehicle trips and the length of 
those trips. This represents a shift away from the delay and congestion-based level of service (LOS) 
metric that historically has been used for evaluating traffic impacts. As specified in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3 (a) “a project’s effect on automobile delay shall not constitute a significant 
environmental impact.” This change reflects the state’s policy goal of reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions, encouraging infill development, and promoting multimodal transportation. 

Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project was evaluated for its potential to 
increase VMT in Section 4.15, Transportation, and relied upon the CEQA Transportation Impact 
Analysis Memorandum prepared by Iteris in April 2025 (Appendix E). The analysis concluded that 
the implementation of the Ventura General Plan Update would not result in a significant VMT 
impact. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 13.4 
The commenter opines that the city does not have the resources and infrastructure to maintain what 
is currently in place, specifically referencing existing roadways and sidewalks.  
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While this comment is not specifically on the Draft EIR analysis, the Draft EIR did include an analysis 
of existing infrastructure as it relates to water, wastewater, stormwater, solid waste, natural gas, 
electricity, and telecommunications within Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems. Impacts UTIL-
1 and UTIL-3 of the Draft EIR determined that the implementation of the Ventura General Plan 
Update would not result in significant impacts to utilities and service systems within the city. As 
stated in Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, pages 4.17-12 through 4.17-15, potential 
environmental impacts associated with developing utility connections would be evaluated and 
mitigated as necessary as part of the City’s review of individual development applications for 
consistency with applicable policies of the Ventura General Plan Update and San Buenaventura 
Municipal Code requirements.  

Public roadway infrastructure adequacy is determined by the California Department of 
Transportation or the City Public Works Department and is not included as part of the analysis of the 
Ventura General Plan Update. No revisions are required to the Draft EIR in response to this 
comment. 

Response 13.5 
The commenter appreciates the proposed addition of trees but requests the trees added do not 
disrupt sidewalks and streets with leaves and flower drop.  

It is unclear what EIR section this is referring to; however, potential impacts related to tree removal 
are addressed in Impact BIO-4 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources. This analysis references proposed 
General Plan Land Use Element Policy LU-4.3, which encourages the planting of trees that 
appropriately shade the sidewalk and off-street parking areas to improve the pedestrian experience 
throughout the city, and calls for a 3:1 tree replacement ratio for public and private trees in 
accordance with City standards for tree replacements. The commenter’s preferences regarding 
leaves and flower droppings is noted. As the comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR 
or CEQA process, no revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 13.6 
The commenter requests that the feedback of residents and tourists be taken into account within the 
Draft General Plan. The commenter further requests that no more buildings that block views be 
added that would also clog streets with more people.  

The City has incorporated public feedback into both the Ventura General Plan Update and the Draft 
EIR. The Draft EIR was circulated for public review for 45 days beginning on June 30, 2025 and was 
circulated via the Plan Ventura website (https://www.planventura.com/), the Office of Land Use and 
Climate Innovation CEQAnet website (https://ceqanet.lci.ca.gov/2024050045), and in a local 
newspaper in accordance with Section 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines. Accordingly, public noticing 
requirements pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines have been met. In addition, the City conducted 
outreach activities for the General Plan Update itself, as described in Chapter 2, General Plan 
Update Process, on page 25 of the Draft General Plan. As discussed therein, the City distributed 
mailers, developed an email database, distributed newsletters, and circulated newspaper ads 
beginning in September of 2021. Public comments on these documents are part of the record to be 
used by decision-makers when considering approval of the General Plan Update and certification of 
the EIR.  

Potential impacts related to visual resources and aesthetics are discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. 
As discussed therein, the Ventura General Plan Update would not facilitate development that would 
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Responses to Comments 

substantially obstruct scenic vistas, degrade Ventura’s existing visual character, or conflict with 
regulations governing scenic quality. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment.  
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Leslie Slayday

From: Leslie Purcell <lesliepurcell@myyahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2025 4:58 PM
To: Plan Ventura
Subject: -EXT- Ventura General Plan Update and DEIR Comments

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Re: Ventura General Plan Update and DEIR 

I would like to see the GPU emphasize appropriate setbacks in the design of residential and 
mixed use buildings, particularly if the development is of a larger size that might otherwise 
overwhelm pedestrians, and impinge on light and views. 

Setbacks are important for walkability and safety, particularly now that we have a variety 
of mobile transport options that include scooters, skateboards, and e-bikes. Setbacks 
give the opportunity for more green space and plantings, including trees, as well as for 
social space that is more conducive to informal interaction between people (and their 
kids and/or dogs, for example). 

Increase of setbacks is listed for Midtown and should be for other areas as well. Setbacks 
could be emphasized in LU-4.7 Pedestrian Supported Building Design, and LU-1.9 
Architectural Design, and could be included for multi-family housing, as well as 
commercial buildings. 

In terms of design and scale of buildings, LU-5.3, I would mention the design of Parklands 
on the east side, which is pedestrian friendly and visually appealing.  

For LU -13.5, in regard to solar installations, there are many parking lots that could be 
used as well as rooftops. 

I appreciate the items on streetscapes and tree planting, and would emphasize the use of 
appropriate native plants for water conservation and pollinator use.  Appropriate lighting 
and dark skies policies are also important. 

As far as the art and culture element of the GPU, I would like to recommend that our local 
and longtime art and performance space, Art City, be acknowledged and enhanced. 

The Noise element is not yet included, so I would like to have an excessive noise 
ordinance developed that could be implemented, so that our neighborhoods will be more 
peaceful, without excessively loud and disruptive vehicles passing through.    
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As to the DEIR and the GPU, in terms of greening the city and protecting and enhancing 
open space, involving community members to help remove non-native, invasive species 
like arundo, mustard, fennel, and castor bean, could be very helpful, as well as 
educational. 

Thank you, 
Leslie Purcell 
PO Box 815, 
Ventura, 93002 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside the City of Ventura. Exercise caution when 
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.  
>> Please verify all links and attachments before opening them! <<  
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Letter 14 
COMMENTER: Leslie Purcell 

DATE: August 14, 2025 

Response 14.1 
The commenter requests that the Draft General Plan emphasize appropriate setbacks for residential 
and mixed-use buildings.  

This comment pertains to the General Plan Update and not the adequacy of the Draft EIR or CEQA 
process. As such, a specific response is not required, an no revisions to the Draft EIR have been 
made in response to this comment.  

Response 14.2 
The commenter requests that setbacks be listed for other areas in Draft General Plan policies. The 
commenter further requests policies throughout the Draft General Plan be revised to include design 
and scale of buildings, solar installations, streetscapes and tree planting, lighting, and arts and 
culture.  

This comment pertains to the General Plan Update and not the adequacy of the Draft EIR or CEQA 
process. As such, a specific response is not required, an no revisions to the Draft EIR have been 
made in response to this comment.  

Response 14.3 
The commenter requests that an excessive noise ordinance be implemented in the Noise Element of 
the Draft General Plan. 

While this comment pertains to the General Plan itself, it should be noted that the Draft EIR Section 
4.12, Noise, Impact NOI-1 introduces Mitigation Measure NOI-1 to reduce excessive noise 
associated with construction. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment.  

Response 14.4 
The commenter opines that community members should be included in removing non-native invasive 
species like arundo, mustard, fennel, and castor bean.  

This comment is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for their consideration. As the 
comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR or CEQA, no further response is 
required. 
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sanbell
Intelligent Infrastructure. Enduring Communities.

1672 Donlon Street
Ventura, CA 93003

Phone: (805) 654-6977

www.sanbell.com

August 14, 2025

City of Ventura, Community Development Department
RE: Ventura General Plan Update EIR
ATTN: Maruja Clensay, Asst Community Development Director
501Poli Street
Ventura, CA. 93001
planventura@cityofventura.ca.gov

SUBJECT: Comments on Ventura General Plan Update Draft EIR

Dear Ms. Clensay,

We are writing this comment letter on behalf of John Broome, property owner of the Grove Specific Plan
property. While outside of the city limits, the Grove is recognized for annexation into the city in the draft
General Plan Update. The proposed Grove Specific Plan would enable the future development of a
residential neighborhood of 250 dwellings on approximately 26.51 acres bounded on the north by
Highway 126, on the east by the Thille Community Neighborhood, on the south by Telephone Road and
Copland Drive, and on the west by the La Posada Mobile home park and farther to the west by the
101/126 highway interchange.

The property is currently within unincorporated Ventura County, but is within the City's Sphere of
Influence, and is designated on the draft General Plan Update as Neighborhood Medium 1. The Grove is
identified as part of the Victoria Corridor sub-area. Goal LU 20.15 reads "Support the annexation and
development of the Grove residential project with a diversity of residential building types. Design the
area to enhance connections to adjacent residential uses where feasible."

We are submitting this letter because there appears to be some inconsistencies and exclusions in the
General Plan Update EIR regarding the Grove that should be addressed:

Executive Summary, Page ES-2:

There is potentialfor the annexation of three parcels, south of State Route126 that would result in
additional mixed use and commercial development. The annexation of these parcels could occur during
the time horizon of the Ventura General Plan Update but would undergo separate environmental review, if
and when the parcels would be annexed into the city.

Two of these parcels, the Grove parcel and what the draft General Plan refers to as the SR126/Wells
property, would not just contain mixed us and commercial development. The Grove Specific Plan would
be 100% residential, and as proposed, development on the SR126/Wells property would contain
residential. Further, the Grove Specific Plan and Tentative Tract Map were approved by the Ventura
Planning Commission in 2017 but the development agreement was never finalized so this
recommendation for approval did not progress to the City Council. We are actively pursuing finalization
of the development agreement and working with the city's Community Development staff to update and

ENGINEERS PLANNERS SURVEYORS CONSTRUCTION MANAGERS
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revise the project's environmental review and hope to have the Grove Specific Plan, Tentative Tract Map,
EIR, and Development Agreement before the City Council for approval in the near future. As such, this
project is different than the other annexation parcels identified in the City's General Plan update, and the
update should reflect the project's status and the fact it is already undergoing separate environmental
review.

Section 2.5 General Plan Growth Projections:

Growth projections are an estimate of a reasonable amount of growth in jobs and housing during the
planning horizon, in this case, through 2050. For this reason, even though the three annexation parcels
are not included in the General Plan EIR analysis, it states on page 2-18 of the GP update EIR that "three
parcels within the sphere of influence were identified as having a high likelihood of being annexed over
the time horizon of the General Plan and would be associated with potential housing." However, page 2-
18 does not list the Grove site, and only lists two parcels, not three, and should therefore include a
description of the Grove property. Further, Table 2-1shows zero single family homes analyzed on Parcels
outside of the city boundary but within the Sphere of Influence. In fact, the Tentative Tract Map for the
Grove includes 58 detached, single family homes. Please address these inconsistencies.

Other Inconsistencies:

Figure 3-2 Plan Location-Appears as though the Grove is within the city limits.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Lisa Woodbum, Senior Planning Manager
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Responses to Comments 

Letter 15 
COMMENTER: Lisa Woodburn, Sanbell 

DATE: August 14, 2025 

Response 15.1 
The commenter summarizes the Grove Specific Plan property which is recognized for annexation into 
the city in the Draft General Plan.  

Refer to Response 4.7. As shown therein, the Grove property has been added to the list of parcels 
identified in the General Plan Update for annexation. As the comment does not pertain to the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR or CEQA, no further response is required. 

Response 15.2 
The commenter notes some inconsistencies and exclusions in the Draft EIR regarding the Grove 
property. Specifically, the commenter requests the discussion of the Grove property be revised to 
indicate it would be fully residential development and that it is currently undergoing its own 
environmental review.  

Please refer to Response 4.7 for a discussion of revisions to the Draft EIR related to annexation 
properties. The reference to “mixed use and commercial development” was intended to reflect the 
range of potential land uses across the annexation area, not to describe the Grove parcel 
specifically. While the Draft EIR does not analyze the Grove project in detail, it assumes that any 
annexation and development of these parcels would be subject to separate, project-specific 
environmental review at the time of annexation or entitlement. No further revisions to the Draft EIR 
are required in response to this comment. 

Response 15.3 
The commenter notes that page 2-18 of the Draft EIR should include the Grove property listed as a 
property to be annexed into the city. The commenter also requests that Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR be 
revised to include the 58 single-family residences proposed as part of the Grove property within the 
Sphere of Influence column.  

Please refer to Response 4.7 for a discussion of revisions to the Draft EIR related to annexation 
properties.  

The 58 single-family residences are accounted for within the growth projections but are included 
within the city boundary row. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment. 

Response 15.4 
The commenter requests Figure 3-2, Plan Location, be revised to remove the Grove property from 
within the city limits.  

The Grove property is not shown within city limits but is shown as within the planning area for the 
Ventura General Plan Update. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment. 
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General Plan 2050 and EIR: Public Comments of Amy Cherrie 
 

 
I bet 70% of Ventura residents don’t even know the General Plan is being updated.  
No banners or posters at shopping centers, downtown or college. 
No BIG Public Announcements in the local papers. No mailers to every household in the city. 

Pretty much people who look for city information found it. That’s it. 

 

This EIR is intentionally flawed and did not study the impacts in the Coastal Zone and Pierpont 
area. Seaward Avenue is a protected scenic approach in the current Local Coastal Plan (LCP) due 
to its unique scenic resources, the coastal bluff, views of the ocean and of the hills.  
It is the artery connecting Midtown to the beach. 

 
The Seaward Corridor contains vital visual resources, including views of the ocean, the Channel 
Islands, our coastal bluff and our hills, yet it is the ONLY major artery without a PLAN. 
 
There is a razor thin section of ocean view still available coming down Seaward or while on 
Alessandro or Vista Del Mar Drive. There is a reason the current maximum height is 30 feet. 
Increasing the height of CTO to 45 feet and the Marina Village Shopping Center to 55 feet before 
density bonus will result in a solid wall of development blocking ocean and island views in this 
scenic artery and scenic approach. 

 
Numerous times I’ve tried to stress the need to a maximum ELEVATION in the Seaward Corridor, 
as this section of Seaward rises to allow passage over the 101 freeway.  

Currently, height is based off the average elevation of the parcel frontage. As an example, I’ve used 
the Anastasi project at Harbor and Seaward that is supposed to have a maximum height of 35’. As 
designed now, and using Harbor (26’ avg elevation) instead of Pierpont (12’ elevation) as the 
frontage, the project will have an elevation of 62 feet at a towering 52 feet in height.   

Using this logic and sleight of hand, the old Golden China parcel on Alessandro and Seaward will 
use the average elevation of Alessandro, approximately 47 feet above sea level as a STARTING 
point for the proposed increase in height for CTO from 30’ to 45’.   
 
The Vons Center being proposed at 55’ with an average Harbor Blvd frontage of 26’ will be 76’ in 
elevation before any density bonus. This vital shopping center should be more in line with CMXD 
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with a maximum height of 35 feet and maximum elevation of 50’-0”. 
 
All streets in the Pierpont area curve. There are no straight-line view corridors. Limiting the 
maximum elevations and heights will preserve vital visual resources of the hills, the coastal bluff, 
the Channel Islands and the ocean. 
 
The useless words used as goals to preserve public views need to be changed from “Stive” and 
“when feasible”, to Shall. 
Period. 
If you only protect public views when feasible, there will no longer be public views. 
 
The report completely ignores the Seaward Corridor and impacts to Harbor Blvd that will occur 
from increasing the height and mass of all Commercial Tourist Oriented (CTO) and Commercial 
sites on Seaward, Harbor, Vista Del Mar Drive and Alessandro. 
It changes the Land Use designations of two major industrial sites on Vista Del Mar Drive; One to 
medium density residential and the other to the highest intensity land use of general commercial. 
(Light Flex would be more appropriate.) 
 
The ocean and island views in this area are unprecedented yet unprotected in this plan. 
No Visual Analysis was performed or reported on for the Coastal Zone and/or Pierpont Area. 
(This includes everything west of the railroad tracks to the shore.) 

 
Current CTO height = 30’ tall. New height is 45’ tall.  
Marina Village at Harbor and Seaward is 30’ max now, and increases to 55’ tall.  
CTO Mass (Floor Area Ratio, FAR) increases from 0.35% to 1.50%. 

 
Not only will the increase in height have a substantially adverse impact on public ocean, hill & 
bluff views, it will eliminate them almost entirely. 
 

When you don’t include a visual analysis of Seaward Avenue, Alessandro or Vista Del Mar Drive, 
you end up with Table ES-1 of the EIR.  
No impact = No mitigation. 
 
- THE BELOW TABLE IS ONLY POSSIBLE BECAUSE THE EXISTING VIEWS WERE NOT STUDIED. - 
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~EIR~ Remove all vague words like ‘when feasible’, strive and enhance. Replace with 
objective terms like will shall, must, will, etc. 

4.1  Aesthetics (hint; it’s more than just “shoreline” views that are protected by the CA Coastal Act.) 

4.1-2 Shoreline 

“The coastline offers clear views of the Channel Islands and a distant open horizon that area residents value 
highly. Most of the area directly inland from the beaches from the Ventura Marina to San Buenaventura State 
Beach Park is densely developed. This limits travelers’ seashore vistas to views along Harbor Boulevard from the 
state beach to the Holiday Inn, and from US Highway 101 (US 101), which is elevated in this area. Public views of 
the shore are also available from state beaches. “ 

4.1-3 Built Environment 
Districts: Every area of the city except Pierpont & Keys 

4.1-4 
Corridors: Every main street in the city except Seaward or Harbor Blvd. 

4.1-4 View Corridors  

Principal travel corridors are important to an analysis of aesthetic features because they define the 
vantage points for the largest number of public views. The following routes in the Planning Area have 
particular scenic value and serve as important view corridors:   

Seaward is not included. 
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Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significance After Mitigation

1 Impact Mitigation Measure 1
Aesthetics

Impact AES-1: The Ventura General Plan Update would not facilitate development that would substantially
obstruct scenic vistas, and this impact would be less than significant.

None required.

Impact AES-2: There are no designated state scenic highways in Ventura; however there are eligible scenic
highways within the City. Future development facilitated by the proposed plan would be required to adhere
to existing regulations protecting resources within eligible state scenic highways in the city. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.

None required

Impact AES-3: The proposed Ventura General Plan Update would not facilitate development that degrades
Ventura's existing visual character or conflicts with regulations governing scenic quality. This impact would
be less than significant.

None required

Impact AES-4: New development associated with the proposed Ventura General Plan Update could increase
light and glare effects in and around Ventura. However, new development facilitated by the Ventura
General Plan Update would be subject to existing regulations in the City's Municipal Code and proposed
General Plan Update policies to protect dark skies at nighttime. Therefore, the proposed plan would have a
less than significant impact associated with light and glare.

None required
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Poli Street/Foothill Road. – Does not mention ocean and/or island views. 

Victoria Avenue south of US 101. – No mention of the ocean/island views. 

 

4.1.2 Regulatory Setting (pg 4.1-6) 

Federal Regulations  

There are no federal regulations regarding aesthetics that are relevant to the proposed project.  

State Regulations:  No mention of the Coastal Act or LCP. 

California Scenic Highway Program  

“There are no designated State Scenic Highways in Ventura (Caltrans 2019). “ Make them. 

4.1-7  

Local Regulations: No mention of the Coastal Zone or Local Coastal Program (LCP) 

Zoning Regulations, Hillside Management Program, SOAR Ordinance  

 

4.1.3 Impact Analysis: No viewshed analysis provided. 

Methodology and Significance Thresholds  

The following thresholds of significance are based on California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
Appendix G. For the purposes of this EIR, implementation of the proposed project may have a significant 
adverse impact if it would do any of the following:  

1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.  
2. Substantially damage scenic resources, including trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 

state scenic highway.  
3. In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of 

the site and its surroundings. (Public views are those that are experienced from a publicly accessible 
vantage point.) In urbanized areas, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality?  

4. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in 
the area.  
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General Plan Pg. 46: (GP) Relevant Community Plans and Codes  
Pierpont or the Seaward Corridor are not included. 

Planning Area GP pg 48-50: Pierpont and Seaward Corridor not included. 

GP MAP: pg 53  The map is wrong. 
Vacant is not a Land Use. 

955 S Seaward is CMXD, not vacant. 
APN#076-0-010-115 is M@ Industrial, not vacant.                                                                                                                    

2575 Vista Del Mar Drive is MPD, Planned Industrial, not Commercial.  

 

There were no realistic Alternatives offered. 
5 years ago the consultant showed the public 4 “plans” at the 1st public meeting, three of which 
included SOAR land and required an election and vote by the people to change it. 
The consultant lied and said by lowering the height of industrial land he had to increase the height 
of residential land. (What?!?) 
They surveyed the public and received an overwhelming response to KEEP SOAR and we do not 
want or need 6 story mixed use development in most of the city. 

LU-1.3 AG Land 
Should be protected from incompatible neighboring uses. 
The Lemon Plant and Credit Union are next to SOAR and they want to change the current land use 
to Residential and Commercial. * Keep them Industrial with a Flex 3 designation.  

LU-2.1 (Same as LU-1.3) 

LU-6.1 Industrial Uses: Support and expand. 
             Don’t change lemon plant and credit union, keep industrial. 

LU-6.3 Craft Industrial Don’t change lemon plant and credit union, keep industrial. 

LU-16.3 Multi Family; Discourage high density in low density neighborhoods. The other side of 
Vista Del Mar, over the Seaward bridge, is Very Low 2. Keep the lemon plant and credit union 
Industrial with a Flex 3 designation to be more compatible with the low density residential on one 
side of the bridge with SOAR,  industrial and CTO on the other side.  

LU-24.7 Cap the 101 Freeway 
How about a pedestrian overpass in the Pierpont area? 
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LU-24.4 Views in DTSP WHEN FEASIBLE?!?  What are the identified streets? 
What about Pierpont/Seaward views? 

GP pg 86: Pierpont  
LU-29.4 Mobility  Add a pedestrian bridge over the freeway. 

LU-29.6  Views. Preserve the ocean and hillside views along Pierpont’s main public corridors, such 
as those visible from Seaward Avenue, Alessandro Drive, and Vista del Mar Drive. 
Impossible if you increase heights to 45’ and 55’. 
 
Create a LU-29.7 
No structure shall exceed an elevation of 50’-0”.  Variances and waiver shall not be used to 
remove this requirement.  

* Where is the Coastal Element? 
Why isn’t the Local Coastal Program (LCP) available for review with the General Plan? 
 
We were never offered Alternative Land Use Distribution Maps that did not include SOAR.  
 
GPAC or the Public were not allowed to discuss 2 industrial parcels in the Pierpont area of the 
Coastal Zone being changed because they said City Council will decide those.  
 
They changed the Land Use of the VC Credit Union from Industrial to Commercial AFTER City 
Council already voted on that map. 
 
They kept changing land use designations and their descriptions after votes were taken, then 
bringing back new maps for surveys and a repeated city council vote.  

It felt rigged from the start.  
They gave us one map that did not require a vote of the people.  They held numerous public 
surveys and public meetings, mostly hearing that the people did not approve of their direction. 
They dragged it out over FIVE YEARS because they kept hearing responses they did not like but 
kept coming back with the same overly built plan with character destroying heights and 
congestion, ignoring concerns of lost scenic resources and vague “goals” on environmental 
protections. 
 
Staff and the consultant had a preconceived agenda and whatever the community thought did not 
matter. 
 
Thank you for listening and for your time and thoughtful consideration.  
Amy Cherrie 
Ventura Resident. 
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Increasing this 1-story shopping center to 4 stories will block vital public ocean views. 

 
 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
CEQA thresholds of significance for scenic resources in the Coastal Zone 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), projects within the Coastal 
Zone are subject to particular scrutiny regarding potential impacts on scenic 
resources due to the heightened sensitivity and importance of these areas.  
Key aspects of determining significance for scenic resources in the coastal zone 

1. Coastal Act policies: The California Coastal Act requires the protection of scenic and 
visual qualities in coastal areas, stating that development must protect views, minimize 
landform alteration, be visually compatible with the surroundings, and restore visual 
quality where possible. 

2. Specific thresholds: While CEQA Guidelines Appendix G offers a general framework for 
aesthetics, specific thresholds are often detailed in local governments' Local Coastal 
Programs (LCPs) or Land Use Plans (LUPs), which are informed by Coastal Act policies 
and provide guidance for their specific communities. 
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3. Appendix G aesthetics checklist (examples): The California Natural Resources 
Agency's CEQA Appendix G 
https://resources.ca.gov/CNRALegacyFiles/ceqa/docs/ab52/final-approved-appendix-
G.pdf includes questions relevant to coastal scenic resources, such as whether a 
project would have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, damage scenic 
resources within a state scenic highway, degrade visual character, or create substantial 
light or glare. 

4. Factors considered in determining significance: 

o Baseline Conditions: The existing visual environment and identified scenic 
resources. 

o Viewshed analysis: Identifying public viewing areas and potential view 
obstructions. 

o Project Design and Compatibility: Assessing how the project fits with the 
existing visual character and impacts. 

o Degree of alteration: The extent of changes to natural landforms or the 
introduction of new elements. 

o Public perception: How the public might perceive the changes.  

Mitigation and avoidance 
• Avoidance and minimization efforts: Projects should analyze alternatives and 

incorporate design measures to reduce visual impacts. 

• Mitigation measures: If impacts are unavoidable, strategies may include using natural 
colors, modifying height/scale/style, or undergrounding utilities.  

Note: For detailed and legally binding thresholds, consult the specific LCP or LUP for 
the relevant jurisdiction. This General Plan is not compliant with our current LCP and 
no one has seen the new LCP they have been working on for over a year! 

• Coastal Act Policies: The California Coastal Act (Section 30251) mandates the 
protection of the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas as a resource of public 
importance. 

• Official Designation: Projects located within officially designated scenic highways (or 
similar designations by local government or the California Coastline Preservation and 
Recreation Plan) face heightened scrutiny and any project damaging these resources is 
generally not categorically exempt under CEQA. 

• View Protection: Development should be sited and designed to: 

o Protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas. 
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o Minimize alterations to natural landforms. 

o Be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area. 

o Restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas, where feasible. 

• Visual Impact Assessment (VIA): For projects with potential visual impacts, a VIA is 
necessary to: 

o Document existing visual quality and characterize the surrounding environment. 

o Illustrate proposed project alternatives using photo simulations or other 
visualization techniques. 

o Evaluate the expected visual changes caused by the project and assess potential 
public reaction. 

o Identify visual impacts and recommend avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures. 

• Avoidance and Minimization: Emphasis is placed on proactively incorporating siting 
and design measures to reduce visual impacts, rather than solely relying on mitigation 
after impacts occur. 

• Alternatives Analysis: For projects with potential visual impacts in highly scenic areas, 
a thorough analysis of alternatives to determine if a less environmentally damaging 
alignment or design is feasible may be required.  

Thresholds of significance under CEQA generally refer to whether a project would 
cause a "substantial adverse change" to a resource. For scenic resources in the 
coastal zone, a significant impact would occur if the project substantially degrades 
the existing visual character or quality of public views, especially within a state 
scenic highway or if it substantially alters or disrupts designated scenic vistas or 
resources.  
Therefore, any project proposed within the California coastal zone that has the 
potential to significantly affect coastal scenic and visual resources must be 
reviewed carefully under CEQA, with specific attention to the guidelines outlined in 
the Coastal Act and the potential for substantial adverse impacts.  
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Letter 16 
COMMENTER: Amy Cherrie 

DATE: August 14, 2025 

Response 16.1 
The commenter opines that a portion of Ventura residents do not know the General Plan is being 
updated as there are no banners/posters in the community, big public announcements in local 
papers, or mailers.  

The Draft EIR was circulated for public review for 45 days beginning on June 30, 2025 and was 
circulated via the Plan Ventura website (https://www.planventura.com/), the Office of Land Use and 
Climate Innovation CEQAnet website (https://ceqanet.lci.ca.gov/2024050045),  in the Ventura 
County Star, and is available for review at City Hall located at 501 Poli Street in accordance with 
Section 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines. Accordingly, public noticing requirements pursuant to the 
CEQA Guidelines have been met.  

In addition, the City conducted outreach activities for the General Plan Update itself, as described in 
Chapter 2, General Plan Update Process, on page 25 of the Draft General Plan. As discussed therein, 
the City distributed mailers, developed an email database, distributed newsletters, and circulated 
newspaper ads beginning in September of 2021.   

Response 16.2 
The commenter opines that the Draft EIR is intentionally flawed because it does not study the 
impacts in the Coastal Zone and Pierpont area. The commenter notes that the Local Coastal Plan 
notes Seaward Avenue is a protected scenic approach.  

Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR addresses coastal zones as designated by the 
Ventura General Plan Update and zoning consistency and potential impacts related to development 
facilitated by the plan.  

At the time of the publication of the Draft EIR, the Local Coastal Program is currently being updated 
and undergoing its own environmental review. As such, the Local Coastal Program is not currently 
available for reference and inclusion within the Draft EIR. At the time the Local Coastal Program is 
made available, the Ventura General Plan may require updates to achieve consistency with the Local 
Coastal Program.  

The Coastal Zone Act governs the preparation of Local Coastal Programs and through Local Coastal 
Programs governs development within the City of Ventura. The Ventura General Plan Update would 
be required to comply with the Local Coastal Program through the Coastal Zone Act, but it is not 
directly applicable.  

As the commenter does not raise specific concerns over the sufficiency of the Draft EIR analysis or 
CEQA process, further response is not possible and no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

Response 16.3 
The commenter opines that the Seaward corridor contains visual resources, including views of the 
ocean, the Channel Islands, coastal bluffs and bills and Seaward does not have a plan.  
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This comment is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for their consideration. As the 
comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR or CEQA, no further response is 
required. 

Response 16.4 
The commenter opines increasing the height of ‘CTO’ to 45 feet and Marina Village Shopping Center 
to 55 feet before density bonus would result in a solid wall of development blocking ocean and island 
views in the Seaward, Alessandro, and Vista Del Mar Drive.  

This comment is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for their consideration. While the 
comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR under CEQA, it raises concerns relevant 
to the aesthetics analysis presented in the Draft EIR.  

As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, the Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts to scenic vistas, 
including views of the ocean and Channel Islands from public corridors and elevated neighborhoods. 
The Ventura General Plan Update includes Policy LU-1.6 (Public Views), which specifically aims to 
preserve public views of the mountains and ocean from major viewpoints and public corridors 
throughout the city. Additionally, the Draft EIR concludes that impacts to scenic vistas would be less 
than significant, in part because future development would be subject to design review and 
potentially project-specific environmental review to assess and mitigate impacts to public views.  

For specific projects proposed in the CTO and Marina Village areas, the review process would 
require compliance with zoning regulations and height regulations as outlined in the Municipal 
Code, design review to ensure compatibility and protect public views, and environmental review if 
needed to assess visual impacts. Projects must also align with General Plan policies related to urban 
design, architectural quality, and view preservation. This process is intended to ensure that future 
development is consistent with the community’s aesthetic values and does not result in significant 
obstruction of valued public views. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this 
comment. 

Response 16.5 
The commenter requests that a maximum elevation be imposed for Seaward Corridor citing several 
projects in the area and their maximum elevations.  

This comment is related to allowable maximum building heights and how they are measured, and 
does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR or CEQA, no further response is required. The 
commenter’s preferences are noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for their 
consideration.  

Response 16.6 
The commenter opines that limiting maximum elevations and heights would preserve vital visual 
resources of the hills, coastal bluffs, Channel Islands, and ocean.  

This comment is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for their consideration. As the 
comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR or CEQA, no further response is 
required. 
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Response 16.7 
The commenter requests that wording such as “strive” and “when feasible” be changed to “shall” in 
all goals of the Draft General Plan.  

The City thanks the commenter for their interest in the plan. This comment pertains to the Draft 
General Plan, not the Draft EIR or CEQA, and therefore does not require revisions to the Draft EIR. 
However, it should be noted that the purpose of a General Plan is to provide a long-term, visionary 
framework for guiding future growth and development. It includes goals and policies that reflect 
community values and aspirations, and often uses flexible language such as “strive” or “when 
feasible” to reflect aspirational goals and allow for context-sensitive implementation. In contrast, 
the Draft EIR includes enforceable mitigation measures where needed, using directive language 
such as “shall” to ensure compliance with CEQA. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in 
response to this comment.  

Response 16.8 
The commenter reiterates that the Draft EIR does not include analysis of the Seaward Corridor or 
impacts to Harbor Boulevard from increased height and increased density.  

As the Ventura General Plan Update does not include proposals for specific projects and it is not 
possible to know project specific details, including heights and density, at this time, the analysis 
within the Draft EIR analyzed the potential impacts that would result from implementation of the 
plan. If required and necessary, environmental analysis of future projects may be conducted for 
projects facilitated by the Ventura General Plan Update at the time that they are proposed. No 
revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 16.9 
The commenter opines that the ocean and island views are unprotected in the plan and notes that 
no visual analysis was prepared for the plan. The commenter reiterates that the increase in height 
would have a substantial adverse impact on public ocean, hill, and bluff views.  

As the Ventura General Plan Update does not include proposals for specific projects and it is not 
possible to know project specific details, including heights, at this time, a viewshed analysis was not 
completed for the plan. If required and necessary, viewshed analysis may be conducted for projects 
facilitated by the Ventura General Plan Update at the time that they are proposed. In addition, 
potential aesthetic and visual resource impacts are analyzed at a programmatic level in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. Comments on the Draft General Plan will be addressed in the revisions 
to the Draft General Plan. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 16.10 
The commenter notes that not including a visual analysis of Seaward Avenue, Alessandro, or Vista 
Del Mar Drive would result in no mitigation for aesthetics.  

As the Ventura General Plan Update is a programmatic document and would not result in the direct 
development of an area or a specific parcel nor does it include specific proposed projects, the 
analysis does not require the preparation of a visual analysis of specific areas. Rather the Ventura 
General Plan Update is a guidance document that would guide development throughout the city 
through its horizon year. If a visual analysis of these areas is required or necessary at the time a 
project is proposed within proximity to these roadways, it would be conducted at the time a project 
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is proposed. The Ventura General Plan Update as analyzed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR 
would not result in significant impacts related to aesthetics due to compliance with existing 
regulations and a requirement for projects facilitated by the plan to comply with goals and policies 
of the proposed Ventura General Plan Update.  

Response 16.11 
The commenter requests that the Draft EIR remove all vague words like “when feasible”. 

It is unclear what specific uses of the phrase “when feasible” the commenter finds offensive.  No 
revisions to the Draft EIR have been made in response to this comment.  

Response 16.12 
The commenter notes that more than just shoreline views are protected by the California Coastal 
Act.  

It is unclear what the comment is intended to convey or how it relates to the project. As the 
comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR or CEQA, no further response is 
required.  

Response 16.13 
The commenter notes that the Districts subsection of Section 4.1, Aesthetics, does not list Pierpont 
and Keys.  

Although listed as a community and neighborhood center in the City’s Existing Conditions Reports 
and the previous 2005 General Plan, neither list the Pierpont and Keys areas as districts. The listed 
districts and descriptions of districts in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, were cited from a combination of the 
City’s Existing Conditions Reports and the previous 2005 General Plan. No revisions to the Draft EIR 
are required in response to this comment. 

Response 16.14 
The commenter notes that the Corridors subsection of Section 4.1, Aesthetics lists every main street 
in the city except Seaward and Harbor Boulevard.  

Listed corridors and descriptions of corridors in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, were compiled from a 
combination of the City’s Existing Conditions Reports and the previous 2005 General Plan. Neither 
document lists Seaward Avenue or Harbor Boulevard as Corridors and as such, they are not included 
as such in the Draft EIR. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. 

Response 16.15 
The commenter notes that Seaward Avenue is not included as a View Corridor in the Draft EIR.  

Descriptions of View Corridors in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, were developed using a combination of the 
City’s Existing Conditions Reports and the previous 2005 General Plan. Seaward Avenue is not 
identified as a view corridor. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. 

Response 16.16 
The commenter notes that the Poli Street and Foothill Road discussion does not mention ocean or 
island views.  
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Descriptions of available views from Poli Street/Foothill Road in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, page 4.1-5 
were developed using a combination of the City’s Existing Conditions Reports and the previous 2005 
General Plan. Neither list the Poli Street/Foothill Road corridor as having substantial views of the 
ocean or Channel Islands. Intermittent, long-range views of the ocean are occasionally available on 
Poli Street, but are generally blocked by intervening structures, vegetation, and topography. No 
revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. 

Response 16.17 
The commenter notes that Victoria Avenue south of U.S. Highway 101 discussion does not mention 
ocean or island views.  

Descriptions of available views from Victoria Avenue south of U.S. Highway 101 in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, page 4.1-5 were developed using a combination of the City’s Existing Conditions Reports 
and the previous 2005 General Plan. Neither list the Victoria Avenue south of U.S. Highway 101 
corridor as having views of the ocean or Channel Islands. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required 
in response to this comment.  

Response 16.18 
The commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not mention the Coastal Act or Local Coastal Plan in 
Section 4.1.2.  

In response to this comment, the following revision was made to page 4.11-6 in Section 4.11, Land 
Use and Planning:  

Local Coastal Program 

At the time of the publication of the Draft EIR, the Local Coastal Program is currently being updated 
and undergoing its own environmental review. As such, the Local Coastal Program is not currently 
available for reference and inclusion within the Draft EIR. At the time the Local Coastal Program is 
made available, the Ventura General Plan may require updates to achieve consistency with the Local 
Coastal Program.  

The Coastal Zone Act governs the preparation of Local Coastal Programs and through Local Coastal 
Programs governs development within the City of Ventura. The Ventura General Plan Update would 
be required to comply with the Local Coastal Program through the Coastal Zone Act, but it is not 
directly applicable.  

These revisions provide additional detail regarding the status of the Local Coastal Program. 
However, the changes reflected above would not result in substantial alterations to the degree of 
impact or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR, and therefore do not constitute significant new 
information that would trigger Draft EIR recirculation under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
Rather, the changes serve to clarify the content of the Draft EIR.  

Response 16.19 
The commenter requests that new State Scenic Highways be made.  

State Scenic Highways are officially designated through a process in which the city would need to 
apply to Caltrans for scenic highway approval, adopt a Corridor Protection Program, and receive 
approval that a highway has been officially designated a State Scenic Highway by the Caltrans 
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director. Further, as listed in the Draft EIR on page 4.1-9, the Ventura General Plan Update also 
includes the following goal and policy regarding State Scenic Highways:  

Goal M-5: Protect views along eligible California State Scenic Highways, including SR-33 and US-101 
within the City Limits. 

Policy M-5.1 State Scenic Highway Designation: Follow Caltrans Scenic Highway Guidelines, 
officially designating eligible sections of SR-33 and US-101 as State Scenic Highways. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 16.20 
The commenter notes that the Draft EIR Section 4.1-7 does not mention the Coastal Zone or Local 
Coastal Program.  

At the time of the publication of the Draft EIR, the Local Coastal Program is currently being updated 
and undergoing its own environmental review. As such, the Local Coastal Program is not currently 
available for reference and inclusion within the Draft EIR. At the time the Local Coastal Program is 
made available, the Ventura General Plan may require updates to achieve consistency with the Local 
Coastal Program.  

The Coastal Zone Act governs the preparation of Local Coastal Programs and through Local Coastal 
Programs governs development within the City of Ventura. The Ventura General Plan Update would 
be required to comply with the Local Coastal Program through the Coastal Zone Act, but it is not 
directly applicable. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 16.21 
The commenter notes that the Draft EIR Section 4.1.3 does not include a viewshed analysis.  

As the Ventura General Plan Update does not include proposals for specific projects and it is not 
possible to know project specific details, including heights, at this time, a viewshed analysis was not 
completed for the plan. If required and necessary, viewshed analysis may be conducted for projects 
facilitated by the Ventura General Plan Update at the time that they are proposed. No revisions to 
the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 16.22 
The commenter notes that Pierpont or Seaward Corridor are not included in Relevant Community 
Plans and Codes of the Draft General Plan.  

This section of the Draft General Plan lists community plans and development codes that apply to 
particular areas of the City. There are not existing community plans, specific plans, or development 
codes for Pierpont or the Seaward Corridor. This comment does not pertain to the Draft EIR or 
CEQA. This comment is on the General Plan and will be addressed in Draft General Plan revisions. 
No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 16.23 
The commenter notes that the Draft General Plan page 48-50 does not include Pierpont and 
Seaward Corridor.  

Refer to Response 16.22. 
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Response 16.24 
The commenter opines that the Draft General Plan map on page 53 is wrong and vacant should not 
be listed as a land use.  

The City thanks the commenter for their interest in the plan. This comment does not pertain to the 
Draft EIR or CEQA. This comment is on the General Plan figures and will be addressed in the Draft 
General Plan revisions. For informational purposes, the term “vacant” is used as a descriptive 
placeholder to identify parcels that are currently undeveloped or not in active use. This language 
helps inform future planning decisions by highlighting areas with potential for development or 
conservation. It is not a proposed land use designation, but rather a reflection of existing conditions 
at the time of mapping.  No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 16.25 
The commenter expresses that there were no realistic Alternatives offered.  

Alternatives were developed with the input of the public after the Visioning process and shaped by 
public input received throughout the General Plan Update. These alternatives reflect a range of land 
use scenarios that respond to community priorities and environmental considerations.. Additionally, 
the proposed General Plan Update includes policies that directly address concerns about open 
space and hillside development. Policy LU-1.4 (SOAR) supports the Save Our Agricultural Resources 
initiative and restricts hillside development to preserve open space around the city. Policy POS-4.1 
further reinforces this by preserving and maintaining open spaces, including SOAR-designated lands 
and hillside areas. As the commenter does not provide specific alternatives they would like 
analyzed, further response is not possible and no revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

Response 16.26 
The commenter provides several comments on the Draft General Plan policies.  

This comment is noted and will be passed on to decision-makers for their consideration. As the 
comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft EIR or CEQA, no further response is 
required. 

Response 16.27 
The commenter questions why the Local Coastal Program was not also made available with the 
Draft General Plan.  

The Local Coastal Program is undergoing its own, separate environmental review and update 
process. Updates will be made available via the following link: 
https://www.planventura.com/related-projects. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in 
response to this comment.  

Response 16.28 
The commenter states that they were never offered Alternative Land Use Distribution Maps that did 
not include SOAR.  

The City thanks the commenter for their interest in the plan. This comment does not pertain to the 
Draft EIR or CEQA. This comment is on the General Plan.  
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As noted in a Response 16.27, the General Plan Update includes Policy LU-1.4 (SOAR), which 
supports the Save Our Agricultural Resources initiative and restricts hillside development to 
preserve open space surrounding the city. Policy POS-4.1 similarly preserves and maintains open 
spaces, including SOAR-designated and hillside lands. These policies reflect long-standing 
community priorities and voter-approved protections, and were carried forward into the proposed 
plan. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  

Response 16.29 
The commenter states that the GPAC and public were not allowed to discuss changes to two 
industrial parcels in the Pierpont area of the Coastal Zone because City Council would decide those.  

It is unclear how this comment relates to the EIR. As the comment does not pertain to the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR or CEQA, no further response is required.  

Response 16.30 
The commenter opines that the Land Use of the VC credit union was changed after City Council voted 
on the map and states that ‘they’ kept changing land use designations after votes were taken, 
bringing back new maps and another City Council vote.  

It is unclear how this comment relates to the EIR. As the comment does not pertain to the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR or CEQA, no further response is required.  

Response 16.31 
The commenter expresses frustration with the General Plan process and in their opinion, an overly 
built plan with increased heights and congestion, loss of scenic resources, and vague goals on 
environmental protections.  

The commenter’s frustrations and concerns are noted.  

The commenter’s assertion that staff and the consultant had a preconceived agenda are unfounded 
and inaccurate.  While this comment does not pertain to the Draft EIR, it should be noted that the 
General Plan Update was developed through an extensive public outreach process, which included 
community workshops, surveys, stakeholder meetings, and public hearings to gather input from a 
broad cross-section of Ventura residents and stakeholders. This input helped shape the policies and 
priorities reflected in the proposed plan. It is also important to clarify that a General Plan Update is 
adopted by the City Council and does not require a public vote. The plan serves as a long-term policy 
framework to guide land use, development, and environmental protection, and is intended to be 
flexible enough to adapt to changing community needs over time. 

No revisions to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.  
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This chapter presents specific text changes made to the Draft EIR since its publication and public 
review. The changes are presented in the order in which they appear in the original Draft EIR and 
are identified by the Draft EIR page number. Text deletions are shown in strikethrough, and text 
additions are shown in underline. The information contained within this chapter clarifies and 
expands on information in the Draft EIR and does not constitute “significant new information” 
requiring recirculation, as further described in Section 4, Recirculation Not Warranted.  

3.1 Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Executive Summary 
The annexation areas were updated to reflect the same annexation areas proposed in the Draft 
General Plan on page ES-2.  

There is potential for the annexation of three five parcels, south of State Route 
126 that would result in additional residential, mixed use, and commercial 
development. The annexation of these parcels areas could occur during the time 
horizon of the Ventura General Plan Update but would undergo separate 
environmental review, if and when the parcels would be annexed into the city. 

No environmental impacts would change as a result of this revision. 

Project Description 
The annexation areas were updated to reflect the same annexation areas proposed in the Draft 
General Plan on page 2-2 and 2-18.  

Page 2-2: 

The Ventura General Plan Update also provides the policy framework to guide future 
development toward land uses that support walking, biking, and transit networks. There is 
potential for the annexation of three five parcels south of State Route 126 that would result 
in additional residential, mixed use, and commercial development. The annexation of these 
parcels could occur during the time horizon of the Ventura General Plan Update but would 
undergo separate environmental review, if and when the parcels would be annexed into the 
city. 

Page 2-18: 

These areas included the identified growth areas of Downtown and along major transit 
corridors. In addition, significant annexation is not expected during the time horizon of the 
Ventura General Plan Update, three five parcels within the sphere of influence were identified 
that have a high likelihood of being annexed over the time horizon of the General Plan and 
would be associated with potential housing. These parcels are: 

 SR126/Wells. This large vacant parcel was identified as an opportunity to add housing 
and services on the east side of the city. 

Revisions  to  the  Draft  EIR3
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 Ventura Unified School District Office at 255 W. Stanley Avenue. This parcel, currently 
an office, was identified as an opportunity to add housing and services on the east side 
of the city. 

 The Grove. This parcel was identified to expand housing opportunities in the city 

 McGrath Property. This parcel was identified to expand the job base in the city. 

 Saticoy. This area was identified to integrate this neighborhood which is contiguous 
with the existing city. 

 North Avenue. This area was identified to expand job opportunities and improve 
services for existing residents.  

The Saticoy Area Plan (SCH #2014091054), North Ventura Area Plan, and Grove Specific Plan 
(SCH #2015041049) have undergone their own environmental review as part of their respective 
area plan processes (County of Ventura 2015; County of Ventura 2020; City of Ventura 2021). 
The Grove Specific Plan environmental document is currently being updated and the approval 
timeframe is anticipated in Spring 2026, with the LAFCo annexation process occurring 
thereafter. Additionally, the McGrath property will be subject to its own environmental review 
when it is submitted for discretionary review. The timing of the McGrath project is unknown. 

These revisions ensure the annexation areas listed in the Project Description match the annexation 
areas listed in the Draft General Plan. No environmental impacts would change as a result of this 
revision. 

Introduction 
Table 1-1, NOP Comments and EIR Location Information, in Chapter 1, Introduction, Section 1.2.2, 
page 1-3 was updated to include the Ventura County Planning Division NOP comment letter:  

Table 1-1 NOP Comments and EIR Location Information 
Commenter Comment/Request Where It Was Addressed 

Agency Comments 

Native American 
Heritage 
Commission 
(NAHC) 

States that the proposed project is subject to 
the requirements and provisions under Senate 
Bill 18 (SB 18) and Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) for 
tribal cultural resources.  

Consultation required pursuant to SB 
18 and AB 52 was carried out by the 
City of Ventura. Related topics 
relevant to CEQA are discussed in 
Section 4.5, Cultural and Tribal 
Cultural Resources, of this EIR.  

Department of 
Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) 

States that the project area encompasses 
multiple active and nonactive mitigation and 
clean-up sites where DTSC has conducted 
oversight and may result in potentially 
restricted construction activities permissible  

Comments relevant to CEQA are 
addressed in Section 4.9, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials. 

Recommends the provision of further 
information on future projects that may fall 
under DTSC’s oversight be included within 
future environmental documents and a search 
of EnviroStor be conducted for future 
projects.  
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Commenter Comment/Request Where It Was Addressed 

County of Ventura Requests that the North Ventura Avenue and 
Saticoy area should be considered for planned 
annexation within the Draft EIR and its 
analysis of alternatives. 

Potential annexation areas are 
analyzed as part of the planning area 
throughout the Draft EIR.  

 States that the North Ventura area should be 
evaluated using the city’s policies and 
standards. Requests that the area north of 
Route 33 beyond Weldon Canyon and 
adjacent to the Casitas Springs community be 
evaluated using County development 
standards. 

 

 Requests that the Draft EIR include measures 
and strategies to minimize impacts to 
sensitive biological resources. Requests that 
the Draft EIR provide an updated species list 
and an assessment of locally important 
species  

Special status species are analyzed in 
Section 4.4, Biological Resources. 

 Requests that the Draft EIR plan analyze 
potential impacts and plan for preservation of 
the Western monarch butterfly overwintering 
roost sites. 

Potential impacts to monarch 
butterflies are analyzed in Section 
4.4, Biological Resources.  

 Requests that the Draft EIR evaluate impacts 
on wildlife movement and habitat connectivity 
in open space, natural areas, and barrancas.  

Wildlife connectivity is analyzed in 
Section 4.4, Biological Resources. 

 Requests that additional stakeholder outreach 
regarding natural and biological resources for 
special status species, monarchs and wildlife 
movement be conducted. 

This comment is on the Draft General 
Plan process.  

Source: Table compiled by Rincon Consultants in 2025. 

No environmental impacts would change as a result of this revision. 

Environmental Setting 
The City and its Sphere of Influence acreage was updated on page 3-1. No environmental impacts 
would change as a result of this revision. 

The city limits encompass approximately 232 square miles and the city’s Sphere of Influence 
(SOI) contains approximately 13 22,623 acres within unincorporated Ventura County. The 
Planning Area involves the city limits and all land within the City of Ventura Sphere of 
Influence. 

Biological Resources 
Environmental setting information was updated in response to a comment received on the Draft EIR 
and for completeness on page 4-9. 

The NMFS has designated Critical Habitat areas within the Ventura and Santa Clara River systems 
along the southern and western boundaries of the Planning Area. These areas consist of perennial 
freshwater habitat suitable for the species.  
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Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas are defined as “any area in which plant or animal 
life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or 
role in any ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities 
and developments” by City Municipal Code Section 24.110.680. The City has established 
General Plan Goal POS-7 and Policies POS-7.1 through POS-7.6 and the Sensitive Habitat 
(SH) overlay zone in order to identify and protect these areas, ensure compatible uses, and 
limit their alteration and development as feasible (City Municipal Code Chapter 24.325). 
Sensitive habitat areas within the SH overlay zone include, but are not limited to, those on 
the Santa Clara and Ventura Rivers, Alessandro Lagoon, and the wildlife lagoons between 
the Harbor and the Santa Clara River.  

These revisions add more accurate and complete information to the biological resources 
environmental setting. No environmental impacts would change as a result of this revision.  

Regulatory setting information was updated in response to a comment received on the Draft EIR 
and for clarity on page 4-16. 

California Fish & Game Code Section 1600 et seq. 

Section 1600 et seq. of the CFGC (Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreements) gives CDFW 
regulatory authority over work within the stream zone. Pursuant to Fish & Game Code 
Section 1602, the CDFW has authority over all perennial…  

This revision clarifies the existing description of California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 within 
the regulatory setting. No environmental impacts would change as a result of this revision. 

References to the CNDDB data for the planning area were included in Appendix G and references to 
the appendix were revised on pages 4-4, 4-6, and 4-7. 

The results of these scientific database queries were compiled into a table that is presented 
in Appendix E G.  

Appendix E G identifies animal species with the potential to occur in the Planning Area and 
their habitat requirements. 

Appendix E G shows the special-status plant species and habitat requirements for each 
species within the vicinity of the Planning Area. 

Information regarding wildlife movement corridors within riparian areas, barrancas, and abutting 
agricultural lands and open space was added to pages 4-9 and 4-27 as shown below. 

… sensitive species. 

Natural features and land use types which facilitate wildlife movement throughout the 
planning area include, but are not limited to, riparian areas, barrancas, and abutting 
agricultural lands and open space. Riparian areas such as those associated with the Ventura 
River and Santa Clara River provide movement corridors for terrestrial and aquatic wildlife 
in the planning area. Barrancas within open space areas and smaller barrancas near 
agricultural land also provide movement corridors for terrestrial and occasionally, aquatic 
wildlife in the planning area.   



Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR 

 
Final Environmental Impact Report 3-5 

As shown in Figure 4.4-3, the southern portion of the city limits is located adjacent to the 
Santa Monica-Sierra Madre Wildlife Corridor, and the western portion of the city limits 
partially encompass the Ventura River Wildlife Corridor. Wildlife movement between these 
corridors is provided by existing riparian areas, barrancas, and abutting agricultural lands 
and open space.  Due to the existing level of development, the urban areas of Ventura are 
not considered wildlife corridors. 

Figure 4.4-3 on page 4-10 was also updated to clarify open space areas in the planning area.  
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These revisions add more accurate and complete information to the graphic for wildlife corridors. 
No environmental impacts would change as a result of this revision.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-6 was revised to require daily, instead of weekly, fence inspections 
pursuant to CDFW guidance and to clarify the type of equipment not to be permitted in specific 
areas.  

BIO-6 Add a General Plan Implementation Action to Avoid and Minimize 
Endangered/Threatened Animal Species  

The City shall add the following as Implementation Program 7.2.6 under Policy 7.2 of the 
General Plan Parks and Open Space Element: 

If the project-specific Biological Resources Screening and Assessment from Implementation 
Program 7.2.1 determines that there is potential for significant impacts to federally and/or 
state-listed endangered/threatened aquatic and/or terrestrial animal species, the following shall 
be implemented: 

1. Ground disturbance shall be limited to the minimum necessary to complete the project. 
A qualified biologist shall flag the project limits of disturbance. Areas of special 
biological concern within or adjacent to the limits of disturbance shall have highly visible 
orange construction fencing installed between said area and the limits of disturbance. 

2. All projects occurring within/adjacent to aquatic habitats (including riparian habitats 
and wetlands) shall be completed outside of the breeding season of sensitive aquatic 
species, if feasible, to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species. Any work outside these 
dates would require project-specific approval from the City and may be subject to 
regulatory agency approval. 

3. All projects occurring within or adjacent to sensitive habitats that may support federally 
and/or state-listed endangered/threatened species shall have a CDFW- and/or USFWS-
approved biologist present during all initial ground disturbing/vegetation clearing 
activities. Once initial ground disturbing/vegetation clearing activities have been 
completed, said biologist shall conduct daily pre-activity clearance surveys for 
endangered/threatened species. Alternatively, and upon approval of the CDFW and/or 
USFWS, said biologist may conduct site inspections at a minimum of once per week to 
ensure all prescribed avoidance and minimization measures are fully implemented. 

4. No endangered/threatened species shall be captured and relocated without express 
permission within a permit from the CDFW and/or USFWS. 

5. If at any time during project construction an endangered/threatened species enters the 
construction site or otherwise may be impacted by the project, all project activities shall 
cease. A CDFW/USFWS-approved biologist shall document the occurrence and consult 
with the CDFW and USFWS, as appropriate, to determine whether it was safe for project 
activities to resume. 

6. For all work occurring in areas where endangered/threatened species may be present 
and are at risk of entering the project site during construction, the applicant shall install 
exclusion fencing along the project boundaries prior to start of construction (including 
staging and mobilization). The placement of the fence shall be at the discretion of the 
CDFW/USFWS-approved biologist. This fence shall consist of solid silt fencing placed at a 
minimum of three feet above grade and two feet below grade and shall be attached to 
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wooden stakes placed at intervals of not more than five feet. The applicant shall inspect 
the fence weekly daily and following rain events and high wind events and shall be 
maintained in good working condition until all construction activities are complete. 

7. All vehicle maintenance/fueling/staging shall occur not less than 100 feet, or at a 
distance as determined by a qualified biologist, from any riparian habitat or water body, 
including seasonal wetland features. Suitable containment procedures shall be 
implemented to prevent spills. A minimum of one spill kit shall be available at each work 
location near riparian habitat or water bodies. 

8. No heavy equipment (i.e., vehicles, heavy machinery, earthmovers, and construction 
vehicles) shall be permitted to enter wetted portions of any affected drainage channel 
or wetland. 

9. At the end of each workday, excavations shall be secured with a cover or a ramp 
provided to prevent wildlife entrapment. 

10. All trenches, pipes, culverts, or similar structures shall be inspected for animals prior to 
burying, capping, moving, or filling. 

11. Considering the potential for the project to impact federally and state-listed species and 
their habitat, the City shall contact CDFW and USFWS to identify mitigation banks within 
Ventura County during project development. If the results of the project-specific 
biological analysis (Mitigation Measure BIO-1) determine that impacts to federally and 
state threatened or endangered species habitat are expected, City and/or applicant 
shall explore species-appropriate mitigation bank(s) servicing the region for purchase of 
mitigation credits.  

12. Prior to grading and construction in natural areas of containing suitable upland habitat, 
a qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey as determined necessary 
during the biological analysis (Mitigation Measure BIO-1). The survey should include a 
transect survey over the entire project disturbance footprint (including access and 
staging areas), and mapping of suitable habitat features, such as burrows, that are 
potentially suitable for listed species. If any listed species are detected, no work shall be 
conducted until the individual(s) leaves the site of their own accord, unless federal 
and/or state “take” authorization has been issued for relocation. Typical 
preconstruction survey procedures, such as burrow scoping and burrow collapse, 
cannot be conducted without federal and state permits. If any life stage of listed species 
are found within the survey area, the City and/or applicant shall consult with the USFWS 
and CDFW to determine the appropriate course of action to comply with the FESA and 
CESA, if permits are not already in place at the time of construction. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-7 was revised to further clarify bird nesting season dates and survey radii 
and in response to CDFW comments received on the Draft EIR. 

BIO-7 Add a General Plan Implementation Action to Conduct Pre-
Construction Bird Surveys, Implement Avoidance Measures, and Provide 
Notification 

The City shall add the following as Implementation Program 7.3.1 under Policy 7.3 of the 
General Plan Parks and Open Space Element: 
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For all future development facilitated by the Ventura General Plan, construction activities 
initiated during the bird nesting season (February 1 – September 15, and as early as January 
1 for some raptors), involving removal of vegetation (e.g. trees and shrubs), abandoned 
structures, or other nesting bird habitat, a pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be 
conducted no more than 5 days prior to initiation of ground disturbance and vegetation 
removal. The nesting bird pre-construction survey shall be conducted on foot and shall 
include a buffer around the construction site at a distance determined by a qualified 
biologist, including staging and storage areas. The minimum survey radii surrounding the 
work area shall be the following: 250 feet for non-raptors common passerine species, 300 
feet for special status passerine species, and 1,000 feet for raptors, but shall be adjusted as 
necessary by a qualified biologist. The survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
familiar with the identification of avian species known to occur in the Ventura region. If 
construction lapses for seven five days or longer, the qualified biologist shall conduct 
another focused survey before project activities are reinitiated. If nests are found, an 
avoidance buffer shall be determined by the biologist dependent upon the species, the 
proposed work activity,  existing disturbances associated with land uses outside of the site. 
The qualified biologist shall observe the active nest to establish a behavioral baseline of the 
adults and nestlings, if present. The qualified biologist shall continuously monitor the active 
nests to detect signs of disturbance and behavioral change as a result of construction 
impacts, such as noise, vibration, odors, or worker/equipment motion. If signs of 
disturbance and behavioral changes are observed, the qualified biologist shall require that 
construction causing those changes cease and may contact CDFW or USFWS for guidance. 
The buffer shall be demarcated by the biologist with bright orange construction fencing, 
flagging, construction lathe, or other means to demarcate the boundary. All construction 
personnel shall be notified of the buffer zone as an “Ecologically Sensitive Area” and to 
avoid entering the buffer zone during the nesting season. No ground disturbing activities 
shall occur within the buffer until the biologist has confirmed that breeding/nesting is 
completed and the young have fledged the nest. Encroachment into the buffer shall occur 
only at the discretion of the qualified biologist on the basis that the encroachment will not 
be detrimental to an active nest. A report summarizing the pre-construction survey(s) shall 
be prepared by a qualified biologist and shall be submitted to the City prior to the 
commencement of construction activities.  

Project site plans shall include a statement acknowledging compliance with the federal 
MBTA and California Fish and Game Code that includes avoidance of active bird nests and 
identification of Best Management Practices to avoid impacts to active nests, including 
checking for nests prior to construction activities during February 1 to September 15, and 
what to do if an active nest is found so that the nest is not inadvertently impacted during 
grading or construction activities. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-8 was revised to be more specific and in response to CDFW comments 
received on the Draft EIR.  

BIO-8 Add a General Plan Implementation Action to Conduct Pre-
construction Crotch’s Bumblebee Surveys and Implement Avoidance 
Measures 

The City shall add the following as Implementation Program 7.3.2 under Policy 7.3 of the 
General Plan Parks and Open Space Element: 
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For construction activities located in vacant or undeveloped areas containing open 
grasslands, shrublands, or chaparral, a habitat assessment for Crotch’s bumblebee shall be 
performed by a qualified biologist knowledgeable and experienced with Crotch’s bumblebee 
(with the appropriate handling permits to conduct focused surveys) and the habitat in which 
they occur. Special attention shall be given to vacant and undeveloped areas with suitable 
nesting/foraging habitat. If the biologist determines that suitable habitat for Crotch’s 
bumblebee is present, a focused survey shall be performed during the species’ active flight 
period for Crotch’s bumblebee and peak blooming period of nectar and pollen sources (May 
1 through July 31) (April 1 through August 31). The biologist will consider survey materials 
such as CDFW’s Survey Considerations for California Endangered Species Act Candidate 
Bumble Bee Species (2023). The Crotch’s bumblebee survey shall be conducted on foot and 
shall encompass the entirety of a project site and focus on areas that allow for the highest 
probability of detection, such as high abundance nectar or pollen sources and rodent 
burrows that may be used for breeding and nesting. If Crotch’s bumblebee is determined to 
be present, the project proponent shall map the locations of the observed bumblebee, 
areas of abundant nectar or pollen sources, and any active nesting sites. A report 
summarizing the results of the habitat assessment and focused survey (if required) shall be 
prepared by the qualified biologist and shall be submitted to the City prior to the 
commencement of construction activities. Further, consultation with the CDFW will be 
necessary in the event Crotch’s bumblebee was observed within a project site and an 
Incidental Take Permit, in accordance with the California Endangered Species Act, may be 
required prior to initiating any ground disturbance on the site. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-9 was added to ensure indirect impacts to monarch butterflies would be 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible. The addition of Mitigation Measure BIO-9 would not 
result in substantial alterations to the degree of impact or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR, 
and therefore does not constitute significant new information that would trigger Draft EIR 
recirculation under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Rather, the changes serve to clarify and 
strengthen the content of the Draft EIR.  

BIO-9 Add a General Plan Implementation Action to Minimize and Avoid 
Impacts to Monarch Butterfly  

The City shall add the following as Implementation Program POS-A.22 of the General Plan 
Parks and Open Space Element: 

During the monarch butterfly overwintering season (approximately mid-October to 
mid-March) construction or maintenance using equipment or methods that result in 
resulting in noise, vibration, or exhaust; mechanized tree and vegetation removal or 
trimming; traditional pesticide and chemical application; excavation/demolition; 
and construction or new night lighting (collectively “work”) within 100 feet of 
known, historic, or potential  overwintering monarch aggregation/roosting sites and 
proposed or designated critical habitat shall be surveyed by a qualified monarch 
specialist or City-approved biologist (qualified biologist).  

The surveys shall follow the following Xerces Monarch Count Protocol (Xerces 2024, 
or its successor) (Protocol) and include: 

 Preconstruction Survey. An initial overwintering monarch butterfly survey to be 
conducted prior to construction by a qualified monarch specialist or City-
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approved biologist (qualified biologist) work initiated in or continuing into the 
and overwintering season beginning October 18 (or the Xerces early season 
date determined annually) to March 15 to document whether monarch 
butterflies are utilizing the habitat for overwintering roosting. If detected, 
estimate the number of monarchs per cluster and record their location and 
height.   

 Continued Seasonal Surveys. For the duration of work during the monarch 
butterfly overwintering season,  Protocol surveys will take place during the 
early- mid- and late-season monitoring periods (as applicable to the work 
timeline) until work is completed. Early- mid- and late- season survey timing will 
be based the monitoring periods established annually by the Xerces prior to the 
overwintering season. Survey results within Xerces mapped sites and positive 
results outside a mapped site shall be submitted to the Xerces Western 
Monarch Count Database.  

If overwintering roosts are present within 100 feet of work (buffer), work shall be 
halted and development and implementation of a Butterfly Roost Protection Plan 
(BRPP) is required, detailing how to mitigate and reduce effects specific to site, 
equipment, and methodology. Overwintering roosts are defined as four or more 
clustered individuals present for one week or more, or as superseded by an agency 
definition or directive.  

The BRRP shall require: 

 Establishment of the 100-foot buffer from work and delineation (e.g., stakes or 
pin flags). The buffer may be removed and activities resumed after the qualified 
biologist determines monarchs have left roosting sites in the buffer for the day 
(or the season),  

 Weekly Protocol surveys until either the work ends or the overwintering roosts 
are no longer present. Complete and submit a Xerces Society Habitat 
Assessment Form to assess microclimate conditions.        

 A qualified biologist will monitor all work within the buffer and document 
compliance with monarch protection. The monitor has authority to halt work if 
monarch butterfly roosts show signs of unnatural disturbance. Construction will 
cease if disturbance is possible and/or documented until the monarch 
butterflies have departed the avoidance area. Monitoring Reports will be 
retained on file.  

 Tree and vegetation removal or trimming using of only hand tools and staging 
50-100 feet from monarch roosting sites after the monarchs have left to forage 
for the day are exempt from the BRPP requirements. Planting trees, shrubs, and 
forbs (without use of heavy machinery) for restoration is acceptable during the 
overwintering season. 

 For tree and larger shrub vegetation removal within 50 feet further analysis is 
required by a qualified biologist in consultation with wildlife agencies or 
monarch conservation groups to ensure removal would not affect overwintering 
microclimates (i.e., hydrology, temperature, humidity, and wind patterns). 
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 If pesticides and herbicides are necessary schedule the use of chemicals when 
monarch butterflies are not preset (April to August), or as prescribed under a 
future City Integrated Pest Management Plan.  

 The BRPP may include alternatives as recommended by the qualified biologist 
for work specific to the site characteristics and methods of the work, such as: 

o During the day when clustered and dispersed and away from the roost 
foraging, work within the buffer may be conducted depending on the 
conditions and while the area is monitored. For example, when clusters 
have dispersed work could occur when individuals leave for the day, 
typically when temperatures exceed 62 degrees with mild weather with no 
forecasted measurable rain or strong winds. 

o The use of alternative means and methods such as electric equipment, or 
where utilities or, water lines are required, hand trenching. 

These modifications, revisions to the mitigation, and additional mitigation do not change the impact 
conclusions of the biological resources section. No environmental impacts would change as a result 
of these revisions. 

Land Use and Planning  

Regulatory setting information was updated in response to a comment received on the Draft EIR 
and for completeness on page 4.11-6. 

Local Coastal Program 

At the time of the publication of the Draft EIR, the Local Coastal Program is currently being 
updated and undergoing its own environmental review. As such, the Local Coastal Program 
is not currently available for reference and inclusion within the Draft EIR. At the time the 
Local Coastal Program is made available, the Ventura General Plan may require updates to 
achieve consistency with the Local Coastal Program.  

These revisions provide additional detail regarding the status of the Local Coastal Program within 
the regulatory setting. No environmental impacts would change as a result of this revision. 

Appendix A 
The title of Appendix A was revised to “Appendix A: NOP, Scoping Comments, and Cumulative 
Projects List. The Ventura County Planning Division NOP comment letter was also added to the 
Appendix. This revision has no impact on environmental analysis. 

Appendix G 
CNDDB PTO tables were provided in Appendix G of the Draft EIR. However, Appendix G was 
inadvertently omitted from some copies of the Draft EIR and thus is included as an appendix to the 
Final EIR. This revision has no impact on environmental analysis.  
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3.2 Revisions to the General Plan 
Following the public review period of the Draft EIR and the Draft General Plan (both public review 
periods concluded on August 14th, 2025), the City received comments on the Draft General Plan 
(some of which were summarized in Section 2.0 Response to Comments on the Draft EIR). Based on 
review by City staff, some minor edits and updates to the General Plan policies and implementation 
programs occurred in response to public comments, and these changes are noted below in Table 2. 
Map updates are shown in the Revised General Plan at https://www.planventura.com/. Because the 
Draft EIR includes Draft General Plan policies and implementation programs that would help to 
reduce environmental impacts, the updates noted below were assessed to determine if any of these 
changes would result constitute “significant new information” requiring recirculation. These 
updates and changes clarify and expand on information in the Draft EIR and do not constitute 
“significant new information” requiring recirculation.  
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Table 2 General Plan Policy and Implementation Program Changes 
Change # Page # Source Change 

Cover, TOC, Acknowledgements 

1 N/A Add land acknowledgement as follows: 
“We acknowledge that we are gathered on unceded Chumash land.  
We recognize the value of the Chumash who have been the original stewards of this region for thousands of years. 
We celebrate their unbroken legacy and ancestral knowledge, and their relationship to Xutaš (Mother Earth).  
We respect their enduring strength and resilience despite the historical injustices of colonization, missionization and genocide.  
The Chumash are a living, thriving people whose wisdom, creativity, and leadership continues the care of our community and mother 
earth. 
The City of Ventura declares that recognition requires ongoing education, meaningful action, and equitable partnerships that uplift and 
support the Chumash people of Ventura. 
May we continue learning together.” 

2 pp. 4-6 Include new “Acknowledgements” section (see Attachment 1.) 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

3 p. 13 Figure 2 updated to show full extent of City Limits and SOI (see Attachment 2) 

4 p. 14 City Limits 
The City Limits (or the incorporated area) are the lands within the City of Ventura for which the City has legal authority to govern and 
provide services. Ventura City Limits covers 14,080 acres (or 22 square miles). The area includes the Downtown, commercial corridors, 
residential neighborhoods, government and institutional centers, and employment areas. The City is generally bounded by the Pacific 
Ocean, the hillsides, the Ventura River and SR-33, and the Santa Clara River. The City Limits extends into the Pacific Ocean, as is shown in 
Figure 2. Ventura City Limits covers 22,660 acres (or 32.3 square miles. Of this 6,464 acres (or 10.1 square miles) are the Pacific Ocean. 

5 p.14 Sphere of Influence 
The Sphere of Influence (SOI) is the “probable physical boundaries and service area” of a city, as defined by State law. These lands are 
currently “unincorporated” and under the jurisdiction of Ventura County. Land must be within a city’s SOI to be considered for annexation. 
Thus, the SOI is the area into which the city can grow, if it so chooses. Ventura’s SOI covers urbanized areas, agricultural lands, and open 
spaces, and part of the Pacific Ocean (as is shown in Figure 2). The urbanized areas are primarily North Ventura Avenue and Saticoy. The 
SOI also includes voter-protected agricultural lands on the Eastside and several unincorporated parcels, such as the McGrath property, 
which may become part of Ventura in the future. The SOI adds another 2,112 acres (or 3.3 square miles). The Sphere of Influence is 22,623 
acres (or 35.3 square miles) and 1,963 acres (or 3.1 square miles) larger than the City Limits. 

6 p. 14 Planning Area 
In addition to the City Limits and the SOI, Ventura has identified a larger area where development and conservation impact the quality of 
life in the city. This area is referred to as the “Planning Area.” The Planning Area includes Taylor Ranch (which is located just to the west of 
the City Limits), the hillsides (which are located north of the city), and unincorporated agricultural lands on the south side of the city and 
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north of the Santa Clara River. The Planning Area covers 37,408 acres (or 58.5 square miles). This area is 14,785 acres (or 23.1 square miles) 
larger than the City Limits. 

7 p. 15 2. Conservation. This element identifies the natural resources in a community, including soils, wildlife, water, energy, and historic 
resources, establishing goals and policies for their use, enhancement, and protection. (Note that the Conservation topics are located 
throughout the General Plan Elements including: Parks, Open Space, and Conservation; Public Facilities and Services; Safety; and, Historic 
Preservation.) 

8 p. 15 7. Open Space. The open space element identifies undeveloped lands appropriate for diverse low intensity uses, including natural 
resources, outdoor recreation, public health and safety, and protected plans, and plans for the long-term preservation of these areas. The 
topics in this Element can be found in the Parks, Open Space, and Conservation Element. 

9 p. 17 Chapter 8: Parks, and Open Space, and Conservation 
This element provides essential goals and policies to secure accessible, maintained, and engaging parks and open space throughout the 
City. This Element addresses all topics in the State-required Open Space Element and some topics from the State-required Conservation 
Element. 

Chapter 2: General Plan Update Process 

10 p. 30 (GPAC 
Meetings) 

32. Public Draft General Plan (April 30, 2025). At this meeting, the GPAC provided comments and feedback on the Public Draft General 
Plan. 
33. Draft Environmental Impact Report (July 15, 2025). The GPAC received a presentation on the results of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) and asked questions about the impact analysis. The public provided comments on the DEIR, which became part of the public 
record. 

11 p. 31 
(Community 
Workshops and 
Educational 
Forums) 

• Public Draft General Plan (May 1, 2025). At this open house workshop, City staff provided an overview of the Draft General Plan. 
Members of the public provided comments on the different elements and asked questions of staff in attendance. 

• Draft EIR Open House (July 21). This workshop was a joint Planning Commission meeting and public workshop. City staff provided an 
overview of the analysis and conclusions in the Draft EIR. Planning Commissioners and the public then asked questions and provided 
comments on the document.  

12 p. 32 (Online 
Surveys) 

• Draft General Plan Feedback Form (April-August, 2025). This comment form allowed interested parties to provide comments and 
feedback on the Public Draft General Plan. The City received approximately 30 comments through this online feedback form. Additional 
comments were provided via email to City staff. 

13 p. 34 (City 
Council section) 

• May 13, 14 and 15, 2025. One three consecutive nights, the City Council reviewed and provided comments on the Draft General Plan. 

14 p. 34 (City 
Council section) 

• July 1, 2025. The City Council received a presentation on the Draft EIR and provided comments. The public also provided comments on 
the EIR during the public comment period. 

15 p. 34 (Planning 
Commission 
Section) 

• May 28, 2025. The Planning Commission reviewed and provided feedback on the Draft General Plan. 
• July 21, 2025. The Planning Commission held a joint meeting with the community to review and provide feedback on the Draft EIR. 
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Chapter 3: Vision, Core Values and Strategies 

16 p.38 We will proactively work with community partners to improve our city in key areas such as retail, tourism, the arts, clean industries, 
housing, and transit. These areas will be vibrant and accessible, with streets that are safe and attractive for all users, especially for 
pedestrians and cyclists. 

17 p. 42 Connection to Open Spaces and the Ocean. Improve access to the ocean, parks and natural open spaces, especially for pedestrians, 
cyclists, and transit users, and people with disabilities. 

Chapter 4: Land Use 

18 p. 63 Move the “Agriculture” land use designation to the “Commercial and Employment” section. 

19 p. 64 Figure 6 is updated. The “Commercial” land use designation is applicated to all shopping centers with a grocery store, with the exception of 
the Mission Plaza Shopping Center at the corner of Main Street and Ventura Avenue, and the Pacific View Mall. The shopping centers that 
will have the Commercial land use designation are in the following locations (see the revised General Plan Land Use Designation Map 
(Figure 6) in Attachment 2 for further detail): 
• Kimball/Telegraph – 7800 Telegraph Rd. (Smart N Final Extra) 
• Victoria/Telephone – 5688 Telephone Rd. (Vons) 
• Victoria/Telegraph – 6040 Telegraph Rd. (Vons) 
• Telephone/Petit – 9372 Telephone Rd. (Grocery Outlet) 
• Victoria/Montalvo Square – 1776 S. Victoria Ave. (Ralphs) 

Victoria/(opposite Montalvo Square) – 1795 S. Victoria Ave. (TJs and Walmart) 
• Main/Telephone  - 4750 Telephone Rd.  (Winco) 
• Telephone/Portola – 4870 Telephone Rd. (Sprouts)  
• Thompson/Borchard – 2764 E. Thompson Blvd. (Vons) 
• Harbor/Seaward – 2433 Harbor Blvd. (Vons) 
• Telephone/Mail – 4717 Telephone Rd. (Aldi) 

20 p. 67 LU-1.4 SOAR. Preserve and protect open spaces surrounding the city by supporting the Save Our Open Space and Agricultural Resources 
(SOAR) initiative as it applies outside City Limits and restricting hillside development to the greatest extent feasible. 

21 p. 71 LU-7.4 Retail Shopping Center Preservation. Support the preservation and enhancement of neighborhood-serving and regional retail 
shopping centers while allowing for limited residential development in select locations. 

22 p. 71 LU-8.3 Agricultural Coordination and Consultation. Collaborate as necessary with the Ventura County Department of Agriculture/Weights 
and Measures Agricultural Commissioner’s Office and the Agricultural Policy Advisory Committee (APAC) to discuss potential impacts of 
proposed developments adjacent to agricultural lands with the mutual goal of preserving agricultural productivity and accommodating 
necessary growth and development. 
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23 p. 72 LU-9.4 Agriculture and Open Space. Coordinate organizations and agencies responsible for protecting open spaces around the city, 
including but not limited to Ventura Land Trust, Ventura County, and the Ventura County Agricultural Commission Department of 
Agriculture/Weights and Measures. 

24 p. 72 LU-9.8: Mobility. Foster partnerships on transportation projects that aim to reduce congestion, improve connectivity, and promote the use 
of zero emissions modes of transport, such as active transportation and electric vehicles, to support environmental sustainability and 
enhance mobility for all residents. Encourage the use of low-speed vehicles and neighborhood electric vehicles to promote safety and 
sustainability. 

25 p. 72 LU-9.10. Tribal Consultation. Continue to foster relationships with local tribal representatives to provide input on significant land use 
decisions. 

26 p. 73 LU-12.7 City Vehicle Fleet. Transition the City’s vehicle fleet to electric vehicles in line with the California Advanced Clean Fleet rules. 

27 p. 75 LU-15.4 Housing for All Needs. Facilitate housing for seniors, special needs groups, vulnerable populations, and people with disabilities, 
including the developmentally disabled, and non-traditional family groups by requiring a diverse range of housing configurations that are 
Americans with Disabilities Act compliant and flexible. 

28 P. 81 Goal LU-21: Evolve Johnson Corridor area into a balance between a mixed use transit-oriented district and an eclectic employment area. 

29 p. 82 LU-23.7 Public Transit. Work with transit providers to expand the frequency of transit service on the Westside and to better connect 
Westside residents and employees with destinations throughout the city, including the coast and beaches. 

30 p. 86 LU-29.7: Port District. Support the Ventura Port District and their efforts to be stewards of the environment and maintain resources for 
recreation. 

31 p. 87 LU-31.5 SR-126/Wells Road. Take steps to incorporate the agricultural County parcel located at SR-126 and Wells Road into the City of 
Ventura and redevelop the parcel with a diverse mix of neighborhood-serving retail and housing units. Strive to construct a large-format 
grocery store to serve the needs of Eastside residents. Prohibit new drive-through uses and discourage fast food establishments. When 
planning for the development of the parcel, reference the County of Ventura’s Saticoy Area Plan (2015) for policies improving mobility and 
safety along SR-118.  

32 p. 88  LU-A.2: Zoning. Implement the General Plan’s land use vision by preparing an update to the Zoning Ordinance. The update should include 
the following activities. 
1. Develop an Interim Zoning Ordinance to utilize until a new Zoning Ordinance is adopted. 
2. Update the Zoning Ordinance to reflect the revised land use designations. 
3. Further streamline the development review process to allow for ease of implementation of General Plan, and to allow projects that 

meet standards to have ministerial review. 
4. Establish objective design standards that support development through clarity. 
5. Establish community benefits policies to ensure certain projects that exceed zoning requirements provide benefits to the greater 

neighborhood. 
6. Update Historic Preservation regulations. 
7. Prepare a dark sky ordinance for Ventura’s residential and commercial neighborhoods. 
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8. Establish design and development guidelines and standards for industrial uses on the Westside to better integrate residential and 

industrial uses. These should be developed in a way that balances the protection of human health and safety with the ability of 
employment uses to continue their operations unimpeded.  

9. Strive to remove all existing form-based codes with the exception of the Downtown Specific Plan and incorporate the regulations into 
the Zoning Ordinance. 

   

33 p. 90 LU-A.13: Downtown Specific Plan. Update the Downtown Specific Plan with the following changes: 
1. Change the Mission Plaza Shopping Center land use designation to “Neighborhood Center” 
2. Explore increasing the maximum allowable height of the public parking garage adjacent to the Pier to support expanded tourism 

amenities. 
3. Update the Plan as needed as part of the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan update. 
4. Add minimum and maximum densities to the Specific Plan zoning districts based on the densities of projects built under the Specific 

Plan. 

34 p. 92 LU-A.22: Sidewalk Standards. Establish citywide sidewalk standards to ensure safety and accessibility for all residents.  
Associated Goals: LU-4 
Timeframe: Mid-term 
Type of Action: Guidelines 
Responsibility: Community Development 

35 p. 92 LU-A.23: View Corridor Study. Conduct a view corridor study in order to establish protected views of the hillsides and ocean and to 
enhance existing view corridors.  
Associated Goals: LU-1, LU-2 
Timeframe: Mid-term 
Type of Action: Study 
Responsibility: Community Development 

36 p. xx LU-A.24: Drive Through Ban. Conduct a study to examine imposing a ban on new drive through establishments in Ventura.  
Associated Goals: LU-7 
Timeframe: Long-term 
Type of Action: Study 
Responsibility: Community Development 

Chapter 5: Economic Development 

37 p. 102 ED-1.2 Industrial Expansion and Investment. Encourage the expansion of industrial businesses into larger industrial spaces and support 
local businesses in backfilling the existing space. 
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38 p. 102 ED-1.6: Emerging Clusters. Identify and support emerging industry clusters that represent the economy of the future, such as advertising 
technology, aquaculture, creative industries and the arts. Encourage approaches such as “economic gardening” that help facilitate the 
expansion of local businesses. 

39 p. 103 ED-1.18: Energy Infrastructure. Work with Southern California Edison to expand energy infrastructure to support existing and help attract 
new businesses to Ventura. 

40 Pg.103 ED-1.19: Sustainability. Recognize that a strong local economy depends on a healthy and sustainable environment, including clean air, 
water availability, open space, habitat protection, and climate mitigation and adaptation. 

41 p. 103 ED-2.1: Training Coordination. Coordinate and strengthen the training opportunities for local jobs with living wages and opportunities for 
career advancement—such as in business services and management, information technology, healthcare, and advanced manufacturing—
through partnerships with businesses, Ventura Community College, the Ventura Unified School District (VUSD), the Workforce 
Development Board, local trade unions, vocational schools, and other education/economic development institutions and organizations 
such as the Economic Development Collaborative-Ventura County, Ventura Adult and Continuing Education, the Idea Center, and Women’s 
Economic Ventures (WEV). 

42 p. 103 ED-2.3: Ventura Community College (VCC) and Ventura Unified School District (VUSD). Encourage efforts to create career pathways 
through Career Technical Education (CTE) by continuing to connect high school CTE to community college level training and trade schools, 
as well as connecting VCC programs to BA and advanced degree programs at regional universities and local trade unions and 
apprenticeships. Market workforce development advantages of these integrated training pathways to the business community. 

43 p. 105 Goal ED-6: Support economic equity in Ventura through efforts to ensure access by disadvantaged communities to jobs, workforce 
training, trade unions, apprenticeships, and services needed to support successful employment.  

44 p. 105 ED-6.1: Workforce Training. Work with Ventura Community College, Ventura Unified School District, union apprenticeship programs, and 
other education and training agencies to educate the community about skills development programs needed for local jobs that pay a living 
wage in Ventura 

45 p. 108 ED-A.7: Business Incubator. Work with private and non-profit partners to replace lost incubator space for target-industry startups and 
innovation. 

46 p. 106. ED-7.5 Fiscal Impact of Major Non-Residential Developments. Require fiscal impact studies of major non-residential developments 
(greater than 50,000 sq. ft.) and specific plans to ensure that ongoing City service costs are mitigated. 

47 p. 109 ED-A.15: Local Business Support. Create a program to support local businesses through a variety of actions, including incentives and 
assistance with advertising using City resources. 
Associated Goals: ED-5, ED-7, ED-8 
Timeframe: Ongoing 
Type of Action: Partnership/Program 
Responsibility: City Manager’s Office 
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48 p. 109 ED-A.16: Golf Course Cost Sharing. Conduct a study to explore mechanisms for cost-sharing agreements to improve the City-owned golf 
courses. This could include adding a conference center or taking over maintenance of the courses. 
Associated Goals: ED-1 
Timeframe: Short-term 
Type of Action: Partnership/Program 
Responsibility: City Manager’s Office 

Chapter 6: Mobility 

49 p. 118 The future bicycle network builds upon Ventura’s existing bicycle network, with new projects identified through the ATP planning process 
to fill gaps and upgrade some existing bikeways to better suit today’s needs. The primary component of the future bicycle network is the 
All Ages and Abilities (AAA) Network, which is a set of bikeways suitable for people of all ages. from ages 8 to 80. 

50 p. 118 The AAA Network will be phased in over time and will eventually provide low-stress bicycling connections to all corners of the city and to 
major destinations. Some of the AAA bikeways are already built, including multi-use paths like the Ventura Promenade. Other AAA 
bikeways will be installed with the top tier of projects that were identified and scored – for example, a Class III Eastside Neighborhood 
Greenway along Thille Street, Waco Street, and Darling Road, and the SR-126 Multi-Use Path Extension connecting Camino Real Park to 
East Main Street. These two groups of bikeways comprise the Core AAA Network, which provides the spine around which the rest of the 
citywide and AAA Network will be built. The Secondary AAA network is comprised of other bikeways that are more challenging to install 
and therefore did not score as highly in project evaluation during the ATP project. It should be noted that no bicycles are currently allowed 
in the Main Street Moves area within Downtown Ventura. 

51 p. 125 Truck Network 
Truck routes and other sources of freight movement along established rail lines are critical to supporting the local and regional economy. 
Designated truck routes allow heavy vehicle usage, such as trucks. The designated truck routes are shown in Figure 15. 

52 (after) p. 126 Add a “Truck Network” map as Figure 15 following the “Existing and Proposed Roadway Classifications” figure. Renumber all subsequent 
figures in the General Plan. 

53 p. 130 Main Street Moves. In May 2020, City staff, in partnership with the Downtown Ventura Partners, presented a proposal to City Council to 
allow for a temporary, 30-day closure of five blocks of historic downtown Main Street to vehicular traffic to allow for outdoor dining and 
shopping in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. The pilot project was a resounding success and provided a financial lifeline to many 
Ventura businesses. As mentioned, t The City Council approved maintaining the closure of Main Street Moves for pedestrian access on 
September 16, in January 2025.  

54 p. 131 Pedestrian/Bicyclist Safety. Some major corridors experience motor vehicles speeding, which creates a safety hazard for pedestrians and 
bicyclists. More crosswalks should be added, and more traffic calming measures should be implemented. Newer modes of micromobility 
such as e-scooters pose safety challenges to riders, pedestrians, and drivers. Infrastructure should be updated to reflect the newest 
mobility technologies and ensure safety for everyone on the road.  
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55 p. 132 M-1.10: Truck Routes. In compliance with Assembly Bill 98 (Section 65302.02), identify and establish specific truck routes, and identify, 
designate, and enforce truck routes on major arterials and collectors. Prohibit truck routes on residential streets to protect public safety 
and reduce air emissions near residents. Provide and maintain signage along designated truck routes. Truck routes should be preserved 
and clearly recognized as critical infrastructure within the city. 

56 p. 133 M-1.20: Electric Vehicle Infrastructure. Apply the latest California Green Building Standard Code for electric vehicle infrastructure within 
developments for designated parking for electric vehicles next to the charging stations to provide a network of charging stations citywide 
to encourage the use of electric vehicles and reduce GHG emissions. Ensure EV charging systems are well-maintained and repaired when 
necessary.  

57 p. 134 M-1.25: Reduce Transportation Barriers. Strive to reduce barriers, including freeways and railroads, to enhance access across the City, 
especially improving to the ocean and beaches. 

58 p. 138 M-A.6 Study Freeway Connector. Study the potential feasibility of a Westbound SR-126 to Southbound US-101 Connector. 
Associated Goals: M-2 
Timeframe: Long-term Mid-term 
Type of Action: Physical Improvements 
Responsibility: Community Development; Public Works 

59 p. 139 M-A.20: Metrolink Service Extension. Study the feasibility of extending Metrolink service to Ventura Downtown/Beach Station. Work with 
Metrolink and VCTC to study the expansion of rail service to Downtown Ventura and/or another location on the main line of the Santa 
Barbara corridor. The study should include examining alternate locations for a rail station, the frequency of service, access to the new 
station, locations for overnight storage of trains, and new uses for the existing East Ventura rail station (including new park space in the 
current station location). 
Associated Goals: M-3 
Timeframe: Long-Term Short-Term 
Type of Action: Partnership 
Responsibility: Public Works; Community Development 

60 p. 139 M-A23: Accessibility Survey. Survey residents on their experience with mobility and accessibility throughout the city.   
Associated Goals: M-1 
Timeframe: Mid-term 
Type of aAction: Survey 
Responsibility: Public Works 
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61 p. 139 M-A.24: Transit Center Relocation Study. Work with transit agencies to evaluate the relocation of the Ventura Transit Center to expedite 
service times. 
Associated Goals: M-3 
Timeframe: Long-term 
Type of Action: Study 
Responsibility: Public Works 

62 p. 134 M-A.25: Neighborhood Electric Vehicles. Conduct a study to explore the use of low-speed vehicles and neighborhood electric vehicles and 
the ability to use them across the city. 

Chapter 7: Environmental Justice 

63 pp. 144-46 The Disadvantaged Communities analysis was updated using CalEnviroScreen 4.0 (CES 4.0). The Draft General Plan used CES 3.0. The 
revisions to this section can be found in Attachment 3. 

64 p. 145 Traffic Density. The community’s proximity to US-101, and SR-126, and SR-33 and SR-118, places multiple census tracts in the 75th 
percentile of traffic density. Areas with heavy traffic contribute to pollution from vehicle exhaust, which impacts respiratory health. Overall, 
five census tracts (15.02, 15.07, 25.00, 26.00 and 28.00) have pollution burdens in the top 25 percent of the State. 

65 p. 156 EJ-1.10: Coordination with Ventura County. Coordinate and collaborate with Ventura County to address issues of mutual interest and 
concern, including compatibility, infrastructure and public services within the Saticoy area and the unincorporated areas along North 
Ventura Avenue. 

66 p. 157 EJ-2.5: Gas Compressor. Work with the Department of Toxic Substances Control and SoCalGas to address health and safety concerns with 
the gas compressor station on North Olive Street with the goal of moving the gas compressor outside of the city and away from sensitive 
populations. Implement Resolution No. 2021-030 urging the State Department of Toxic Substances Control and Other State Agencies to 
make a full and complete review of the environmental, health and safety issues associated with Southern California Gas Company’s 
compressor site located within the city. 

67 p. 157 EJ-2.12: Brownfield Grants. Work with property owners to pursue brownfield remediation grants and other grants focused on remediation 
activities on private property. 

68 p. 158 EJ-3.4: Installation of Air Filtration in Multifamily Residential Buildings. Connect Incentivize property owners of existing multifamily 
residential buildings, especially those in DACs, to incentives to install heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems with high-efficiency 
particulate air filters for all units. 

69 p. 158 EJ-5.1 Support the Ventura County Department of Agriculture/Weights and Measures Agricultural Commission. Support the Ventura 
County Department of Agriculture/Weights and Measures Agricultural Commission in their ongoing work to ensure agricultural operations 
comply with State and federal law. Support the County’s encouragement of sustainable agricultural practices and policies that minimize or 
reduce pesticide use for areas within Ventura’s Planning Area, as detailed in the County’s General Plan. 

70 p. 160 EJ-10.2: Recreational Facilities and Programs. Increase access to recreational facilities for people with disabilities. Work with Empower 
community centers to develop programming that engages those of diverse abilities, serves people with disabilities, and includes disabled 
backgrounds in activities to promote healthy and well-rounded lifestyles. 
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71 p. 160 EJ-10.6: Civic Engagement. Work to make in-person City meetings and community meetings more inclusive for those people with various 
disabilities to positively impact the civic engagement process. Examples include such as the integration of large print, Braille, captioning, 
and other services/technologies. 

72 p. 163 EJ-A.4: Westside Industrial Pollution Study. Conduct a study on the Westside to identify if the area has a disproportionate pollution 
burden compared to other areas of the city and, if so, the sources of the pollution and the associated health impacts of industrial 
operations. If disproportionate impacts are identified, work with major sources of pollution to reduce the impacts to nearby residents and 
workers.  
Associated Goals: EJ-2; EJ-3; EJ-4 
Timeframe: Short-term 
Type of Action: Study 
Responsibility: Community Development 

73 p. 164 EJ-A.6: Industrial Business Performance Measures. Once the Westside Industrial Pollution Study is complete, establish performance 
measures for businesses who have been found to contribute to pollution in the Ventura Planning Area. Assist businesses with reaching 
those performance measures through incentives and development standards. 
Associated Goals: EJ-4 
Timeframe: Mid-term 
Type of Action: Regulation 
Responsibility: Community Development 

74 p. 165 EJ-A.12: Monitor Engagement Participation. Develop a program to monitor and track public participation at all community events. The 
monitoring program should include demographic and geographic information to better understand who is participating in civic activities. 
Associated Goals: EJ-8 
Timeframe: Short-term 
Type of Action: Program 
Responsibility: City Manager’s Office 

75 p. 165 EJ-A16: Funding Analysis. Conduct a study to evaluate City of Ventura spending patterns to compare the amount spent per capita in 
identified Disadvantaged Communities compared to higher income areas. 
Associated Goals: EJ-1 
Timeframe: Mid-Term 
Type of Action: Study 
Responsibility: City Manager’s Office 
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76 p. 165 EJ-A17: HVAC Replacement Incentive Program. Develop an incentive program for property owners for the installation of heating, 
ventilation and AC systems in multifamily buildings. 
Associated Goals: EJ-9 
Timeframe: Long-term 
Type of action: Program 
Responsibility: Community Development; City Manager’s Office 

Chapter 8: Parks and Open Space 

77 N/A Rename the “Parks and Open Space” element “Parks, Open Space and Conservation”; change acronym to “POC” 

78 p. 168 The State of California requires an Open Space Element as defined in Sections 65302(ea) and 65560 et seq. of the Government Code. The 
Parks and Open Space Element must contain goals and policies to protect and maintain undeveloped lands, natural resources, and 
recreation areas such as parks and trails. This framework outlines the goals, policies, and actions that will be included in the element, 
relating to preserving and expanding parks, recreation, trails, and open space across the city. 

79 p.174 Surrounding Ventura are many expansive open spaces and nature preserves that are treasured by the community. Ventura’s open space is 
protected and managed through a wide range of efforts, including both public and private conservation. While parks and public trails are 
important for recreation and access to nature, many privately managed lands also provide vital benefits, such as protecting wildlife habitat, 
supporting local agriculture, reducing wildfire risk, and offering educational opportunities. 
 
The City recognizes that responsible land stewardship can take many forms. Local organizations, landowners, and conservation groups 
(both public and private) work to protect Ventura’s natural resources in ways that serve the broader community. These efforts include: 
• Agricultural conservation and working landscapes 
• Structured educational and structured public access opportunities 
• Habitat management through sustainable land practices 
• Wildfire fuel reduction through holistic management 
• Conservation organizations service community needs without requiring unlimited public access 
The Ventura Land Trust (VLT) Organization, a nonprofit organization in the city works to actively protect and preserve Ventura’s open space, 
trails, and park system. VLT has permanently protected approximately 30 acres of open space in the Ventura River watershed and managed 
over 60 acres of additional open space.  
 
The Ventura Land Trust (VLT) Organization, is an example of one nonprofit organization in the city that works to actively protect and 
preserve Ventura’s open space, trails, and ecological resources. VLT has permanently protected approximately 4,800 acres of open space in 
Ventura River County and manages over 60 acres of additional open 80space throughout the County. VLT continues to actively look for new 
funding sources and opportunities to further conserve and protect the city’s open spaces.  
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Some of these the City’s open spaces are in private holdings and unopen to public access, but the public enjoys access to expansive open 
spaces and nature preserves that are treasured by the community.:  The following are a few of the City’s largest open spaces that are open 
to the public.  
 
• Harmon Canyon Preserve. The large-scale nature preserve features extensive hiking trails traversing hillsides, oak groves, and stream 

crossings. The 2,100-acre site is owned by the Ventura Land Trust and hosts a trailhead at 7511 Foothill Road.  
• Emma Wood River Trail and State Beach. Beginning just west of the Ventura River Estuary and looping through to nearby Seaside 

Wilderness Park, the trailhead sits less than 3 miles from its namesake State Beach. However, no pedestrian link exists between the 
two.  

• Grant Park/Ventura Botanical Gardens (VBG). The expansive hillside park north of Downtown offers visitors a breathtaking panorama 
of the Pacific Ocean and Ventura cityscape. Spanning 109 acres, it features a 3.9-mile out-and-back trail that leads hikers through plants 
from five Mediterranean climate zones, including California, Central Chile, the South African Cape, Southern Australia, and the 
Mediterranean Basin. 

 
As the General Plan is implemented, the City will continue to collaborate with a wide range of partners to achieve shared goals of 
sustainability, resilience, and open space preservation. 

80 p. 175 The order of the beaches in Table 5 will be revised to be from smallest to largest. See the attachment. 

81 p.176 Waterbodies and Wetlands 
 
Ventura features two perennial river systems: the Ventura River and the Santa Clara River. The Ventura River flows southward through the 
Ventura Valley, eventually reaching the Ventura River estuary and discharging into the Pacific Ocean. In contrast, the Santa Clara River 
travels westward through the Santa Clara River Valley, emptying into its estuary just north of McGrath State Beach before also reaching the 
Pacific. 
 
These rivers support a variety of aquatic and semi-aquatic life, including both common and special-status species. The rivers are bordered 
by riparian zones that serve as important habitats for migratory bird species.  
Beyond these two rivers, Ventura contains a number of wetlands mapped by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in the 
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) (USFWS 2024a). 
 
The waterbodies and riparian areas featured in Ventura can be found in Figure 21 below. 

82 p. 176 Include Wetlands and Riparian Areas Map in the Context section: Figure 21. Wetlands and Riparian Areas. 

83 p. 176  Special-Status Wildlife1 
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A total of 38 special-status invertebrate, fish, amphibian, reptile, bird, and mammal species have the potential to occur within the city. Of 
the special-status wildlife species with the potential to occur in the Planning Area, the following species have federal and/or State listing 
status: 
 
• Crotch’s bumble bee (Bombus crotchii) - State Candidate Endangered 
• Monarch – California overwintering population (Danaus plexippus plexippus pop. 1) – Federal Candidate  
• Santa Ana sucker (Catostomus santaanae) – Federally Threatened, CDFW Species of Special Concern 
• Tidewater goby (Eucyclogobius newberryi) – Federally Threatened, CDFW Species of Special Concern 
• Unarmored threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni) – Federally Endangered, State Endangered, CDFW Fully 

Protected 
• Steelhead – southern California Distinct Population Segment (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus pop. 10) – Federally Endangered, State 

Candidate Endangered 
• Foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana boylii pop. 6) – South Coast Distinct Population Segment – Federally Endangered, State Endangered 
• California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) – Federally Threatened, State Threatened, CDFW Species of Special Concern 
• Southwestern pond turtle (Actinemys pallida) – Federally Proposed Threatened, CDFW Species of Special Concern 
• Tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) – State Threatened, CDFW Species of Special Concern 
• Western snowy plover (Charadrius nivosus nivosus) – Federally Threatened, CDFW Species of Special Concern 
• Western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis) - Federally Threatened, State Endangered 
• Southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) – Federally Endangered, State Endangered 
• California condor (Gymnogyps californianus) – Federally Endangered, State Endangered, CDFW Fully Protected 
• California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus) – State Threatened, CDFW Fully Protected 
• Belding’s savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi) – State Endangered 
• Coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) – Federally Threatened, CDFW Species of Special Concern 
• Bank swallow (Riparia riparia) – State Threatened 
• California least tern (Sternula antillarum browni) – Federally Endangered, State Endangered, CDFW Fully Protected 
• Least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) – Federally Endangered, State Endangered 
 
A total of 37 special-status plant species have the potential to occur  within the city. Of the 37 special-status plant species with the 
potential to occur in the City, the following species have federal and/or State listing status: 
• Braunton's milk-vetch (Astragalus brauntonii) - Federally Endangered 
• Ventura marsh milk-vetch (Astragalus pycnostachyus var. lanosissimus) – Federally Endangered, State Endangered 
• Salt marsh bird's-beak (Chloropyron maritimum ssp. maritimum) – Federally Endangered, State Endangered 
• Verity's dudleya (Dudleya verityi) – Federally Threatened  
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• Conejo buckwheat (Eriogonum crocatum) – State Rare 
 
Sensitive biological areas are special-status plant communities considered sensitive by federal, State, and local agencies due to their rarity 
or value in providing habitat for vegetation, fish, and wildlife. Sensitive habitats present within the City include Southern California Coastal 
Lagoon, Southern California Steelhead Stream, Southern Coastal Salt Marsh, Southern Riparian Scrub, and Southern Sycamore Alder 
Riparian Woodland. 
 
[Footnote] 1For the purposes of this analysis, special-status species include the following: 
• Species listed as threatened or endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), including proposed and candidate 

species; 
• Species listed as candidate, threatened, or endangered under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA); 
• Species designated as Fully Protected by the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), and Species of Special Concern or Watch List by 

CDFW; 
• Plant species protected by the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA) (State Rare); 
• Plant species with California Native Plant Society (CNPS) California Rare Plant Ranks (CRPR) 1A, 1B, 2A and 2B. 

84 p. 176 Monarch Butterfly Overwintering 
The City of Ventura hosts, or is directly adjacent, to nine known sites mapped by the Xerces Society for Invertebrate Conservation (Xerces), 
four of which are mapped as proposed federal critical habitat. Currently, five mapped Xerces sites overlap with City-owned parks: 
• Seaside Wilderness Park: Site 3141 
• Ocean Avenue Park: Site 3140 
• Camino Real Park: Site 3143 (also proposed federal critical habitat) 
• Greystone Greenway: Site 3145 
• Barranca Vista Park, Ventura Community Park, and Harmon  Barranca: Site 3144, also proposed federal critical habitat  
 
The other five sites are located within or adjacent City roadway rights-of-way. 

85 p. 176 Include Monarch Overwintering Sites mapping within context of Special-Status Wildlife section of context: Figure 22. Monarch 
Overwintering Sites 
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86 p.176 Wildlife Movement Corridors  
Wildlife Movement Corridors are natural pathways that connect separate habitats, allowing animals to move freely between them. These 
connections support both daily activities and broader movements across regions. Some corridors also support seasonal migrations, where 
animals leave and later return to the same area. 
 
Obstacles such as urban development, roads, fences, and open spaces without vegetation can block these movements. Species like 
mountain lions, bobcats, gray foxes, coyotes, and mule deer rely on large, connected habitats to survive. In Ventura, two key corridors are 
present: the Santa Monica-Sierra Madre Wildlife Corridor and the Ventura River Corridor. Established in 2019 by the Ventura County Board 
of Supervisors, these corridors help protect 20 species that are particularly vulnerable to habitat loss. Regional wildlife corridors in the 
Planning Area can be found in Figure 23 below. 

87 p. 176 Include Habitat Connectivity map to augment Wildlife Movement Corridors section of context: Figure 23. Habitat Connectivity. 

88 p. 176 Currently, the City of Ventura administers both types of fees. The City’s Parkland Dedication Ordinance requires subdivision projects to 
dedicate land, pay a fee in-lieu thereof, or provide both in support of public parkland. Subdivision projects of 50 parcels or less are typically 
only required to pay a per-unit fee of $2,957.98. In the Downtown Specific Plan area, condominium projects exceeding 50 dwelling units 
are required to pay a per-unit fee of $7,454.34. In all other cases, dedication of land at a ratio of 4.6 acres per 1,000 residents may be 
required. The following formula is used to calculate the required dedication: 
Land dedication = (DU x Average Household Size x S) / 1,000, where: 
• DU = number of dwelling units in subdivision 
• Average Household Size = 2.57 
 
Pursuant to the Mitigation Fee Act, the City also administers a Parks and Recreation Facilities Fee tax that ties new residential development 
to the construction and/or improvement of “public parks, playgrounds, and other recreational facilities” in Ventura. The purpose of this fee 
tax is to generate adequate funding for new recreational facilities needed to support a growing population. 

89 p. 178 (existing) Figure 19. Existing Parks and Open Spaces in Ventura will include a series of zoomed in maps to show more detail regarding open 
space locations. The numbering will be revised in the Final General Plan. 

90 p. 179 Improve Lack of Access for Disabled Individuals. Most of the City’s parks, beaches, and open spaces have some level of limitation when it 
comes to walking, playing, etc. Improvements that accommodate those with varying physical disabilities should be made to create ensure 
spaces that are accessible to all facets of Ventura’s population. 

91 p. 180 POS 1.1 Parks Classification System. Utilize the parks  
classification system identified in the General Plan to help  
guide public park planning and improvements in the city.  
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92 p. 181 POS-1.12 Future Park Locations. Work to d Develop new parks and recreational facilities throughout the community, targeting areas with 
limited access to parks and higher density areas of Ventura, including but not limited to, locations near the hospitals, the Santa Clara River, 
the East Ventura Metrolink Station, Main Street in Midtown, Five Points and Ventura Harbor. Include significant new park spaces when the 
McGrath property is developed and the Pacific View Mall is redeveloped. 

93 p. 181 POS-2.1: Park Access. Strive to ensure that all residents have access to a park, plaza, or open space within a 1510-minute walk, while 
recognizing that this target may be challenging in lower-density residential areas. 

94 p. 181 POS-2.3: Equitable Distribution of Parks and Recreation Opportunities. Strive to d Distribute public facilities and services equitably 
throughout the city. Prioritize the development of new parks and recreational facilities in areas of the city that are underserved with parks, 
in areas identified as disadvantaged communities (DACs) in the Environmental Justice Element, and/or areas with high minority or low-
income populations. 

95 p. 181 POS-2.5: Vehicle Access. As feasible, p Provide adequate vehicle parking and safe access to parks throughout the city. 

96 p. 181 POS-2.8: ADA Accessible Parks. Prioritize design, retrofit, and development of ADA-accessible parks and facilities that expand equitable 
access, enhance ecological function, and improve public health and quality of life. 

97 p. 181 POS-3.2: Residential Park Impact Fees. Explore the collection of Collect impact fees for both for-sale and rental housing units for a 
maximum of 5 acres per 1,000 residents. Regularly review and adjust parks and recreation impact fees to work towards the City’s service 
standard, and to account for the changing cost of land, facilities, and equipment. 

98 p. 182 POS-3.4: On-site Requirement for New Development. Require that projects over 5 acres in size provide at least 1/3 of the project’s park 
requirements on-site, where feasible. The on-site park spaces must be usable and high quality. 

99 p. 182 POS-4.2 Ventura Land Trust Open Spaces. Work with Ventura Land Trust to make more of their open spaces accessible to the public. POS-
4.2 Balance of Access and Conservation. Collaborate with local and regional conservation organizations to support their missions in both 
conservation and public access. Expand opportunities for the community to enjoy open spaces where appropriate, while also recognizing 
that some lands require limited or no public access in order to protect sensitive habitats and achieve long-term conservation goals. 

100 p. 182 POS-4.3: Enhanced Open Spaces. Enhance conservation and appropriate passive recreation in suitable open spaces through the use of 
strategic access points, multi-use trails, and interpretive information where compatible with resource protection. Interpretive information 
should highlight ongoing conservation efforts and reinforce the importance of protecting lands where public access is restricted. 

101 p. 182 POS-4.4: Increased Access Points. Create new public pedestrian and cyclist access points to open spaces to increase accessibility 
throughout the city. improve citywide connectivity and accessibility, prioritizing publicly-owned lands. Access to private properties should 
occur only with landowner consent and when consistent with conservation objectives. 

102 p. 182 POS 4.6: Private Conservation Stewardship. Recognize and support private conservation efforts that deliver public benefits through 
habitat protection, species conservation, and sustainable land management, whether or not public access is provided. 

103 p. 182 POS-4.7: Protecting Existing Open Space. Protect natural open space by guiding development toward urban centers and established 
communities. 

104 p. 182 POS-4.8: Natural Habitat on Agricultural Land. Promoting the preservation of natural habitats in the city by encouraging the maintenance 
of open space in areas where the land is unsuitable for cultivation or grazing. 
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105 p. 182 POS-4.9: Prioritize Open Space Use. Encourage the preservation of open space lands for recreation, habitat protection, wildlife movement, 
flood hazard management, public safety, water resource protection, and overall community benefit. 

106 p. 182 POS-4.10: Roads in Open Spaces. Maintain the existing  and new public access roads in a way that minimizes disruption to surrounding 
ecology, biodiversity, wildlife connectivity, water quality, and sensitive natural resources. 

107 p. 182 POS-5.6: Beach Restoration. Partner with local organizations (such as the Ventura County Resource Conservation District) to conduct 
beach restoration projects that replace nonnative beach plants with native beach plants.  

108 p. 183 POS-6.1: Expanded Trail Network. Identify and implement new trail locations and types, consistent with the City’s Active Transportation 
Plan, while ensuring trails are designed and managed in a manner that minimizes human–wildlife conflicts. Identify locations for new trails 
and trail types and implement them specifically based on the plans proposed in the City’s Active Transportation Plan. 

109 p. 183 POS-6.2: Improved Trail Connections. Create and maintain a system of multi-use trails that provide connections to regional trails systems 
(such as the Coastal Trail) and residential neighborhoods. 

110 p. 183 Goal POS-7 Protect, preserve, and enhance sensitive areas, species, and resources within the city while balancing public safety and the 
need to protect our community from flooding and fire. 

111 p. 183 POS 7.1: Environmentally Sensitive Communities. Encourage and P prioritize, to the extent feasible, the protection and preservation of 
the city’s two primary environmentally sensitive communities, as defined in this Element: Southern California Coastal Lagoon and Southern 
Riparian Woodland. Monitor the health of each community and educate the public about their value and importance. 

112 p. 183 POS-7.2: Development in Sensitive Biological Areas. Apply appropriate land use and development regulations to limit development of 
sensitive biological areas, including wetlands, wildlife movement corridors, and sensitive Require that any development potentially 
impacting sensitive biological areas such as wetlands, wildlife corridors, or habitats be reviewed by a qualified biologist. The biologist will 
assess environmental impacts and recommend mitigation measures in order of priority: avoid, minimize, and compensate. If impacts 
remain significant, decision-makers must justify project approval. New developments near sensitive areas must include protective buffers 
at a distance determined by a qualified biologist to protect the sensitive biological resources while maintaining public safety and 
reasonable use of the property. 

113 p. 183 POS-7.4: Native Landscaping. Encourage Require new developments to utilize native vegetation and minimize invasive and non-native 
species, with a focus on pollinator-friendly, fire-resistant landscaping to enhance biodiversity and increase drought tolerance within 
Ventura. 

114 p. 183 POS-7.5: Riparian Areas. Collaborate with Ventura County and other stakeholders to address impacts from potentially harmful land use in 
or near riparian areas. Control erosion, pollution, and potentially harmful land use in and near riparian areas. Encourage preservation of 
agriculture, parks, and open space adjacent to riparian areas as wildlife utilize open space via private conservation easements or other 
mechanisms. Eradicate non- native vegetation. Restore degraded areas when possible. Preserve and maintain existing waterways. Exclude 
development in environmentally sensitive areas which would result in a net loss of significant wetlands. 
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115 p. 183 POS-7.6: Rewilding. Explore the rewilding of barrancas, creeks, and other open spaces within the city. Rewilding efforts can include but are 
not limited to habitat restoration, creating wildlife corridors, daylighting creeks and barrancas, reintroducing native and fire-resistant 
species, reducing human impact, being proactive about controlling nonnative species within city-owned barrancas, or simply setting aside 
land for natural open space via private conservation easements or other mechanism. These efforts should be undertaken in ways that also 
prioritize community safety by enhancing flood protection and reducing wildfire risk. 

116 p. 183 POS-7.7: Expert Focus Groups. Establish and convene focus groups comprised of local subject matter experts in biological resources and 
habitat management, as necessary, to inform any city ordinance development, project review, and other city actions that may affect 
biological resources.  

117 p. 183 POS-7.8: Permeable Surfaces. Prohibit the use of new concrete for flood control improvements except when no other alternative can be 
found that would maintain natural and hydrological functions and meet regulatory requirements. 

118 p. 183 POS-7.9: Groundwater Recharge Areas. Develop groundwater recharge areas, where feasible and beneficial, to support regional water 
conservation and replenishment, while avoiding adverse impacts to open space functions and resources. 

119 p. 183 POS-7.10: Wetland and Riparian Buffers. Require retention of existing wetlands and riparian buffers as open space when feasible to 
safeguard water quality, support biodiversity, and maintain the visual and ecological value of the City's natural landscapes. 

120 p. 183 POS-7.11: Assessment of Wetland Impacts from Proposed Development. Require that any development proposed within 300 feet of a 
wetland be reviewed by a biologist approved by the City to assess potential impacts on the wetland and its associated habitats. 

121 p. 183 POS-7.12: Design Standards for Stream and Wetland Crossings. Require that development involving new or modified roadway crossings 
over streams, wetlands, or riparian habitats incorporate bridge designs that, where feasible, place structure supports such as columns 
outside of sensitive riparian areas to the greatest extent feasible to minimize ecological disturbance. 

122 p. 183 POS-7.13: Wildlife Corridors. Coordinate with Ventura County in regard to their wildlife policies and ordinances in areas where the City 
abuts the County and areas where County designated wildlife corridors may be impacted such as alongside the Santa Clara River. 

123 p. 183 POS-7.14: Land Use Management. Coordinate management of open space and adjacent Ventura County lands to ensure compatible land 
uses and minimize adverse impacts on wildlife and ecological connectivity. 

124 p. 183 POS-7.15: Open Space and Agriculture Buffers. Where feasible, establish buffers between designated open space and agricultural lands to 
reduce land use conflicts and protect wildlife habitat, in coordination with and at the discretion of the Agricultural Commissioner. 

125 p. 183 POS-7.16: Collaborative Stewardship of Natural and Biological Resources. Maintain and strengthen collaborative efforts with public 
agencies, non-profit organizations, and other relevant entities engaged in the protection, management, and restoration of the City’s 
biological and natural resources. Support efforts by other organizations and agencies to acquire land to complete habitat linkages and 
provide access by wildlife. 

126 p. 183 POS-7.17: Wildlife-Sensitive Human Activities. Minimize activities deemed incompatible with the long-term health, survival, and 
sustainability of resident and migratory wildlife populations to the extent feasible. This may include but limited to pesticide and herbicide 
application, light pollution, water diversion, off-leash pets, types of fencing, and recreation near breeding or roosting areas. 

127 p. 183 POS-7.18: Invasive Species Monitoring and Control. Work toward reducing the eucalyptus load and other invasive trees. Follow the 
National Invasive Species Information Center Early Detection Rapid Response Framework for ongoing biological monitoring of open spaces. 
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128 p. 183 POS-7.19: Discretionary Development Requirements. All new discretionary developments on previously undeveloped land shall comply 
with the following requirements (See Implementation Measures POS A.10 -A.22 and Section 4.4 Biological Resources of Ventura General 
Plan Update EIR for more details): 
• A qualified biologist, approved by the City, must conduct a baseline biological screening of the site prior to any development activities. 
• If the baseline screening identifies the presence of sensitive species or habitats, conduct additional biological surveys and perform 

comprehensive impact analyses. 
• Projects should avoid harm to sensitive species and wildlife where feasible and incorporate protective measures, site redesigns, and 

mitigation strategies to minimize ecological impacts. 
• All construction activities must follow seasonal and regulatory guidelines and comply with all state and federal wildlife laws. 

129 p. 184 POS-A.1: Parks and Recreation Master Plan. Prepare and maintain a Parks and Recreation Master Plan to address park conditions and 
needs, recreation programming, facilities, and funding opportunities. As a part of a Parks Master Plan, evaluate adopted park standards, 
including designations for type of parks and guidelines for the facilities to be developed in future parks and incorporate the Ventura 
Community Park Study and Conceptual Master Plan. 
Associated Goals: POS-1; POS-3 
Timeframe: Short-term 
Type of Action: Plan 
Responsibility: Parks and Recreation 

130 p. 184 POS-A.4: Commercial Impact Fee. Create Evaluate the creation of a new parks impact fee for commercial development and conduct any 
required nexus study. 
Associated Goals: POS-3 
Timeframe: Ongoing 
Type of Action: Fee 
Responsibility: Finance; Parks and Recreation 

131 p. 184 POS-A.5: Shared Use Agreements. Work with the Ventura Unified School District to create shared use agreements for all schools in 
Ventura and provide public access to school yards after hours. Strive to increase the number of schools included in the shared use 
agreements by 3-5 per year until all schools are included. Prioritize the implementation of shared use agreements in economically 
disadvantaged areas and areas with more limited park access. 
Associated Goals: POS-1 
Timeframe: Ongoing 
Type of Action: Partnership 
Responsibility: Parks and Recreation; City Manager’s Office; City Attorney’s Office 
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132 p. 185 POS-A.8: Tree Protection Ordinance. Create a Tree Protection Ordinance to protect and manage the City’s urban forest by monitoring 
removal, preservation, and maintenance in a way that benefits the community. Explore heritage trees as part of the ordinance. 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Mid-term 
Type of Action: Requirement 
Responsibility: Public Works, Community Development 

133 p. 185 POS-A.9: Master Tree Plan. Update the 2020 Master Tree Plan on a regular basis. The trees selected should balance ease of maintenance, 
creating an attractive pedestrian environment, and the expansion of habitat. 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Mid-term 
Type of Action: Plan Update 
Responsibility: Parks and Recreation; Public Works; Community Development 

134 p. 185 POS-A.10: Biological Screening. Require discretionary development applicants to hire a qualified biologist to conduct a baseline biological 
screening for projects on undeveloped land. If potential impacts are identified, a detailed biological analysis must be completed before 
construction. This analysis will assess impacts to special-status species, habitats, and other sensitive resources within the project area and 
a 500-foot buffer (or a distance as determined by a qualified biologist). Additional studies, design changes, and agency consultations may 
be required. (See Section 4.4 Biological Resources of Ventura General Plan Update EIR for more details). 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Ongoing 
Type of Action: Requirement 
Responsibility: Community Development 

135 p. 185 POS-A.11: Floristic Surveys. In the case that the biological screening finds potential impacts to listed sensitive plant species, a qualified 
biologist must conduct floristic surveys during the appropriate blooming season before any site disturbance. Surveys must follow current 
CDFW, USFWS, and local protocols, and results, including mapped locations of any special-status plants, must be submitted to the City and 
relevant agencies for review. (See Section 4.4 Biological Resources of Ventura General Plan Update EIR for more details). 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Ongoing 
Type of Action: Requirement 
Responsibility: Community Development 
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136 p. 185 POS-A.12: Rare and Sensitive Plant Species. If rare or sensitive plant species are identified during required surveys and would be 
significantly impacted by a project, the project should be redesigned to avoid those impacts where feasible. Additionally, protective fencing 
shall be installed around nearby plant populations within 50 feet of disturbance areas to prevent accidental harm. (See Section 4.4 
Biological Resources of Ventura General Plan Update EIR for more details). 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Ongoing 
Type of Action: Requirement 
Responsibility: Community development 

137 p. 185 POS-A.13: Habitat Restoration Plan. If discretionary development cannot avoid harming rare or listed plant species identified in surveys, 
the developer must provide mitigation at a minimum 1:1 ratio per acre (and per tree), as determined by the City in coordination with 
relevant wildlife agencies. Require a biologist to prepare a detailed habitat restoration plan for City approval before project plans are 
finalized. The plan shall outline the impact site, mitigation goals, site details, implementation and maintenance strategies, monitoring and 
success criteria, adaptive management, and contingency measures. All nursery plants must be inspected for sudden oak death. (See 
Section 4.4 Biological Resources of Ventura General Plan Update EIR for more details). 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Ongoing  
Type of Action: Requirement 
Responsibility: Community Development 

138 p. 185 POS-A.14: Habitat Assessments and Protocol Surveys. If discretionary development may affect habitat for listed or candidate species, 
developer must conduct protocol-level habitat surveys following current CDFW and/or USFWS guidelines before construction permits are 
issued. If agencies determine surveys are not needed, written confirmation must be submitted to the City. A qualified biologist must 
perform all required surveys, and if impacts to listed species are expected, appropriate state or federal permits may be required. (See 
Section 4.4 Biological Resources of Ventura General Plan Update EIR for more details). 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Ongoing 
Type of Action: Requirement 
Responsibility: Community Development 
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139 p. 185 POS-A.15: Protect Endangered/Threatened Animal Species. If a discretionary development project may significantly impact wildlife or 
sensitive habitats, the City will require strict protective measures. These include minimizing ground disturbance, installing fencing to 
protect nearby habitats, limiting work near aquatic areas to specific seasons, and having approved biologists oversee initial and ongoing 
activities. Construction must pause if listed species are encountered, and exclusion fencing, spill prevention, and wildlife-safe excavation 
practices must be in place. Preconstruction surveys are required in suitable habitats, and if impacts to listed species are expected, 
mitigation credits may be needed through approved banks. All actions must comply with federal wildlife regulations. (See Section 4.4 
Biological Resources of Ventura General Plan Update EIR for more details). 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Ongoing 
Type of Action: Requirement 
Responsibility: Community Development 

140 p. 185 POS-A.16: Nesting Season. Prior to any vegetation removal or construction during bird nesting season (February 1-September 15), a 
qualified biologist must survey the site within five days of work starting. If active nests are found, protective buffers will be established and 
monitored to prevent disturbance. All workers will be informed of buffer zones, and site plans must show compliance with bird protection 
laws and best practices to avoid harming nests. (See Section 4.4 Biological Resources of Ventura General Plan Update EIR for more details). 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Ongoing 
Type of Action: Requirement 
Responsibility: Community Development 

141 p. 185 POS-A.17: Crotch’s Bumblebee. Discretionary development in undeveloped areas with grasslands, shrublands, or chaparral require a 
qualified biologist to assess the site for Crotch's bumblebee habitat. If suitable habitat is found, a focused survey should be conducted 
during the bee's active season (May 1-July 31). If the species is present, its locations and nesting areas must be mapped, and a report 
submitted to the City before construction begins. If impacts are likely, consultation with CDFW and a potential Incidental Take Permit may 
be required under California Endangered Species Act. (See Section 4.4 Biological Resources of Ventura General Plan Update EIR for more 
details). 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Ongoing 
Type of Action: Requirement 
Responsibility: Community Development 
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142 p. 185 POS A.18: Standardized Biological Review. Develop a standardized biological review protocol and checklist for developments near 
sensitive areas and establish a roster of pre-approved qualified biologists for environmental review. 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Short-term 
Type of Action: Protocol Development 
Responsibility: Community Development 

143 p. 185 POS A.19: Municipal Code Update. Update landscaping requirements in the municipal code to prioritize native species that enhance 
climate-resilience, support pollinators, and promote local biodiversity. 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Short-term 
Type of Action: Code Update 
Responsibility: Community Development; City Manager 

144 p. 185 POS A.20: Riparian Buffer Ordinance. Develop a riparian buffer ordinance that establishes clear standards for setbacks, vegetation 
protection, and allowable uses within riparian corridors to guide future land use decisions that maintain habitat connectivity, water quality, 
and ecosystem health. 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Mid-term 
Type of Action: Requirement 
Responsibility: Community Development; City Manager 

145 p. 185 POS A.21: Bridge Crossing Design Standards. Establish design guidelines for bridges and stream crossings that maintain habitat 
connectivity, protect aquatic resources, and minimize ecological impacts. Update existing infrastructure crossing plans to reflect these 
standards. 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Mid-term 
Type of Action: Requirement 
Responsibility: Community Development 

146 p. 185 POS-A.22: City Parks Overwintering Monarch Butterfly Roost Impact Avoidance. During the monarch butterfly overwintering season 
(approximately mid-October to mid-March) construction or maintenance using equipment or methods that result in resulting in noise, 
vibration, or exhaust; mechanized tree and vegetation removal or trimming; traditional pesticide and chemical application; 
excavation/demolition; and construction or new night lighting (collectively “work”) within 100 feet of known, historic, or potential  
overwintering monarch aggregation/roosting sites and proposed or designated critical habitat shall be surveyed by a qualified monarch 
specialist or City-approved biologist (qualified biologist).  
 
The surveys shall follow the following Xerces Monarch Count Protocol (Xerces 2024, or its successor) (Protocol) and include: 
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• Preconstruction Survey. An initial overwintering monarch butterfly survey to be conducted prior to construction by a qualified 

monarch specialist or City-approved biologist (qualified biologist) work initiated in or continuing into the and overwintering season 
beginning October 18 (or the Xerces early season date determined annually) to March 15 to document whether monarch butterflies 
are utilizing the habitat for overwintering roosting. If detected, estimate the number of monarchs per cluster and record their location 
and height.   

• Continued Seasonal Surveys. For the duration of work during the monarch butterfly overwintering season, protocol surveys will take 
place during the early- mid- and late-season monitoring periods (as applicable to the work timeline) until work is completed. Early- 
mid- and late- season survey timing will be based the monitoring periods established annually by the Xerces prior to the overwintering 
season. Survey results within Xerces mapped sites and positive results outside a mapped site shall be submitted to the Xerces Western 
Monarch Count Database.  

 
If overwintering roosts are present within 100 feet of work (buffer), work shall be halted and development and implementation of a 
Butterfly Roost Protection Plan (BRPP) is required, detailing how to mitigate and reduce effects specific to site, equipment, and 
methodology. Overwintering roosts are defined as four or more clustered individuals present for one week or more, or as superseded by 
an agency definition or directive.  
The BRRP shall require: 
• Establishment of the 100-foot buffer from work and delineation (e.g., stakes or pin flags). The buffer may be removed and activities 

resumed after the qualified biologist determines monarchs have left roosting sites in the buffer for the day (or the season),  
• Weekly Protocol surveys until either the work ends or the overwintering roosts are no longer present. Complete and submit a Xerces 

Society Habitat Assessment Form to assess microclimate conditions.        
• A qualified biologist will monitor all work within the buffer and document compliance with monarch protection. The monitor has 

authority to halt work if monarch butterfly roosts show signs of unnatural disturbance. Construction will cease if disturbance is possible 
and/or documented until the monarch butterflies have departed the avoidance area. Monitoring Reports will be retained on file.  

• Tree and vegetation removal or trimming using of only hand tools and staging 50-100 feet from monarch roosting sites after the 
monarchs have left to forage for the day are exempt from the BRPP requirements. Planting trees, shrubs, and forbs (without use of 
heavy machinery) for restoration is acceptable during the overwintering season. 

• For tree and larger shrub vegetation removal within 50 feet further analysis is required by a qualified biologist in consultation with 
wildlife agencies or monarch conservation groups to ensure removal would not affect overwintering microclimates (i.e., hydrology, 
temperature, humidity, and wind patterns). 

• If pesticides and herbicides are necessary schedule the use of chemicals when monarch butterflies are not preset (April to August), or 
as prescribed under a future City Integrated Pest Management Plan.  

• The BRPP may include alternatives as recommended by the qualified biologist for work specific to the site characteristics and methods 
of the work, such as: 
o During the day when clustered and dispersed and away from the roost foraging, work within the buffer may be conducted 

depending on the conditions and while the area is monitored. For example, when clusters have dispersed work could occur when 
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individuals leave for the day, typically when temperatures exceed 62 degrees with mild weather with no forecasted measurable rain 
or strong winds. 

o The use of alternative means and methods such as electric equipment, or where utilities or, water lines are required, hand 
trenching. 

Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Ongoing 
Type of Action: Requirement 
Responsibility: Community Development 

   

147 p. 185 POS-A.22: Williamson Act. Explore the feasibility of pursuing Williamson Act in the city. 
Associated Goals: POS-7 
Timeframe: Long-term 
Type of Action: Study 
Responsibility: Community Development; City Manager’s Office 

Chapter 9: Public Facilities and Services 

148 p. 198 The City inspects all light and heavy industrial facilities as well as select commercial facilities for pollution prevention implementation. The 
City maintains a database of all facilities that are “critical sources” of stormwater pollution. As defined by the Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board’s MS4 permit, “critical sources” include hazardous waste treatment, disposal and recovery facilities, industrial 
facilities subject to the Toxic Release Inventory, restaurants, automotive service facilities, gas stations, and landfills, among others. 
Progressive enforcement is used during inspection. To further mitigate the impact on water quality from development, the Development 
Construction Program strives to prevent pollutant discharges from construction sites. The program requires developers to create 
stormwater pollution plans and use stormwater pollutions controls to prevent erosion, sediment loss, and waste discharge during 
construction, demolition, grading, and excavation. By enforcing these requirements, the City works to limit any negative impacts on local 
water quality as a result of construction activities. ensures that construction activities do not compromise local water quality. 

149 p. 202 PFS-1.11: Development Impact Fees. Require that new development pay their fair share of the costs of infrastructure through impact fees 
or other mechanisms. 

150 p. 205 PFS-7.3: Technical Assistance. Provide technical assistance to organizations that deliver health and social services to seniors, homeless 
persons, low-income citizens, people with disabilities and other groups with special needs. 

151 p. 205 PFS-7.6: Provide a Variety of Youth Programming. Provide a variety of programming to ensure all children and youth in Ventura have 
educational and recreational opportunities, particularly underserved groups, including youth with disabilities. 

152 p. 206 PFS-9.4: Facility Maintenance. Ensure VFD facilities and appropriate apparatus throughout the city are well-maintained and upgraded 
when necessary and meet Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), and 
industry standards. Conduct frequent assessments of fire stations to ensure facilities are in good condition and prioritize maintenance as 
needed. 
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153 p. 206 PFS-10.2 New Development. Further evaluate and assess the potential for a policy to ensure that new development pays for the costs 
associated with its potential impact on the water supplies and to support water supply reliability of the City’s existing customers. Ensure 
water supply is not overextended by new development. 

154 p. 207 PFS-10.10 Funding. Set water rates and pursue non-rate revenue to provide adequate funding to maintain existing and future water 
facilities. 

155 p. 209 PFS-A.1: New Development and Development Impact Fee. Consider updating update the City’s development impact fee following 
adoption of the General Plan to ensure that new development is paying its fair share of the costs of infrastructure upgrades needed to 
support growth. Further evaluate and assess the potential for a policy to ensure that new development pays for the costs associated with 
its potential impact on the water supplies and to support water supply reliability. 

156 p. 210 PFS-A.12: Sidewalk Standards. Establish citywide sidewalk standards to ensure safety and accessibility for all residents. 
Associated Goals: PFS-1, PFS-6 
Timeframe: Mid-term 
Type of Action: Guidelines 
Responsibility: Public Works 

157 p. 210 PFS-A.13: General Plan Evaluation. Immediately following the adoption of the General Plan, create a series of key performance indicators 
(KPIs) to evaluate and track progress over time. Report back to the City Council on General Plan progress on an annual or bi-annual basis. 
Associated Goals: PFS-1 
Timeframe: Short-term 
Type of Action: Study 
Responsibility: Community Development 

Chapter 10: Safety 

158 p. 244 SE-4.14: Sea Level Rise Data. Regularly update the sea level rise inundation areas based on the best available science. 

159 p. 247 SE-6.5: Update Emergency Operations Plan. Regularly update the Emergency Operations Plan to include an assessment of current 
emergency service and projected emergency service needs as described in the Fire and Police Department Strategic Plans, and goals or 
standards for emergency services training for City staff and volunteers. As part of the Plan, evaluate the evacuation process for those 
without private vehicles and with accessibility needs. 

160 p. 251 SE-A15: Training and Education Program. Annually implement an education and training a Community Emergency Response Training 
(CERT) program regarding how to increase public safety in response to natural hazards and crime. 
Associated Goals: SE-1 to SE-9 
Timeframe: Ongoing 
Type of Action: Program 
Responsibility: Office of Emergency Services; Communications; Public Works 
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161 p. 252 SE-A18: Fault Study. Further study the fault that runs behind City Hall and conduct any improvements necessary to ensure seismic safety.  
Associated Goals: SE-1 
Timeframe: Mid-term 
Type of Action: Study 
Responsibility: Public Works 

Chapter 11: Arts and Culture 

162 p. 262 AC 2.2: Artworks Throughout the City. Continue to install permanent and temporary artworks citywide, ensuring equitable community 
access to public art. Take steps to streamline and facilitate the permit process associated with installing artwork. 

Chapter 12: Historic Preservation 

163 pp. 280-287 Add the following to the table: 
Washington School, 96 MacMillan Avenue, 2025 (No. SG100011623) 

164 p. 291 HP-4.9: Plaques and Markers. Expand the use of plaques and markers to show the history of the City of Ventura, including the presence of 
the Chumash in the region. 

Chapter 13: Noise (no changes) 

Appendix A: Climate Change Vulnerability Assessment (no changes) 

Appendix B: Emergency Evacuation Analysis (no changes) 

Appendix C: Glossary 

165 C.4 Development. On land, in or under water, the placement or erection of any solid material or structure; the discharge or disposal of any 
dredged material or of any gaseous, liquid, solid, or thermal waste; the grading, removing, dredging, mining, or extraction of any materials; 
a change in the density or intensity of use of land, including, but not limited to, subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act 
(commencing with Section 66410 of the Government Code), and any other division of land, including lot splits, except where the land 
division is brought about in connection with the purchase of such land by a public agency for public recreational use; a change in the 
intensity of use of water, or of access thereto; the construction, reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure, 
including any facility of any private, public, or municipal utility; and the removal or harvesting of major vegetation other than for 
agricultural purposes, kelp harvesting, and timber operations which are in accordance with a timber harvesting plan submitted pursuant to 
the provisions of the Z’berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973. (Code 1971, § 15.110.324) 
Development. The physical extension and/or construction of urban or rural land uses. Development activities include the subdivision of 
land, construction or alteration of structures, roads, utilities and other facilities, grading, deposit of refuse, debris or fill materials, and 
clearing of natural vegetative cover (except for agricultural activities). Routine repair and maintenance activities are not considered 
“development.” 
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166 C.8 Policy. A specific statement of principle or of guiding actions that a governmental agency intends to follow, in order to meet its goals and 
objectives before undertaking an implementing action or program. The following are descriptions of terms associated with policies. (See 
“Action”) 
• Require. Indicates a mandatory policy. Compliance is not optional. 
• Encourage. Indicates that the City supports and promotes the policy. While not mandatory, it is considered desirable, and the City may 

provide incentives, programs, or flexibility to advance it. 
• As feasible/To the extent feasible. Indicates that the policy should be carried out when practical, taking into account technical, 

economic, environmental, legal, and administrative factors.  
• Strive. Indicates that the City will make a good-faith effort to achieve the policy, recognizing that full achievement may not always be 

possible due to technical, financial, or legal constraints. 
• Preserve. Indicates maintaining and protecting a resource, feature, or condition so that it endures into the future. Alteration or loss 

should be avoided to the greatest extent practicable. 
• Prioritize. Indicates that the specified policy or activity should receive greater emphasis, attention, or resources relative to competing 

goals or policies. 
• Consider. Indicates that the specified factor must be evaluated and weighed in decision-making. It does not by itself control the 

outcome but must be part of the analysis. 
• Foster. Indicates that the City will promote and create conditions that support the desired outcome, allowing it to grow or develop over 

time. 

Universal Changes 

167 N/A All maps will be updated or annotated to reflect the City Limits extending into the Pacific Ocean, commensurate with the Sphere of 
Influence Boundary. 

168 N/A Misspelled names will be corrected throughout the document. 

169 N/A Minor typographical errors and phrasing will be corrected for accuracy and readability. The changes will not impact the meaning of any 
information in the General Plan. 
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The updates and changes to the General Plan contained above in Table 2 clarify and expand on 
information in the Draft EIR and do not constitute “significant new information” requiring 
recirculation. For those policies, implementation programs or other maps or text that were updated 
as shown above, the updates would not significantly alter the environmental impact findings or 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR but rather clarify or amplify the impact analysis and findings of 
the Draft EIR.  



 
 

Appendix  A
Notice of Preparation, Scoping Comments, and Cumulative Projects List



 

Notice of Preparation 
 

Date:  May 1, 2024 
 

To: State Clearinghouse, Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, 
Interested Parties 

 

Subject:  Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping Meeting for the City of 
Ventura General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

 

Location:  City of Ventura Planning Area (Citywide, sphere of influence) – see 
Figure 2 (attached)  

 
Public Comment  
Period:  Public comment period is from May 1, 2024 to May 31, 2024. Written 

comments must be submitted to the City’s Community Development 
Department no later than May 31, 2024 by 5:00 p.m. 

 

Scoping Meeting: A hybrid in-person and virtual public scoping meeting will be 
conducted on May 20, 2024 beginning at 6:00pm, at City Hall at 501 
Poli Street and via webex, which may be accessed via Link: 
https://cityofventura.webex.com/cityofventura/j.php?MTID=mdca
1923528fc1f02bfdf9257914802de; Code: 2552 881 5938 

 
Lead Agency  
Contact Person:  Rachel Dimond, AICP 

Community Development Director 
City of Ventura  
501 Poli Street 
Ventura, CA 93001 
Email: rdimond@cityofventura.ca.gov 
Office: (805) 677-3964 

 
The City of  Ventura (City), as the Lead Agency under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), is commencing its preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for its General Plan Update (GPU). The Draft EIR (DEIR) will evaluate the 
potential environmental effects associated with the GPU and the Climate Action and 
Resilience Plan (CARP). 
 
This NOP has been issued to provide an opportunity for the general public, responsible 
and trustee agencies, and other interested entities to submit comments on the scope of 
the EIR relative to the GPU. For agencies, comments should focus on topics that 
relate to the agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project.  
 

https://cityofventura.webex.com/cityofventura/j.php?MTID=mdca1923528fc1f02bfdf9257914802de
https://cityofventura.webex.com/cityofventura/j.php?MTID=mdca1923528fc1f02bfdf9257914802de


 

The City requests your input regarding the scope and content of environmental analysis 
that is relevant to your respective agency's statutory/regulatory responsibilities in order 
to ascertain potential environmental impacts of the proposed project.  
 
Introduction 
The DEIR is intended to be a program-level document that will analyze the effects of the 
City’s proposed GPU. The purpose of a Program EIR is to allow the lead agency to consider 
broad policy alternatives and program-wide mitigation measures early in the process 
when the agency has greater flexibility to address environmental issues. Since no specific 
development projects are being proposed as part of the update to the City’s existing GP, 
the EIR analysis will focus on the reasonably foreseeable direct and indirect physical 
environmental effects that could result from the update to the GP. The analysis will 
compare the net change of impacts as a result of the GPU compared to existing 
conditions. 
 
The 2005 General Plan was adopted August 8, 2005 and evolved from the 2000 Ventura 
Vision strategies reflecting the planning objectives and smart growth principles of the 
community. The Vision strategies set the framework for the General Plan. Over the next 
nearly 20 years, the city implemented the General Plan, including creating specific plans 
and development codes for various areas of the city (e.g., Downtown, the Midtown 
Corridors, and Victoria Boulevard), approving development projects consistent with the 
plan, and creating new ordinances and regulations. Despite its utility, the General Plan is 
now nearly 20 years old and changes are needed to be consistent with new State laws 
and an evolving community vision. 
 
The City of Ventura began the GPU in 2020. Over a 4-year period, the City conducted a 
community engagement process that included an advisory committee, workshops, pop-
up workshops, online surveys, educational forums, and meetings with interested parties. 
The process also included the preparation of multiple existing conditions reports and a 
vision and guiding principles document The research and engagement activities provided 
context for the GPU and ideas to support the vision, goals, policies, and implementation 
actions. The detailed content of the GPU is currently under development. 
 
The GPU will ensure that all sections of the GP remain consistent with one another and 
form a cohesive vision for the city, while addressing the community’s evolving needs, 
challenges, and opportunities for growth. The GPU will provide the context to effectively 
plan for the city’s future based on an updated set of goals, policies, and implementation 
actions that reflect the current values and aspirations expressed by the community. 
Additionally, the update will provide the City with a policy framework to manage future 
projects and provide for capacity to accommodate the growth and development 
anticipated to occur in the city by 2050.  
 



 

In conjunction with the GPU, the City is also preparing the CARP that will guide the City’s 
efforts in adapting to climate change and reducing emissions of greenhouse gases 
through 2030 and 2045.  
 
Project Location 
The City of Ventura is located at the northwestern edge of Ventura County, bordering 
Santa Barbara County (see Figure 1). The city is approximately 50 miles northwest of the 
city of Los Angeles and 25 miles southeast of the city of Santa Barbara on the southern 
coast of California. Figure 1 depicts the location of the city within the region and Figure 2 
depicts the location of the city and its sphere of influence. Primary regional east-west 
access is provided by U.S. Route 101 (US 101), which provides access to the city of Ventura 
and greater Ventura to the east, and the city of Santa Barbara to the west. State Route 
126 (SR126) provides northwest access to the city, to the city of Santa Clarita to the east. 
State Route 33 (SR 33) connects the City of Ventura with Ojai and other communities to 
the north. 
 
The city limits is approximately 22 square miles and the city’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) 
contains approximately 13 acres within unincorporated Ventura County. According to the 
California Department of Finance, the city grew from 100,916 people in 2000 to 107,341 
people by 2023.  
 
Project Description 
The City of Ventura GPU articulates the long-term shared community vision for the 
preservation, enhancement and improvement of the city. It is a long-range plan that 
directs decision-making and establishes rules and standards for city improvements and 
new development. The Plan reflects the community's vision for the future and is intended 
to provide direction through the year 2050. The housing element was updated and 
adopted in 2023 and will be included in the GPU. The GPU will provide the context to 
effectively plan and manage the city’s growth based on an updated set of goals, policies, 
and implementation actions that reflect the values and aspirations for the future 
expressed by the community. Additionally, the update will equip the City with a policy 
framework to responsibly manage development that will occur to accommodate growth 
in the city for the next 25 years. 
 
As required by California Government Code Section 65302, the GPU will cover the eight 
mandated elements. The GPU includes all required topics in the following elements: Land 
Use; Mobility; Parks and Open Space; Public Facilities and Services; Arts and Culture; 
Safety; Noise; Climate Change and Sustainability; Environmental Justice; and Housing. The 
GPU also includes chapters on the update process and the vision and guiding principles. 
 
These elements will establish policy direction for the City for a range of topics, including 
but not limited to:  
 



 

• The use of land in the City  
• The location and type of new housing 
• Job creation and the provision of commercial services 
• Mobility of people, goods, and services 
• Preservation of open spaces 
• Parks for active and passive recreation 
• Public safety and protection from potential hazards as wildfire, flooding, 

landslides and seismicity  
• Conservation of natural and cultural resources 
• Adaptation to climate change and reduction of GHG emissions 
• Protection against exposure to excessive noise  
• Infrastructure needs such as water supply, sewer and wastewater treatment 
• Public services and facilities, such as police and fire service 

 
Central to the General Plan is an updated land use designation map, which defines the 
allowed uses and development intensity on every parcel in the city. The land use 
designation map for the City preliminarily endorsed by the City Council is shown on 
Figure 3. 
 
Potential Environmental Impacts to be Considered 
The DEIR for the proposed project will focus on the resource areas/issues applicable to 
this project. The DEIR will evaluate the potentially significant environmental impacts of 
the GPU and will propose feasible mitigation measures that may lessen or avoid such 
impacts. As the proposed project does not include any specific construction or 
development, but rather the potential for land use changes or development to be 
constructed in the future, the impact analysis will be programmatic and cumulative in 
nature. The DEIR will evaluate potentially significant environmental effects related to the 
following environmental issues: 
 

• Aesthetics (Visual Resources) 
• Agricultural and Forest Resources 
• Air Quality  
• Biological Resources  
• Cultural Resources 
• Energy  
• Geology and Soils 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 
• Land Use and Planning 
• Noise 
• Population and Housing 
• Public Services 
• Recreation 
• Transportation  
• Tribal Cultural Resources 
• Utilities and Service Systems 
• Wildfire 

 
Significant environmental effects concerning the following environmental issues are not 
anticipated: 



 

 

• Mineral Resources 

The DEIR will also identify and evaluate alternatives to the proposed project that have the 
potential to alleviate identified impacts. 

Review and Response Period 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, this NOP is being circulated for a  
30-day comment period. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15082(b), responses to 
this NOP must be provided during this comment period. The City of Ventura requests 
that written comments be provided at the earliest possible date, but no later than 30 
days from receipt of this notice. 
 
Submittal of Written Comments  
Please send written/typed comments (including a name, email, telephone number, 
and/or other contact information) electronically or by mail to the following:  
 

City of Ventura, Community Development Department 
RE: Ventura General Plan Update EIR 

ATTN: Rachel Dimond, AICP Community Development Director 
501 Poli Street 

Ventura, CA 93001 
Email: rdimond@cityofventura.ca.gov 

 
Scoping Meeting  
Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 21083.9 and California Code of 
Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, the City as the Lead 
Agency for the project, will conduct a scoping meeting for the purpose of soliciting oral 
and written comments from interested parties requesting notice, responsible agencies, 
agencies with jurisdiction by law, trustee agencies, and involved federal agencies, as to 
the appropriate scope and content of the DEIR. The Scoping Meeting is for information-
gathering and is not a public hearing. No decisions about the project will be made at the 
Scoping Meeting. 
 
Rather than conducting an in-person only meeting, the Governor's Executive Order N-25-
20 allows local governments to hold meetings via teleconferencing while still meeting 
State transparency requirements. Therefore, the project's Scoping Meeting will be held 
in-person and online, through a webinar type format (Webex). The date, time, and 
website of the project's Scoping Meeting are as follows:  
 

Date and Time: Monday, May 20, 2024 at 6:00 p.m.  
In-person: City Hall at 501 Poli Street  
Virtually: 
https://cityofventura.webex.com/cityofventura/j.php?MTID=mdca1923528fc1f0
2bfdf9257914802de; Code: 2552 881 5938 

https://cityofventura.webex.com/cityofventura/j.php?MTID=mdca1923528fc1f02bfdf9257914802de
https://cityofventura.webex.com/cityofventura/j.php?MTID=mdca1923528fc1f02bfdf9257914802de


 

 

The City will consider all written comments regarding the potential environmental effects 
of the project received during the NOP public review period. All written comments 
received will be reviewed and considered by the City as part of the environmental analysis 
of the proposed project and will become a part of the public record for the EIR.  
 
Accommodations 
As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Ventura 
does not discriminate. Closed captioning or other assistive services may be provided upon 
request. Other services, such as translation between English and other languages, may 
also be provided upon request. To ensure availability of services, please make your 
request no later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by contacting 
Rachel Dimond at (805) 677-3964 or rdimond@cityofventura.ca.gov. 
 
 
ALL INTERESTED PARTIES ARE INVITED TO ATTEND THE PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING TO 
ASSIST IN IDENTIFYING ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED IN THE EIR. ATTENDEES WILL HAVE 
AN OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE INPUT TO THE CONSULTANTS PREPARING THE EIR. 
 

 
 

______________________________________________________ 
Rachel Dimond, AICP, Community Development Director 
  



 

 

Figure 1 – Regional Location 
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May 2, 2024 

 

Rachel Dimond 

City of Ventura 

501 Poli Street   

Ventura CA 93001 

 

   

Re: 2024050045, City of Ventura General Plan Update Project, Ventura County 

 

Dear Ms. Dimond:  

 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP), Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project 

referenced above.  The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code 

§21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code §21084.1, states that a project that may 

cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, is a project that 

may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code 

Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)).  If there is substantial evidence, in 

light of the whole record before a lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on 

the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared.  (Pub. Resources 

Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 5064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §15064 (a)(1)).  

In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are 

historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE).  

  

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014.  Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of 

2014) (AB 52) amended CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal 

cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074) and provides that a project with an effect 

that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is 

a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.  (Pub. Resources Code 

§21084.2).  Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural 

resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (a)).  AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice 

of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on 

or after July 1, 2015.  If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a general plan or 

a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1, 

2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18).  

Both SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements.  If your project is also subject to the 

federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal 

consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154 

U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.  

    

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are 

traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early 

as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and 

best protect tribal cultural resources.  Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as 

well as the NAHC’s recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments.   

  

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with 

any other applicable laws.  
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AB 52  

  

AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:   

  

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project:  

Within fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public 

agency to undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal notification to a designated contact of, or 

tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have 

requested notice, to be accomplished by at least one written notice that includes:  

a. A brief description of the project.  

b. The lead agency contact information.  

c. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation.  (Pub. 

Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)).  

d. A “California Native American tribe” is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is 

on the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).  

(Pub. Resources Code §21073).  

  

2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe’s Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a 

Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report:  A lead agency shall 

begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native 

American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project. 

(Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration, 

mitigated negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1(b)).  

a. For purposes of AB 52, “consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4 

(SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)).  

  

3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe:  The following topics of consultation, if a tribe 

requests to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:  

a. Alternatives to the project.  

b. Recommended mitigation measures.  

c. Significant effects.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).  

  

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation:  The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:  

a. Type of environmental review necessary.  

b. Significance of the tribal cultural resources.  

c. Significance of the project’s impacts on tribal cultural resources.  

d. If necessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe 

may recommend to the lead agency.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).  

  

5. Confidentiality of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process:  With some 

exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tribal cultural 

resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be 

included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency 

to the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10.  Any information submitted by a 

California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a 

confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in 

writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c)(1)).  

  

6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document:  If a project may have a 

significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency’s environmental document shall discuss both of 

the following:  

a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.  

b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed 

to pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact on 

the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).  
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7. Conclusion of Consultation:  Consultation with a tribe shall be considered concluded when either of the 

following occurs:  

a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on 

a tribal cultural resource; or  

b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot 

be reached.  (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).  

  

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document:  Any 

mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2 

shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring 

and reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, 

subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable.  (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).  

  

9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation:  If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead 

agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no 

agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if 

substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the 

lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources 

Code §21082.3 (e)).  

  

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse 

Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:  

a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:  

i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural 

context.  

ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally 

appropriate protection and management criteria.  

b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values 

and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:  

i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.  

ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.  

iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.  

c. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate 

management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.  

d. Protecting the resource.  (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).  

e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally 

recognized California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect 

a California prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold 

conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed.  (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).  

f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave 

artifacts shall be repatriated.  (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).  

   

11. Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or 

Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource:  An Environmental 

Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be 

adopted unless one of the following occurs:  

a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public 

Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code 

§21080.3.2.  

b. The tribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise 

failed to engage in the consultation process.  

c. The lead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources 

Code §21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days.  (Pub. Resources Code 

§21082.3 (d)).  

  

The NAHC’s PowerPoint presentation titled, “Tribal Consultation Under AB 52:  Requirements and Best Practices” may 

be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF.pdf  

http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF.pdf
http://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/AB52TribalConsultation_CalEPAPDF.pdf
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SB 18  

  

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide notice to, refer plans to, and 

consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of 

open space. (Gov. Code §65352.3).  Local governments should consult the Governor’s Office of Planning and 

Research’s “Tribal Consultation Guidelines,” which can be found online at: 

https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09_14_05_Updated_Guidelines_922.pdf.  

  

Some of SB 18’s provisions include:  

  

1. Tribal Consultation:  If a local government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a 

specific plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC 

by requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government 

must consult with the tribe on the plan proposal.  A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to 

request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe.  (Gov. Code §65352.3  

(a)(2)).  

2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation.  There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation.  

3. Confidentiality:  Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and 

Research pursuant to Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information 

concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public 

Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction.  (Gov. Code §65352.3 

(b)).  

4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation:  Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:  

a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures 

for preservation or mitigation; or  

b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes 

that mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or 

mitigation. (Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).  

  

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiating tribal consultation with 

tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and 

SB 18.  For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands 

File” searches from the NAHC.  The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/.  

  

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments  

  

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation 

in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends 

the following actions:  

  

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center 

(https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=30331) for an archaeological records search.  The records search will 

determine:  

a. If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.  

b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.  

c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.  

d. If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.  

  

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report 

detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.  

a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted 

immediately to the planning department.  All information regarding site locations, Native American 

human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and 

not be made available for public disclosure.  

b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the 

appropriate regional CHRIS center.  

https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09_14_05_Updated_Guidelines_922.pdf
http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/
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3. Contact the NAHC for: 

a. A Sacred Lands File search.  Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the 

Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so.  A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for 

consultation with tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the 

project’s APE. 

b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the 

project site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation 

measures. 

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources) 

does not preclude their subsurface existence. 

a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for 

the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code 

Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)).  In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a 

certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources 

should monitor all ground-disturbing activities. 

b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions 

for the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally 

affiliated Native Americans. 

c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions 

for the treatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains.  Health 

and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5, 

subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. (d) and (e)) address the processes to be 

followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and 

associated grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address: 

Cody.Campagne@NAHC.ca.gov.   

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

 

Cody Campagne 

Cultural Resources Analyst 

 

 cc:  State Clearinghouse  
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Figure 3 – Endorsed Land Use Map 
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SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
May 28, 2024

Rachel Dimond 

Community Development Director 

City of Ventura 

501 Poll Street 

Ventura, CA 93001

rdimond@cityofventura.ca.gov

RE: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

FOR THE CITY OF VENTURA GENERAL PLAN UPDATE DATED MAY 1, 2024 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE #2024050045

Dear Rachel Dimond,

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) received a Notice of Preparation 

(NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the City of Ventura General 

Plan Update (project). The 2050 General Plan Update will direct decision making and 

establish rules and standards for city improvements and new development. The Plan 

reflects the community's vision for the future and is intended to provide direction 

through the year 2050. Additionally, the update will equip the City of Ventura with a 

policy framework to responsibly manage future projects and have the capacity to 

accommodate the growth and development anticipated to occur in the city for the next 

25 years. DTSC requests consideration of the following comments:

1. The proposed project encompasses multiple active and nonactive mitigation 

and clean-up sites where DTSC has conducted oversight that may be impacted 

as a result of this project. This may restrict what construction activities are 

Yana Garcia
Secretary for

Environmental Protection

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Meredith Williams, Ph.D., Director
8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramento, California 95826-3200

Gavin Newsom
Governor

mailto:rdimond@cityofventura.ca.gov
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2024050045
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permissible in the proposed project areas in order to avoid any impacts to 

human health and the environment.

2. Due to the broad scope of the project, DTSC is unable to determine the 

locations of the proposed sites, whether they are listed as having documented 

contamination, land use restrictions, or whether there is the potential for the 

sites to be included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 

Government Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, DTSC recommends providing 

further information on the proposed project and areas that may fall under 

DTSC's oversight within future environmental documents. Once received, 

DTSC may provide additional comments on future environmental documents 

as further information becomes available. Please review the project area in 

EnviroStor, DTSC’s public-facing database.

DTSC believes the City of Ventura must address these comments to determine if any 

significant impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) will occur 

and, if necessary, avoid significant impacts under CEQA. DTSC recommends the 

department connect with our unit if any hazardous waste projects managed or 

overseen by DTSC are discovered. Please refer to the City of Ventura EnviroStor Map

for additional information about the areas of potential contamination.

DTSC appreciates the opportunity to comment on the NOP of a DEIR for the City 

of Ventura General Plan Update. Thank you for your assistance in protecting 

California’s people and environment from the harmful effects of toxic substances. If 

you have any questions or would like any clarification on DTSC’s comments, 

please respond to this letter or via email for additional guidance.

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map/?myaddress=Ventura%20+%20City
mailto:CEQAReview@dtsc.ca.gov
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Sincerely,

Tamara Purvis 

Associate Environmental Planner 

HWMP - Permitting Division – CEQA Unit 

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov

cc: (via email)

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse 

State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov

Lexi Journey 

Project Manager 

Rincon Consultants, Inc. 

Consulting Firm

ljourney@rinconconsultants.com

Dave Kereazis  

Associate Environmental Planner 

HWMP – Permitting Division - CEQA Unit 

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov

Scott Wiley 

Associate Governmental Program Analyst 

HWMP – Permitting Division - CEQA Unit 

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Scott.Wiley@dtsc.ca.gov

mailto:Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
mailto:ljourney@rinconconsultants.com
mailto:Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:scott.wiley@dtsc.ca.gov


 

 
 
 
 
 
 
May 30, 2024 
 
City of Ventura  
Attn: Rachel Dimond, AICP, Community Development Director   
501 Poli Street Ventura, CA 93001 
 
SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation for the City of Ventura General Plan Update Draft 

Environmental Impact Report. (RMA# 24-011) 
 
 
Dear Rachel Dimond,    
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment regarding the City of Ventura’s Notice of 
Preparation for General Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The 
General Plan update is intended to provide direction through the year 2050 and will 
include the updated and adopted 2023 housing element as well as providing an updated 
set of goals, policies, and implementation actions associated with the following topics: 
Land Use; Mobility; Parks and Open Space; Public Facilities and Services; Arts and 
Culture; Safety; Noise; Climate Change and Sustainability; and Environmental Justice. 
This comment letter generally pertains to areas planned for annexation and biological 
resources.  
 
Areas Planned for Annexation 
Over the course of the City’s General Plan update process, several different annexation 
scenarios have been introduced and considered. The DEIR should clearly identify the 
areas the City plans to annex and analyze related impacts, including but not limited to 
loss of agriculture, potential increase in vehicle miles traveled, provision and need for 
additional public services, impacts on utilities such as water and sewer, etc. 
 
The City of Ventura’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) contains approximately 13 acres that lie 
within the unincorporated Ventura County. Within the City’s SOI are the County’s 
designated existing communities of North Ventura Avenue and Saticoy (Figure 1). The 
County has updated the Saticoy Area Plan and will update the North Ventura Avenue 
Area Plan after the City completes this General Plan Update. The General Plan should 
include consideration that these communities are planned for annexation that could 
occur within its 2050 timeframe. The buildout analysis and “Expansion” and/or 
“Distributed” land use alternatives should include the North Ventura Avenue and Saticoy 
communities. This analysis should also include the City of Ventura’s policies and 
development standards that would apply to these areas as part of the annexation.  
 

COUNTY '/ VENTURA RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

DAVE WARD
Planning Director

SUSAN CURTIS
Assistant Planning Director

HALL OF ADMINISTRATION #1740
(805) 654-2481 • FAX (805) 654-2509 • 800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009 • vcrma.org
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Guidelines for Orderly Development 
Development that occurs within the County’s designated existing communities are 
subject to the “Guidelines for Orderly Development” that direct the County and Cities to 
apply consistent development policies and standards. City policies and standards 
applicable to the Existing Communities of North Ventura Avenue should be evaluated in 
the DEIR. Capital improvement projects such as roadway improvements and water 
service could be prepared for annexation through planning for standards that would be 
required by the City. The City should use the General Plan update and DEIR as an 
opportunity include analysis of all requirements associated with the guidelines that 
include but are not limited to the Area Plan boundaries within the SOI and the water 
district boundaries.   
 
North of Route 33, a small patch of City land sits beyond Weldon Canyon adjacent to 
the Casitas Springs community within the Ojai Valley existing community. This island 
incorporated City is surrounded by lands zoned with outdoor lighting restrictions (Dark 
Sky Overlay Zone (DKS) overlay zone), public viewing locations for scenic resource 
protections (Scenic Resource Protection overlay zone (SRP), as shown in Figure 4. To 
the extent feasible, new development proposed for this incorporated island should 
incorporate the County’s development standards.  
 
Biological Resources 
1. Federal And State Special Status Species / Ventura County Locally Important Species 
The Core Vision, Values and Strategies1 developed for the City of Ventura, may need 
further refinement during the General Plan update to include sufficient protections for 
special status species. As an example, under the strategy for “Environment” #13 Open 
Space ..”Protect and enhance the character of Ventura’s beaches, coastline, hillsides, 
barrancas, rivers and other natural areas for their environmental function and as a 
connection to nature for Ventura residents.” may need to balance some State or 
Federally or endangered species protections with plans to open more natural areas to 
Ventura residents for recreational purposes. The DEIR should include measures and  
strategies to minimize impacts to the City’s sensitive biological resources when 
increasing the intensity of human use within natural areas with protected species. 
The environmental background report conducted for biological resources appeared to 
be missing several special status species listed by State and Federal natural resource 
agencies that may be potentially impacted indirectly or cumulatively by the Plan update. 
A number of these species either are newly listed or have had a change in listing status 
after the report was prepared. For example, on September 28, 2023, the central coast 
population of the Yellow legged foothill frog (Rana boylii) was listed under the federal 

 
1 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f34bf7ddc1cd21c88c0c407/t/62212ea156aa4e310a861ac6/16463417941
59/Ventura+GPU+Vision%2C+Core+Values%2C+and+Strategies+FINAL+for+Public+Review+v2.pdf  

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f34bf7ddc1cd21c88c0c407/t/62212ea156aa4e310a861ac6/1646341794159/Ventura+GPU+Vision%2C+Core+Values%2C+and+Strategies+FINAL+for+Public+Review+v2.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f34bf7ddc1cd21c88c0c407/t/62212ea156aa4e310a861ac6/1646341794159/Ventura+GPU+Vision%2C+Core+Values%2C+and+Strategies+FINAL+for+Public+Review+v2.pdf
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Endangered Species Act (ESA) whose range extends within the foothills of the city2. 
More recently, the Southern California steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) which was 
previously listed federally endangered under the ESA, is now also listed by California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) under California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA) for the Ventura and Santa Clara River watersheds.  
 
If the EIR includes annexation of areas with Open Space and natural resources it shoud 
include an assessment of the County’s Locally Important Species (LIS) or communities 
as “special status species.” LIS species are protected by the County through the 2040 
General Plan Goal COS-1 and Policy COS-1.13. Therefore, the County recommends 
that any indirect or cumulative impacts to these species are assessed within the DEIR.  
Recent updates to the LIS lists allow for the LIS species to be selected by quad location 
within the County to help determine which species may be impacted by your Plan 
update.4  
2. Western Monarch Butterfly Overwintering Roosts 
The City of Ventura currently has ten Western monarch butterfly overwintering roost 
sites within its jurisdictional boundaries (Figures 5 and 6), most of which require multi-
jurisdictional coordination with County public works departments5. In 2016, out of the 
top 50 overwinter sites in California in the greatest need of attention (from 400+ along 
the coast), four were in the City of Ventura6. The City’s General Plan Update and DEIR 
shoud plan for preservation of the Western monarch butterfly overwintering roost sites 
within its jurisdictional boundaries.  
 
To address direct impacts on the Western monarch population within the County and 
state, we recommend that the DEIR assess how future development scenarios, public 
works and parks policies and programs can manage and conserve overwintering sites.7 
Additionally, the General Plan Update should include policies to collaborate with 
adjacent local jurisdictional agencies, the Monarch Regional Advisory Committee 
(MRAC), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the Xerces Society’s regional 
Western monarch coordinator. This collaboration should focus on the improved 
management and conservation of monarch butterfly overwintering sites and include 
habitat preservation, restoration projects, and public education initiatives to improve the 
management and conservation of monarch butterfly overwintering sites. For example a 
policy can be included that requires public works and park maintenance activities 
incorporate a mandatory review of Western Monarch Count's Map of Overwintering 

 
2 https://www.fws.gov/press-release/2023-08/foothill-yellow-legged-frog-receives-esa-protections 
3 https://stage-egeneralplan.vcrma.org/chapter/biological-resources/  
4 For a complete listing of Locally Important Species, please see the following link: https://vcrma.org/en/ventura-
county-locally-important-species-list .  
 
5 https://westernmonarchcount.org/map-of-overwintering-sites/  
6 https://xerces.org/sites/default/files/2018-05/16-015_01_XercesSoc_State-of-Monarch-Overwintering-Sites-in-
California_web.pdf  
7 Also see Ventura County Coastal Area Plan, Policy 4, Goal 7.4 (pg. 4-22). 

https://westernmonarchcount.org/map-of-overwintering-sites/
https://www.fws.gov/press-release/2023-08/foothill-yellow-legged-frog-receives-esa-protections
https://stage-egeneralplan.vcrma.org/chapter/biological-resources/
https://vcrma.org/en/ventura-county-locally-important-species-list
https://vcrma.org/en/ventura-county-locally-important-species-list
https://westernmonarchcount.org/map-of-overwintering-sites/
https://xerces.org/sites/default/files/2018-05/16-015_01_XercesSoc_State-of-Monarch-Overwintering-Sites-in-California_web.pdf
https://xerces.org/sites/default/files/2018-05/16-015_01_XercesSoc_State-of-Monarch-Overwintering-Sites-in-California_web.pdf
https://vcrma.org/docs/images/pdf/planning/plans/COASTAL_AREA_PLAN_10-19-21_Rev_EFF_9-9-22.pdf
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Sites prior to any tree trimming or maintenance to avoid disturbing these critical 
habitats, including maintaining a buffer area of tree vegetation. 
The Western monarch butterfly is a sensitive species which is a candidate species 
under the federal Endangered Species Act, with anticipated listing in fall 2024. The 
butterfly is also designated as a Species of Greatest Conservation Need in the state of 
California, included in the State Wildlife Action Plan, recognized by CDFW as a Special 
Status Invertebrate, and requires a permit from the CDFW to handle or collect. In 
addition, the California overwintering population of monarchs is included on CDFW’s 
Special Animals List. This is because in recent years, the population of the Western 
monarch declined by greater than 90% since the 1980’s and the Western population 
remains vulnerable to long-term population decline due to habitat loss and degradation, 
pesticides, climate change, and other stressors.   
 
The City of Ventura has a significant opportunity to preserve, improve, and perhaps 
even highlight its overwintering roosts while it improves public outdoor access and 
education. Rather than viewing a monarch overwintering site solely in terms of 
environmental impact, it can be showcased as a community amenity. Other cities, such 
as Pismo Beach, have successfully integrated monarch overwintering sites into publicly 
accessible parks and recreation areas, attracting visitors and benefiting the region. 
Ventura could similarly leverage its overwintering sites to engage and educate the 
public while boosting local tourism and community involvement.   

 
3. Habitat Connectivity 
The Santa and Ventura River corridors contain numerous endangered, threatened, rare, 
and special status species within the County. In 2019, the County Board of Supervisors 
adopted an ordinance that recognized the two large rivers and their associated riparian 
habitats as critical regional wildlife corridor linkages within the Habitat Connectivity and 
Wildlife Corridor (HCWC) overlay zone.8 This overlay is intended to allow for migration 
of species the promotes the genetic diversity are reduce isolation over time from habitat 
fragmentation, anthropogenic barriers, and climate change.9  
The regional wildlife corridor linkages that are a part of the County’s adopted HCWC 
has been integrated into the Significant Ecological Areas update for Los Angeles 
County’s General Plan 2035 (Los Angeles County 2019). The HCWC has also been 
included in several city General Plans, including Moorpark (2023), Simi Valley (2012), 
Thousand Oaks (2013), Agoura Hills (2010), and Calabasas (2015). This underscores a 
regional commitment to preserving and enhancing wildlife corridors, reflecting a 
comprehensive approach to habitat conservation and biodiversity protection and a 
similar effort is recommended for this DEIR and General Plan Update  

 
8 https://vcrma.org/en/habitat-connectivity-and-wildlife-movement-corridors  
9 https://docs.vcrma.org/images/pdf/planning/programs/vcrcap/Vuln_Assess_Report_12-14-18.pdf  

https://westernmonarchcount.org/map-of-overwintering-sites/
https://vcrma.org/en/habitat-connectivity-and-wildlife-movement-corridors
https://docs.vcrma.org/images/pdf/planning/programs/vcrcap/Vuln_Assess_Report_12-14-18.pdf
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The City of Ventura’s Vision Statement, Core Values, and Strategies10 conceptually 

support the incorporation of the regional HCWC within the General Plan update. The 
DEIR shoud also evaluate impacts on wildlife movement and habitat connectivity in 
open space, natural areas, and barrancas.   

4. Stakeholder Engagement 
The City shoud be commended for successfully conducting community outreach during 
the COVID pandemic. The City of Ventura conducted its stakeholder engagement 
process in June and July of 2020 with 23 stakeholders being interviewed. Groups that 
were interviewed regarding natural and biological resources included the Ventura Land 
Trust and Patagonia. Additional stakeholder outreach is suggested regarding natural 
and biological resources for  special status species, monarchs, and wildlife movement. 
Within the Exhibit A of this memo, we have provided a list of contacts. 
 
In conclusion, thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the General Plan 
Update and NOP for the Draft EIR. This General Plan provides a unique opportunity to 
coordinate and plan for annexation of Saticoy and North Ventura Avenue. If you have 
any questions about these comments, please contact Abigail Convery at 
Abigail.Convery@ventura.org or 805.654.2489.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Dave Ward, AICP l Planning Director 
County of Ventura, Planning Division  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
10 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f34bf7ddc1cd21c88c0c407/t/62212ea156aa4e310a861ac6/16463417941
59/Ventura+GPU+Vision%2C+Core+Values%2C+and+Strategies+FINAL+for+Public+Review+v2.pdf  

for Dave Ward

mailto:Abigail.Convery@ventura.org
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f34bf7ddc1cd21c88c0c407/t/62212ea156aa4e310a861ac6/1646341794159/Ventura+GPU+Vision%2C+Core+Values%2C+and+Strategies+FINAL+for+Public+Review+v2.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f34bf7ddc1cd21c88c0c407/t/62212ea156aa4e310a861ac6/1646341794159/Ventura+GPU+Vision%2C+Core+Values%2C+and+Strategies+FINAL+for+Public+Review+v2.pdf
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Figure 1: City of Ventura Sphere of Influence and County of Ventura’s Existing Communities of 
North Ventura Avenue and Saticoy. 
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Figure 2: Mineral Resources Adjacent to Arundell/North Bank Planning Subarea. 
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Figure 3: Mineral Resources Adjacent to Eastside/Saticoy Planning Subarea. 
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Figure 4: City of Ventura near Weldon Canyon 
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Figure 5: Overview of Western Monarch Butterfly Overwintering Sites in the City of Ventura 
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Figure 6: Western Monarch Butterfly Overwintering Sites 3140 and 3193 in the City of Ventura 
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Exhibit A: List of Biological Resource Contacts  
 Topic Group Representative 

Special Status Species /Environmental 
Protection/Nature and Open Spaces 

Audubon Society, 
Ventura Rachel Ameche, President 

Sea Level Rise 
BEACON 

Marc Beyler, Executive 
Director 

Special Status Species /Environmental 
Protection/Nature and Open 
Spaces/Wildlife Corridors 

California State Parks, 
Channel Coast District 

Dena.bellman, Channel 
coast superintendent 

Climate Action Plan Climate Hub 350, 
Ventura Jan Dietrick 

Special Status Species /Environmental 
Protection/Nature and Open Spaces 

California Native Plant 
Society, Channel 
Islands  

Ellen Dean, Rare plant 
botanist 

Special Status Species /Environmental 
Protection/Nature and Open 
Spaces/Wildlife Corridors Friends of Santa Clara Ron Bottorf, Chair 
Monarch Overwintering Roost 
Management 

Monarch Regional 
Advisory Committee  Jamie Whiteford 

Special Status Species /Environmental 
Protection/Nature and Open 
Spaces/Wildlife Corridors 

Santa Clara 
Watershed Committee Amanada Begley, Chair 

Special Status Species /Environmental 
Protection/Nature and Open Spaces Sierra Club, Ventura  Katie Davis, Chair 
Special Status Species /Environmental 
Protection/Nature and Open 
Spaces/Wildlife Corridors 

Southern Steelhead 
Coalition 

Elizabeth Burns, Project 
Coordinator 

Environmental Protection/Nature and 
Open Spaces Surfrider, Ventura  Alexandra Wall, Chair 
Special Status Species /Environmental 
Protection/Nature and Open 
Spaces/Wildlife Corridors 

The Nature 
Conservancy 

E.J Remson, Project 
Director 

Special Status Species /Environmental 
Protection/Nature and Open 
Spaces/Wildlife Corridors 

Ventura River 
Watershed Council 

Lynn Rodriguez, Project 
Manager 

Environmental Protection/Nature and 
Open Spaces/Climate Change Ventura Tree Coalition Christy Weir, President 
Monarch Overwintering Roosts 

Xerces Society 
Maddy Kangas, Pollinator 
Conservation Specialist 

Special Status Species US Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

Chris Delith,  Senior Fish 
& Wildlife Biologist 

Habitat and Wildlife Corridors 
Linkage 
Implementation 
Alliance Kristeen Penrod, Chair 



TAZs Single Family Townhome Multifamily ADUs Retail Service Commercial Manufacturing Warehouse Hotel Rooms School SF
60004102 1 5 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60004103 0 0 38 0 3 3 0 0 0 0
60004201 0 0 352 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60004202 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60004303 0 0 203 0 2 2 0 0 0 0
60006101 0 2 158 0 0 5 0 0 0 0
60006201 0 6 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60006202 0 0 376 0 8 3 0 0 0 0
60006301 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60006302 0 0 0 0 10 11 0 0 160 0
60006401 0 3 266 0 13 13 0 0 0 0
60007101 0 0 64 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60007102 0 0 51 0 4 4 0 0 0 0
60008102 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0
60008103 0 0 96 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60008201 0 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60008301 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60008302 71 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60011101 0 0 36 0 6 6 0 0 0 0
60011201 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60011301 0 0 31 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
60011401 0 0 37 0 2 2 0 0 0 0
60012201 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60013102 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
60013202 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60013301 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
60013401 0 0 97 0 25 19 0 0 0 0
60015101 125 162 0 0 0 0 0 0 125 0
60015301 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
60015501 0 0 0 0 5 6 0 0 0 0
60017201 0 0 0 0 6 49 0 0 0 0
60017202 0 0 0 0 0 0 59 235 0 0
60018202 0 0 57 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60018203 0 0 42 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60018302 0 0 350 0 5 5 0 0 0 0
60022202 0 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60022401 0 0 32 0 10 0 0 0 0 0
60025101 0 0 321 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60025201 2 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60025202 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8478
60026101 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 84 0 0
60026102 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60026201 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 20 0 0
60031101 0 12 319 0 16 16 0 0 0 0
60032102 0 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60032401 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0
60039301 0 0 306 0 5 5 0 0 0 0
60041201 0 0 123 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60041302 224 109 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60042101 123 0 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60042301 0 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60042401 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60042601 0 0 122 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
60043201 0 0 10 0 50 0 0 0 0 0
Grand Total 555 299 3888 8 182 153 77 339 285 8478

Units Jobs Other



PROJECTID Name Location SF Units TH Units MF Units ADUs Retail SF Retail JobsService Commercial SF SC Jobs Office SF Manufacturing SF Manufacturing Jobs Warehouse SF Warehouse Jobs Hotel Rooms Schools TAZ
PROJ-8428  11101 Carlos St 11101 Carlos Street 0 0 43 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60041201
PROJ-14897  141 N Ventura Ave Renovation 141 North Ventura Avenue 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60004103
PROJ-15272  180 W. Ramona St 180 W. Ramona St 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60004102
PROJ-04543  2200 E Main St 2200 East Main Street 0 0 26 0 1750 4 1750 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60011101
PROJ-22-0216  2706 Bayshore Avenue 2706 Bayshore 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60013301
PROJ-15382  405 Poli St. Triplex 405 Poli St. 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60007102
PROJ-23-0251  Alameda Ave Apartments 1931 Alameda Avenue 0 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60032102
PROJ-22-0087  Alamillo Subdivision 10925 Darling Road 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60042401
PROJ-22-0224  Allen Residence (Monmouth Drive Near Driftwood Lane - Unaddressed) APN: 076-0-232-3101 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60013102
PROJ-8105  Anacapa Courts 299 East Main Street 0 0 24 0 1925 4 1925 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60007102
PROJ-15022  Anastasi Intersection of Harbor Blvd and Seaward Ave 0 0 97 0 10000 20 9493 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60013401
PROJ-22-0117  AutoZone 2610 East Main Street  0 0 0 0 2990 5 2990 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60015501
PROJ-12812  Bell & Olive Mixed Use 830 North Olive Street 0 4 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60004102
PROJ-11791  California Street Mixed Use 45 South California Street 0 0 27 0 2500 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006202
PROJ-13914  Chapman Apartments 95 E. Ramona Street 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60008201
PROJ-8427  Citrus II Apartments 11156-11172 Citrus Dr 0 0 78 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60041201
PROJ-15409  Colony Parc II 915 Goodman Ave. 0 0 71 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60025101
PROJ-22-0161  Day Road Apartments 54 Day Road 0 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60022202
PROJ-10256  DeAnza Courts 1995 North Ventura Avenue 0 0 78 0 560.5 1 560.5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60004303
PROJ-15323  Del Sol Near the intersection of South Wells Road and Citrus Drive112 89 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60041302
PROJ-15466  Extra Space Storage Transport Street; APN: 084-0-104-075 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 124965 167 0 0 60017202
PROJ-15017  Fishbowl Digital 1094 East Main Street 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006101
PROJ-14570  Front and Kalorama 935 East Front Street 0 0 88 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006401
PROJ-10148  Front Street Mixed Use 275 East Laurel Street 0 0 46 0 3192 6 3192 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006401
PROJ-12080  Garden Estates 32 South Garden Street 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006201
PROJ-11836  Garden Street Apartments 102 South Garden Street 0 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006201
PROJ-03865  Garden Street Lofts 211 N. Garden Street 0 0 28 0 1500 3 1500 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60004103
PROJ-14939  Guthrie Residence Vacant lot at the end of Bath Lane 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60013102
PROJ-14778  Haley Point/Seaview at Midtown 2400 Channel Drive 0 72 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60015101
PROJ-13740  Hawaiian Village 998 Church Street 0 0 64 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60007101
PROJ-1126  Hemlock Apartments 264 Hemlock Street 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006101
PROJ-8165  Hilton Hotel South Figueroa Street and East Harbor Boulevard0 0 0 0 5242 10 5337 11 0 0 0 0 0 160 0 60006302
PROJ-13658  House Sheridan 637 Sheridan Way 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60004202
PROJ-11817  Kellogg Apartments 58 Kellogg Street 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60008201
PROJ-12046  Laurel Courts 1028 E. Front Street 0 0 46 0 3276 7 3276 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006401
PROJ-7125  Leap of Faith (former LOGUE Project)2055 North Ventura Avenue 0 0 125 0 500 1 500 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60004303
PROJ-14602  Main Street Mixed Use 1718 E Main Street 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60011201
PROJ-22-0237  Maple Court 290 Maple Ct 0 0 350 0 2450 5 2450 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60018302
PROJ-15341  Meta Apartments 1279 Meta Street 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006101
PROJ-11713  North Ventura Apartments 2110 North Ventura Avenue 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60008301
PROJ-6270  Northbank Vanoni Eastern Terminus of North Bank Drive 123 0 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60042101
PROJ-15442  Olive Block Apartments 985 N Olive St 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60004201
PROJ-13448  Orchid Gardens 5445 Thille Street 2 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60025201
PROJ-14669  Orne Residence 167 N Garden Street 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60004103
PROJ-14608  Pacific Wave 1342 East Thompson Boulevard 0 0 8 0 950 2 950 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60011401
PROJ-14893  Palma Industrial Building Vacant Lot on Palma Drive 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14916 18 14916 20 0 0 60026201
PROJ-15391  Park Plaza 701 E. Santa Clara Street 0 2 87 0 0 0 2407 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006101
PROJ-15095  Perrett Industrial Near intersection of Transport Street and Donlon Street0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9534.5 11 9534.5 13 0 0 60017202
PROJ-15149  Poli Housing 462 Poli Street 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60007102
PROJ-5616  Residence Inn 770 S Seaward Ave 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 125 0 60015101
PROJ-7224  Sanjon Village/The Pearl Southwest Corner Thompson Blvd and Sanjon Road0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006401
PROJ-10484  Saticoy East Village South Wells Road and Darling Road 0 0 10 0 25000 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60043201
PROJ-24-0585  Sehati ADU 916 Sandpiper Court 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60013301
PROJ-10694  Star of CA 4880 Market Street 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60026102
PROJ-23-0265  Stardust Mobile Estates 11100 Telegraph Road 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60041201
PROJ-11616  Sudden House Row Houses 825 East Front Street 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006401
PROJ-22-0080  Sunshine Manufactured Homes 6619 Ventura Blvd 0 0 0 0 1760 4 1760 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60032401
PROJ-22-0172  Surfers Point Parking Lot Surfers Point Parking Lot 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006301
PROJ-00723  The Grove Specific Plan Vacant parcel near the Northbound exit of Telephone Road off of Highway 1010 0 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60025101
PROJ-12768  The Tides 5040 Telegraph Road 0 0 42 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60018203
PROJ-14536  The Wash 4107 East Main Street 0 0 0 0 0 0 24600 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60017201
PROJ-6811  The Willows/Ravello Northbank Drive and Johnson Drive 0 0 306 0 2500 5 2500 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60039301
PROJ-10084  Thom-Cruz 1926 Thompson 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60011301
PROJ-7910  Thompson Village 1570 East Thompson Boulevard 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60011401

PROJ-14973  Transport Industrial
Near intersection of Transport Street 
and Donlon Street 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40988 48 40988 55 0 0 60017202

PROJ-22-0092  Two Eleven 211 East Thompson Boulevard 0 0 94 0 1575 3 1575 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006202
PROJ-5085  Ventura Downtown Housing 120 East Santa Clara Street along Junipero Street between East Santa Clara Street and East Thompson Boulevard0 0 255 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006202
PROJ-13760  Ventura Water Storage Facility 1400 Angler Court 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60013202
PROJ-12652  Veteran's Housing Telephone Road and Wells Road  0 0 122 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60042601
PROJ-00687  Villa San Clemente 2170 East Main Street 0 0 10 0 1000 2 1000 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60011101
PROJ-7951  Westview Village West Warner Street 0 0 320 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60004201
PROJ-23-0484 1216 E. Santa Clara St. Apartments1216 E. Santa Clara St. 0 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006101
PROJ-24-0657 1572 GOODYEAR AV TPM 1572 GOODYEAR AV 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60026101
PROJ-23-0439 2889 Bunsen Condominium Conversion2889 Bunsen Ave. 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60031101
PROJ-23-0289 333 Poli Street 333 Poli Street 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60007102
PROJ-24-0622 349 Poli Apartments 349 Poli Street 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60007102
PROJ-24-0491 72 W Ramona Multi-Family Building72 W Ramona Street 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60004102
PROJ-24-0564 978 Brockton Ln. CDP+Major Variance978 Brockton Lane 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60013102
PROJ-22-0156 Arrive Ventura NE corner of Victoria Avenue and Olivas Park Drive0 12 297 0 7900 16 7900 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60031101
PROJ-24-0552 Bayless Residence 250 Frances Street 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60015301
PROJ-23-0262 Cedar Street Apartments NE corner of Cedar St and Kellogg St 0 0 96 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60008103
PROJ-24-0610 City Ventures 1010 Cachuma Avenue 0 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60042301
PROJ-14609 Coastal Storage 4451 Market Street 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 62664 84 0 0 60026101
PROJ-23-0294 College Community Courts 4300 Telegraph Road 0 0 57 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60018202
PROJ-23-0455 Del Mar Project 2325 Vista Del Mar Drive 125 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60015101
PROJ-23-0478 Del Sol Lot 8 10861 Blackburn Road 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60041302
PROJ-23-0467 Del Sol Phase 4 NW of Wells Rd and Blackburn Rd 104 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60041302
PROJ-24-0606 Ericcsson Residence 2854 Bayshore Ave 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60013301
PROJ-22-0097 Flores Residence 114 W Simpson Street 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60004102
PROJ-24-0542 Front and Laurel Amendment 275 South Laurel Street 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006401
PROJ-23-0466 Garden Street Apartments Amendment102 N. Garden St. 0 6 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006201
PROJ-24-0551 Harbor Starbucks 2148 HARBOR BL 0 0 0 0 2300 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60013401
PROJ-23-0474 Knudsen Residence 2188 Monmouth Drive 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60013102
PROJ-23-0442 Lashkari Residence Coastal Development Permit2754 Pierpont Blvd. 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60013301
PROJ-24-0514 Laurel Courts Amendment 1028 E. Front Street 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60006401
PROJ-23-0306 Mandell's Retail and Apartments 3915 Telegraph Road 0 0 32 0 5000 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60022401
PROJ-23-0342 McDonald's 215 Rocklite Road 0 0 0 0 3895 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60008102
PROJ-22-0194 Ocean Avenue Apartments 1829 Ocean Avenue 0 0 19 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60011301
PROJ-24-0501 Pierpont Lot 353 Coastal Development PermitAPN:  081-0-114-110 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60013301
PROJ-24-0554 Raising Cane's Ventura 4200 East Main Street 0 0 0 0 2899 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60017201
PROJ-23-0473 Tan Residence W Simpson St & N Olive St (APN: 071-0-061-630)1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60004102
PROJ-23-0414 Vello Retreat/School Canyon Rd Vacant Parcel North of Alabama Street 71 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60008302
PROJ-24-0705 Ventura Avenue Apartments 624 North Ventura Ave 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60008201
PROJ-23-0367 Vista Real Charter School 725 S Victoria Ave 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8478 60025202
PROJ-6018 World Oil Mixed-Use 1571 East Main Street 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 60012201

555 299 3888 8 90664.5 182 75665.5 153 0 65438.5 77 253067.5 339 285 8478



 
 

 Appendix  G
Potential to Occur Tables



Scientific Name
Common Name

Status Habitat Requirements
Potential to Occur in 

Project Area
Habitat Suitability/

Observations

Aphanisma blitoides
aphanisma

None/None
G3G4/S2
1B.2

Annual herb. Coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes, coastal 
scrub. Gravelly (sometimes), sandy (sometimes). 
Elevations: 5-1000ft. (1-305m.) Blooms Feb-Jun.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable coastal dune and bluff habitat 
occurs in the western portion of the Planning Area 
along the coast. However, there are no CNDDB records 
of the species within the Planning Area.

Aphyllon epigalium  ssp. 
notocalifornicum
Southern California galium 
broomrape

None/None
G4T2/S2
1B.3

Cismontane woodland, Lower montane coniferous 
forest, Riparian forest. Associated host is Galium 
andrewsii and possibly other perennial Galium spp. 
Most records are from stands of Pseudotsuga 
macrocarpa. 1200-1535m. Blooms Jun(Jul).

Not Expected

The Planning Area is outside the known elevation range 
for the species. Additionally, riparian forest is mostly 
limited to the Ventura River and Santa Clara River, 
which occur at low elevations near sea level.

Astragalus brauntonii
Braunton's milk-vetch

FE/None
G2/S2
1B.1

Perennial herb. Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and 
foothill grassland. Recent burns or disturbed areas; 
usually on sandstone with carbonate layers. Soil 
specialist; requires shallow soils to defeat pocket 
gophers and open areas, preferably on hilltops, saddles 
or bowls between hills. Elevations: 15-2100ft. (4-
640m.) Blooms Jan-Aug.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the shrub habitat 
in the Ventura Hills, in the northern portion of the 
Planning Area. However, there are no CNDDB records 
of the species within the Planning Area.

Astragalus didymocarpus  var. 
milesianus
Miles' milk-vetch

None/None
G5T2/S2
1B.2

Annual herb. Coastal scrub. Clay soils. Elevations: 65-
295ft. (20-90m.) Blooms Mar-Jun.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable isolated pockets of shrub habitat 
occur along the coast in the western portion of the 
Planning Area. However, there are no CNDDB records 
of the species within the Planning Area.

Astragalus pycnostachyus  var. 
lanosissimus
Ventura Marsh milk-vetch

FE/SE
G2T1/S1
1B.1

Perennial herb. Coastal dunes, coastal scrub, marshes 
and swamps. Within reach of high tide or protected by 
barrier beaches, more rarely near seeps on sandy 
bluffs. Elevations: 5-115ft. (1-35m.) Blooms (Jun)Aug-
Oct.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable coastal dune and bluff habitat 
occurs in the western portion of the Planning Area 
along the coast. Extant populations of this species 
occur within McGrath State Beach to the south of the 
Planning Area (USFWS 2020). However, this species has 
not been documented within the Planning Area due to 
a lack of suitable coastal habitat.

19-07111: VTA General Plan Update

Plants and Lichens



Atriplex coulteri
Coulter's saltbush

None/None
G3/S2
1B.2

Perennial herb. Coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes, 
coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland. Alkaline 
(sometimes), clay (sometimes). Elevations: 10-1510ft. 
(3-460m.) Blooms Mar-Oct.

Present

Potentially suitable coastal habitat occurs in the 
western portion of the Planning Area along the coast. 
Additionally, there is a documented CNDDB record 
(Occurrence No. 133) within the coastal scrub habitat 
immediately northwest of the Ventura River estuary. 
This species is assumed to be present in this portion of 
the Planning Area.

Atriplex pacifica
south coast saltscale

None/None
G4/S2
1B.2

Annual herb. Coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes, coastal 
scrub, playas. Alkali soils. Elevations: 0-460ft. (0-140m.) 
Blooms Mar-Oct.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable coastal dune and bluff habitat 
occurs in the western portion of the Planning Area 
along the coast. However, there are no CNDDB records 
of the species within the Planning Area.

Atriplex serenana  var. davidsonii
Davidson's saltscale

None/None
G5T1/S1
1B.2

Annual herb. Coastal bluff scrub, coastal scrub. 
Alkaline. Elevations: 35-655ft. (10-200m.) Blooms Apr-
Oct.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable coastal bluff habitat occurs in the 
western portion of the Planning Area along the coast. 
However, there are no CNDDB records of the species 
within the Planning Area.

Calochortus clavatus  var. gracilis
slender mariposa-lily

None/None
G4T2T3/S2S3
1B.2

Perennial bulbiferous herb. Chaparral, coastal scrub, 
valley and foothill grassland. Shaded foothill canyons; 
often on grassy slopes within other habitat. Elevations: 
1050-3280ft. (320-1000m.) Blooms Mar-Jun(Nov).

Low Potential

Potentially suitable chaparral, coastal scrub, and 
grassland habitat occur in the northern portion of the 
Planning Area in the Ventura Hills. However, only the 
higher elevations in the Planning Area (i.e., between 
1,050 and 1,100 feet elevation) are within the known 
elevation range for the species. Additionally, there are 
no CNDDB records of the species within the Planning 
Area.

Calochortus fimbriatus
late-flowered mariposa-lily

None/None
G3/S3
1B.3

Perennial bulbiferous herb. Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, riparian woodland. Serpentinite 
(sometimes). Elevations: 900-6250ft. (275-1905m.) 
Blooms Jun-Aug.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable chaparral and riparian woodland 
habitat occur in the shrub and riparian habitat types in 
the Planning Area, respectively.  However, there are no 
CNDDB records of the species within the Planning Area.

Centromadia parryi  ssp. australis
southern tarplant

None/None
G3T2/S2
1B.1

Annual herb. Marshes and swamps, valley and foothill 
grassland, vernal pools. Often in disturbed sites near 
the coast at marsh edges; also in alkaline soils 
sometimes with saltgrass. Sometimes on vernal pool 
margins. Elevations: 0-1575ft. (0-480m.) Blooms May-
Nov.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable coastal habitat occur in the western 
portion of the Planning Area along the coast, 
particularly within the Ventura and Santa Clara River 
estuaries. However, there are no CNDDB records of the 
species within the Planning Area.

Chaenactis glabriuscula  var. 
orcuttiana
Orcutt's pincushion

None/None
G5T1/S1
1B.1

Annual herb. Coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes. Sandy 
sites. Elevations: 0-330ft. (0-100m.) Blooms Jan-Aug.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable coastal dune and bluff habitat occur 
in the western portion of the Planning Area along the 
coast. However, the only CNDDB record of this species 
within the Planning Area (Occurrence No. 24) is more 
than 50 years old. 



Chloropyron maritimum  ssp. 
maritimum
salt marsh bird's-beak

FE/SE
G4?T1/S1
1B.2

Annual herb (hemiparasitic). Coastal dunes, marshes 
and swamps. Limited to the higher zones of salt marsh 
habitat. Elevations: 0-100ft. (0-30m.) Blooms May-
Oct(Nov).

Low Potential

Potentially suitable coastal dune and bluff habitat occur 
in the western portion of the Planning Area along the 
coast, particularly within the Ventura and Santa Clara 
River estuaries. However, the only CNDDB record of 
this species within the Planning Area (Occurrence No. 
10) is more than 50 years old, and no plants were 
observedduring surveys performed in 1981 and 1984.

Delphinium umbraculorum
umbrella larkspur

None/None
G3/S3
1B.3

Perennial herb. Chaparral, cismontane woodland. 
Mesic sites. Elevations: 1310-5250ft. (400-1600m.) 
Blooms Apr-Jun.

Not Expected
The Planning Area is outside the known elevation range 
for the species. 

Dudleya blochmaniae  ssp. 
blochmaniae
Blochman's dudleya

None/None
G3T2/S2
1B.1

Perennial herb. Chaparral, coastal bluff scrub, coastal 
scrub, valley and foothill grassland. Open, rocky slopes; 
often in shallow clays over serpentine or in rocky areas 
with little soil. Elevations: 15-1475ft. (5-450m.) Blooms 
Apr-Jun.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable chaparral, coastal bluff scrub, and 
grassland habitat may occur on rocky slopes in the 
northern portion of the Planning Area within the 
Ventura Hills.  However, there are no CNDDB records of 
the species within the Planning Area.

Dudleya verityi
Verity's dudleya

FT/None
G1/S1
1B.1

Perennial herb. Chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
coastal scrub. On volcanic rock outcrops in the Santa 
Monica Mountains. Elevations: 195-395ft. (60-120m.) 
Blooms May-Jun.

Not Expected
The Planning Area does not occur within the Santa 
Monica Mountains where the species is known to 
occur.

Eriogonum crocatum
conejo buckwheat

None/SR
G1/S1
1B.2

Perennial herb. Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and 
foothill grassland. Conejo volcanic outcrops; rocky 
sites. Elevations: 165-1905ft. (50-580m.) Blooms Apr-
Jul.

Not Expected
Conejo volcanic outcrops are absent from the Planning 
Area.

Fritillaria ojaiensis
Ojai fritillary

None/None
G3/S3
1B.2

Perennial bulbiferous herb. Broadleafed upland forest, 
chaparral, cismontane woodland, lower montane 
coniferous forest. Rocky sites. Sometimes on 
serpentine; sometimes along roadsides. Elevations: 740-
3275ft. (225-998m.) Blooms Feb-May.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable chaparral and woodland  habitat 
may occur on rocky slopes in the northern portion of 
the Planning Area within the Ventura Hills.  However, 
there are no CNDDB records of the species within the 
Planning Area.

Horkelia cuneata  var. puberula
mesa horkelia

None/None
G4T1/S1
1B.1

Perennial herb. Chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
coastal scrub. Sandy or gravelly sites. Elevations: 230-
2660ft. (70-810m.) Blooms Feb-Jul(Sep).

Low Potential

Potentially suitable chaparral and coastal scrub habitat 
may occur in the the shrub habitat type.  However, 
there are no CNDDB records of the species within the 
Planning Area.



Imperata brevifolia
California satintail

None/None
G3/S3
2B.1

Perennial rhizomatous herb. Chaparral, coastal scrub, 
meadows and seeps, mojavean desert scrub, riparian 
scrub. Mesic sites, alkali seeps, riparian areas. 3-. 
Elevations: 0-3985ft. (0-1215m.) Blooms Sep-May.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable mesic habitat may occur within 
drainages in the northern portion of the Study Area in 
the Ventura Hills, as well as within the Ventura and 
Santa Clara River systems.  However, there are no 
CNDDB records of the species within the Planning Area.

Lasthenia glabrata  ssp. coulteri
Coulter's goldfields

None/None
G4T2/S2
1B.1

Annual herb. Marshes and swamps, playas, vernal 
pools. Usually found on alkaline soils in playas, sinks, 
and grasslands. 1-. Elevations: 5-4005ft. (1-1220m.) 
Blooms Feb-Jun.

Low Potential

Marsh and swamp habitat is generally limited to 
drainages in the Planning Area. Additionally, the only 
CNDDB record of the species in the Planning Area is 
more than 100 years old (Occurrence No. 52).

Layia heterotricha
pale-yellow layia

None/None
G2/S2
1B.1

Annual herb. Cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, 
pinyon and juniper woodland, valley and foothill 
grassland. Alkaline or clay soils; open areas. Elevations: 
985-5595ft. (300-1705m.) Blooms Mar-Jun.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable coastal scrub and grassland habitat 
may occur in the shrub and annual grassland habitat 
types.  However, there are no CNDDB records of the 
species within the Planning Area.

Lonicera subspicata  var. 
subspicata
Santa Barbara honeysuckle

None/None
G5T2?/S2?
1B.2

Perennial evergreen shrub. Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub. Elevations: 35-3280ft. (10-
1000m.) Blooms (Feb)May-Aug(Dec).

Low Potential

Potentially suitable chaparral and coastal scrub habitat 
may occur in the the shrub habitat type.  However, 
there are no CNDDB records of the species within the 
Planning Area.

Malacothrix similis
Mexican malacothrix

None/None
G2G3/SH
2A

Annual herb. Coastal dunes. Elevations: 0-130ft. (0-
40m.) Blooms Apr-May.

Not Expected This species is considered extirpated from California. 

Monardella hypoleuca  ssp. 
hypoleuca
white-veined monardella

None/None
G4T3/S3
1B.3

Perennial herb. Chaparral, cismontane woodland. Dry 
slopes. Elevations: 165-5005ft. (50-1525m.) Blooms 
(Apr)May-Aug(Sep-Dec).

Low Potential
Potentially suitable chaparral habitat may occur in the 
the shrub habitat type.  However, there are no CNDDB 
records of the species within the Planning Area.

Monardella sinuata  ssp. gerryi
Gerry's curly-leaved monardella

None/None
G3T1/S1
1B.1

Annual herb. Coastal scrub. Sandy openings. Elevations: 
490-805ft. (150-245m.) Blooms Apr-Jun.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable coastal scrub habitat may occur in 
the the shrub habitat type along the coast in the 
western portion of the Planning Area.  However, there 
are no CNDDB records of the species within the 
Planning Area.

Muhlenbergia utilis
aparejo grass

None/None
G4/S2S3
2B.2

Perennial rhizomatous herb. Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, marshes and swamps, 
meadows and seeps. Alkaline (sometimes), 
Serpentinite (sometimes).Elevations: 80-7630ft. (25-
2325m.) Blooms Mar-Oct.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable coastal habitat may occur in the the 
shrub habitat type along the coast in the western 
portion of the Planning Area.  However, there are no 
CNDDB records of the species within the Planning Area.



N avarretia ojaiensis
Ojai navarretia

None/None
G2/S2
1B.1

Annual herb. Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley and 
foothill grassland. Openings in shrublands or 
grasslands. Elevations: 900-2035ft. (275-620m.) Blooms 
May-Jul.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable chaparral, coastal scrub, and 
grassland habitat occur in the northern portion of the 
Planning Area in the Ventura Hills. However, only the 
higher elevations in the Planning Area (i.e., between 
900 and 1,100 feet elevation) are within the known 
elevation range for the species. Additionally, there are 
no CNDDB records of the species within the Planning 
Area.

N avarretia peninsularis
Baja navarretia

None/None
G3/S2
1B.2

Annual herb. Chaparral, lower montane coniferous 
forest, meadows and seeps, pinyon and juniper 
woodland. Wet areas in open forest. Elevations: 4920-
7545ft. (1500-2300m.) Blooms (May)Jun-Aug.

Not Expected
The Planning Area is outside the known elevation range 
for the species. 

Nolina cismontana
chaparral nolina

None/None
G3/S3
1B.2

Perennial evergreen shrub. Chaparral, coastal scrub. 
Primarily on sandstone and shale substrates; also 
known from gabbro. Elevations: 460-4185ft. (140-
1275m.) Blooms (Mar)May-Jul.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable chaparral and coastal scrub habitat 
occur in the the shrub habitat type.  However, there 
are no CNDDB records of the species within the 
Planning Area.

Pseudognaphalium 
leucocephalum
white rabbit-tobacco

None/None
G4/S2
2B.2

Perennial herb. Chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
coastal scrub, riparian woodland. Sandy, gravelly sites. 
Elevations: 0-6890ft. (0-2100m.) Blooms (Jul)Aug-
Nov(Dec).

High Potential

Potentially suitable riparian habitat with sandy soils 
occurs within the Santa Clara River in the southern 
portion of the Planning Area. Additionally, one CNDDB 
record (Occurrence No. 60) overlaps a small portion of 
the Planning Area. 

Quercus dumosa
Nuttall's scrub oak

None/None
G3/S3
1B.1

Perennial evergreen shrub. Chaparral, closed-cone 
coniferous forest, coastal scrub. Generally on sandy 
soils near the coast; sometimes on clay loam. 
Elevations: 50-1310ft. (15-400m.) Blooms Feb-Apr(May-
Aug).

Low Potential

Potentially suitable chaparral and coastal scrub habitat 
occur in the the shrub habitat type.  However, there 
are no CNDDB records of the species within the 
Planning Area.

Sagittaria sanfordii
Sanford's arrowhead

None/None
G3/S3
1B.2

Perennial rhizomatous herb (emergent). Marshes and 
swamps. In standing or slow-moving freshwater ponds, 
marshes, and ditches. Elevations: 0-2135ft. (0-650m.) 
Blooms May-Oct(Nov).

Low Potential

Potentially suitable mesic habitat occurs in the riparian 
habitat type associated with the Ventura and Santa 
Clara River systems. However, there are no CNDDB 
records of the species within the Planning Area. 

Senecio aphanactis
chaparral ragwort

None/None
G3/S2
2B.2

Annual herb. Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal 
scrub. Drying alkaline flats. Elevations: 50-2625ft. (15-
800m.) Blooms Jan-Apr(May).

Low Potential

Potentially suitable chaparral and coastal scrub habitat 
occur in the the shrub habitat type.  However, there 
are no CNDDB records of the species within the 
Planning Area.

Sidalcea neomexicana
salt spring checkerbloom

None/None
G4/S2
2B.2

Perennial herb. Chaparral, coastal scrub, lower 
montane coniferous forest, mojavean desert scrub, 
playas. Alkali springs and marshes. Elevations: 50-
5020ft. (15-1530m.) Blooms Mar-Jun.

Low Potential

Alkali springs and marshes in coastal scrub habitat may 
be present in the shrub habitat type. However, there 
are no CNDDB records of the species within the 
Planning Area.

Streptanthus campestris
southern jewelflower

None/None
G3/S3
1B.3

Perennial herb. Chaparral, lower montane coniferous 
forest, pinyon and juniper woodland. Open, rocky 
areas. Elevations: 2955-7545ft. (900-2300m.) Blooms 
(Apr)May-Jul.

Not Expected
The Planning Area is outside the known elevation range 
for the species. 



Stuckenia striata
broadleaf pondweed

None/None
G3G4Q/S2S3
2B.3

Marshes and swamps. Lakes, ponds, rivers, and 
drainage canals. - -70-2135m. Blooms (Jun)Jul-Aug.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable aquatic habitat occurs in the 
riparian habitat type associated with the Ventura and 
Santa Clara River systems. However, there are no 
CNDDB records of the species within the Planning Area. 

Bombus crotchii
Crotch's bumble bee

None/SCE
G2/S2

Coastal California east to the Sierra-Cascade crest and 
south into Mexico. Food plant genera include 
Antirrhinum, Phacelia, Clarkia, Dendromecon, 
Eschscholzia, and Eriogonum.

High Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs throughout the 
Planning Area where food plant genera are present. 
Most suitable habitat is located within the shrub 
habitat type. One CNDDB record (Occurrence No. 123) 
from 1949 occurs in the western portion of the 
Planning Area.

Danaus plexippus plexippus pop. 
1
monarch - California 
overwintering population

FC/None
G4T1T2Q/S2

Winter roost sites extend along the coast from 
northern Mendocino to Baja California, Mexico. Roosts 
located in wind-protected tree groves (eucalyptus, 
Monterey pine, cypress), with nectar and water 
sources nearby.

Present

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the eucalyptus 
habitat type. There are multiple known overwintering 
sites within the Planning Area documented in the 
CNDDB (Occurrence No.'s 165-171, 294, 311). 
Therefore, this species is assumed to be present in the 
Planning Area.

Catostomus santaanae
Santa Ana sucker

FT/None
G1/S1
SSC

Endemic to Los Angeles Basin south coastal streams. 
Habitat generalists, but prefer sand-rubble-boulder 
bottoms, cool, clear water, and algae.

Present

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems. There is one CNDDB record 
(Occurrence No. 36) within the Santa Clara River. 
Therefore, this species is assumed to be present in the 
Planning Area.

Eucyclogobius newberryi
tidewater goby

FE/None
G3/S3
SSC

Brackish water habitats along the California coast from 
Agua Hedionda Lagoon, San Diego County to the mouth 
of the Smith River. Found in shallow lagoons and lower 
stream reaches, they need fairly still but not stagnant 
water and high oxygen levels.

Present

Potentially suitable aquatic habitat occurs in the 
Ventura and Santa Clara River estuaries. The USFWS 
has designated Critical Habitat areas within the 
estuaries. These areas consist of suitable breeding 
habitat for the species, and there are documented 
CNDDB records (Occurrence No.'s 75 and 76) in both 
the Ventura River estuary and the Santa Clara River 
estuary. Therefore, this species is assumed to be 
present in the Planning Area.

Gasterosteus aculeatus 
williamsoni
unarmored threespine stickleback

FE/SE
G5T1/S1
FP

Weedy pools, backwaters, and among emergent 
vegetation at the stream edge in small Southern 
California streams. Cool (<24 C), clear water with 
abundant vegetation.

Moderate Potential
Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems. However, there are no 
CNDDB records for the species in the Planning Area. 

Invertebrates

Fish



Gila orcuttii
arroyo chub

None/None
G2/S2
SSC

Native to streams from Malibu Creek to San Luis Rey 
River basin. Introduced into streams in Santa Clara, 
Ventura, Santa Ynez, Mojave and San Diego river 
basins. Slow water stream sections with mud or sand 
bottoms. Feeds heavily on aquatic vegetation and 
associated invertebrates.

Moderate Potential
Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems. However, there are no 
CNDDB records for the species in the Planning Area. 

Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus pop. 
10
steelhead - southern California 
DPS

FE/SCE
G5T1Q/S1

Federal listing refers to populations from Santa Maria 
River south to southern extent of range (San Mateo 
Creek in San Diego County). Southern steelhead likely 
have greater physiological tolerances to warmer water 
and more variable conditions.

Present

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Ventura and 
Santa Clara River systems. The NMFS has designated 
Critical Habitat areas within these rivers. These areas 
consist of suitable breeding habitat for the species, and 
there is a documented CNDDB record (Occurrence No. 
3) in the Ventura River. Therefore, this species is 
assumed to be present in the Planning Area.

Rana boylii pop. 6
foothill yellow-legged frog - south 
coast DPS

FE/SE
G3T1/S1

Southern Coast Ranges from Monterey Bay south 
through San Gabriel Mountains; west of the Salinas 
River in Monterey Co, south through Transverse 
Ranges, and east through San Gabriel Mountains. 
Historically may have ranged to Baja California. Partly 
shaded shallow streams and riffles with a rocky 
substrate in a variety of habitats. Needs at least some 
cobble-sized substrate for egg-laying and at least 15 
weeks to attain metamorphosis.

Low Potential
Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems. However, there are no 
CNDDB records for the species in the Planning Area. 

Rana draytonii
California red-legged frog

FT/None
G2G3/S2S3
SSC

Lowlands and foothills in or near permanent sources of 
deep water with dense, shrubby or emergent riparian 
vegetation. Requires 11-20 weeks of permanent water 
for larval development. Must have access to estivation 
habitat.

High Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems. In addition, this species was 
observed in the Ventura River near Foster Park 
(Occurrence No. 1504), where individuals were 
relocated during a construction project in 2017.

Taricha torosa
Coast Range newt

None/None
G4/S4
SSC

Coastal drainages from Mendocino County to San 
Diego County. Lives in terrestrial habitats and will 
migrate over 1 km to breed in ponds, reservoirs and 
slow moving streams.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems, as well as the smaller 
drainage systems throughout the Planning Area. 
However, there are no CNDDB records for the species 
in the Planning Area. 

Reptiles

Amphibians



Actinemys pallida
southwestern pond turtle

FPT/None
G2G3/SNR
SSC

A thoroughly aquatic turtle of ponds, marshes, rivers, 
streams and irrigation ditches, usually with aquatic 
vegetation, below 6000 ft elevation. Needs basking 
sites and suitable (sandy banks or grassy open fields) 
upland habitat up to 0.5 km from water for egg-laying. 
Occurs in southern California from Monterey County 
south to Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Diego Counties 
into northern Baja California, Mexico.

Present

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems, as well as the smaller 
drainage systems throughout the Planning Area that 
contain perennial sources of freshwater. There are 
multiple CNDDB records (Occurrence No.'s 873, 1308, 
1348, 1414, 1428, 1429) within drainages in the 
Planning Area. Therefore, this species is assumed to be 
present in the Planning Area.

Anniella spp.
California legless lizard

None/None
G3G4/S3S4
SSC

Contra Costa County south to San Diego, within a 
variety of open habitats.This element represents 
California records of Anniella not yet assigned to new 
species within the Anniella pulchra complex. Variety of 
habitats; generally in moist, loose soil. They prefer soils 
with a high moisture content.

Present

Potentially suitable habitat occurs throughout the 
undeveloped portions of the Planning Area, with the 
most suitable habitat occurring in the Ventura Hills. 
There are multiple CNDDB records (Occurrence No.'s 3, 
36, 37) within the Planning Area, with all records being 
located to drainage features. Therefore, this species is 
assumed to be present in the Planning Area.

Anniella stebbinsi
Southern California legless lizard

None/None
G3/S3
SSC

Generally south of the Transverse Range, extending to 
northwestern Baja California. Occurs in sandy or loose 
loamy soils under sparse vegetation. Disjunct 
populations in the Tehachapi and Piute Mountains in 
Kern County. Variety of habitats; generally in moist, 
loose soil. They prefer soils with a high moisture 
content.

Moderate Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs throughout the 
undeveloped portions of the Planning Area, with the 
most suitable habitat occurring in the Ventura Hills. 
However, there are no CBDDB records of the species 
within the Planning Area.

Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri
coastal whiptail

None/None
G5T5/S3
SSC

Found in deserts and semi-arid areas with sparse 
vegetation and open areas. Also found in woodland 
and riparian areas. Ground may be firm soil, sandy, or 
rocky.

Low Potential
Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the shrub and 
annual grassland habitat types. However, there are no 
CBDDB records of the species within the Planning Area.

Phrynosoma blainvillii
coast horned lizard

None/None
G4/S4
SSC

Frequents a wide variety of habitats, most common in 
lowlands along sandy washes with scattered low 
bushes. Open areas for sunning, bushes for cover, 
patches of loose soil for burial, and abundant supply of 
ants and other insects.

High Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs throughout the 
undeveloped portions of the Planning Area, with the 
most suitable habitat occurring in the Ventura Hills. 
Additionally, there is one CNDDB record (Occurrence 
No. 411) within the Santa Clara River, although this 
record is more than 20 years old.

Salvadora hexalepis virgultea
coast patch-nosed snake

None/None
G5T4/S3
SSC

Brushy or shrubby vegetation in coastal Southern 
California. Require small mammal burrows for refuge 
and overwintering sites.

Low Potential
Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the shrub and 
annual grassland habitat types. However, there are no 
CBDDB records of the species within the Planning Area.



Thamnophis hammondii
two-striped gartersnake

None/None
G4/S3S4
SSC

Coastal California from vicinity of Salinas to northwest 
Baja California. From sea to about 7,000 ft elevation. 
Highly aquatic, found in or near permanent fresh 
water. Often along streams with rocky beds and 
riparian growth.

High Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems, as well as the smaller 
drainage systems throughout the Planning Area that 
contain perennial sources of freshwater. Additionally, 
there are two CNDDB records (Occurrence No. 170, 
184) within the Ventura River near Foster Park.

Thamnophis sirtalis pop. 1
south coast gartersnake

None/None
G5T1T2/S1S2
SSC

Southern California coastal plain from Ventura County 
to San Diego County, and from sea level to about 850 
m. Marsh and upland habitats near permanent water 
with good strips of riparian vegetation.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems, as well as the smaller 
drainage systems throughout the Planning Area that 
contain perennial sources of freshwater. However, 
there are no CNDDB records of the species within the 
Planning Area.

Agelaius tricolor
tricolored blackbird

None/ST
G1G2/S2
SSC

Highly colonial species, most numerous in Central 
Valley and vicinity. Largely endemic to California. 
Requires open water, protected nesting substrate, and 
foraging area with insect prey within a few km of the 
colony.

Present

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems. Additionally, there is one 
recent CNDDB record (Occurrence No. 238) within the 
Ventura River approximately one mile upstream of the 
U.S. 101 North. Therefore, this species is asusmed to be 
present in the Planning Area.

Athene cunicularia
burrowing owl

None/None
G4/S2
SSC

Open, dry annual or perennial grasslands, deserts, and 
scrublands characterized by low-growing vegetation. 
Subterranean nester, dependent upon burrowing 
mammals, most notably, the California ground squirrel.

Present

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the shrub and 
annual grassland habitat types. Additionally, there is 
one recent CNDDB record (Occurrence No. 2009) 
within the planning area to the east of the Ventura 
River. Therefore, this species is asusmed to be present 
in the Planning Area.

Charadrius nivosus nivosus
western snowy plover

FT/None
G3T3/S3
SSC

Sandy beaches, salt pond levees and shores of large 
alkali lakes. Needs sandy, gravelly or friable soils for 
nesting.

Present

Potentially suitable habitat occurs within the dune and 
beach habitat along Pierpont State Beach and the Santa 
Clara River estuary and surrounding coastal beaches 
within the Planning Area. The USFWS has designated 
Critical Habitat within these areas, and there are 
documented CNDDB records at both the Santa Clara 
River estuary (Occurrence No. 41) and Pierpont State 
Beach (Occurrence No. 42). Therefore, this species is 
asusmed to be present in the Planning Area.

Birds



Coccyzus americanus occidentalis
western yellow-billed cuckoo

FT/SE
G5T2T3/S1

Riparian forest nester, along the broad, lower flood-
bottoms of larger river systems. Nests in riparian 
jungles of willow, often mixed with cottonwoods, with 
lower story of blackberry, nettles, or wild grape.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems in the Planning Area that 
contain perennial sources of freshwater. However, 
there are is only one historic CNDDB record 
(Occurrence No. 69) of the species within the Santa 
Clara River in the Planning Area, and it is considered 
possibly extirpated by the CDFW.

Elanus leucurus
white-tailed kite

None/None
G5/S3S4
FP

Rolling foothills and valley margins with scattered oaks 
and river bottomlands or marshes next to deciduous 
woodland. Open grasslands, meadows, or marshes for 
foraging close to isolated, dense-topped trees for 
nesting and perching.

Present

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the shrub, 
eucalyptus, oak woodland, riparian, and shrub habitat 
types. Although there are no CNDDB records within the 
Planning Area, there are multiple eBird occurrences in 
the Planning Area (eBird 2024). Therefore, this species 
is considered present in the Planning Area.

Empidonax traillii extimus
southwestern willow flycatcher

FE/SE
G5T2/S3

Riparian woodlands in Southern California. Moderate Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems in the Planning Area that 
contain perennial sources of freshwater. The USFWS 
has designated Critical Habitat areas within the Ventura 
and Santa Clara River systems along the southern and 
western boundaries of the Planning Area. However, 
there are no CNDDB records of the species in the 
Planning Area.

Eremophila alpestris actia
California horned lark

None/None
G5T4Q/S4
WL

Coastal regions, chiefly from Sonoma County to San 
Diego County. Also main part of San Joaquin Valley and 
east to foothills. Short-grass prairie, "bald" hills, 
mountain meadows, open coastal plains, fallow grain 
fields, alkali flats.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the shrub, annual 
grassland, and agriculture habitat types. However, 
there are no CNDDB records of the species within the 
Planning Area.

Gymnogyps californianus
California condor

FE/SE
G1/S2
FP

Require vast expanses of open savannah, grasslands, 
and foothill chaparral in mountain ranges of moderate 
altitude. Deep canyons containing clefts in the rocky 
walls provide nesting sites. Forages up to 100 miles 
from roost/nest.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Ventura Hills 
in the northern portion of the Planning Area. However, 
there are no CNDDB records of the species in the 
Planning Area, and the Planning Area does not contain 
suitable nesting habitat for the species.



Laterallus jamaicensis 
coturniculus
California black rail

None/ST
G3T1/S2
FP

Inhabits freshwater marshes, wet meadows and 
shallow margins of saltwater marshes bordering larger 
bays. Needs water depths of about 1 inch that do not 
fluctuate during the year and dense vegetation for 
nesting habitat.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems in the Planning Area that 
contain perennial sources of freshwater.  However, 
there are no CNDDB records of the species in the 
Planning Area.

Passerculus sandwichensis 
beldingi
Belding's savannah sparrow

None/SE
G5T3/S3

Inhabits coastal salt marshes, from Santa Barbara south 
through San Diego County. Nests in Salicornia on and 
about margins of tidal flats.

Low Potential

Coastal salt marshes are generally absent from the 
Planning Area, but may occur in the saline emergent 
wetland habitat along the northern bank of the Santa 
Clara River. This is a relatively small, isolated habitat 
type. Additionally, there are no CNDDB records of the 
species in the Planning Area. 

Polioptila californica californica
coastal California gnatcatcher

FT/None
G4G5T3Q/S2
SSC

Obligate, permanent resident of coastal sage scrub 
below 2500 ft in Southern California. Low, coastal sage 
scrub in arid washes, on mesas and slopes. Not all areas 
classified as coastal sage scrub are occupied.

Not Expected

Potentially suitable coastal sage scrub habitat occurs in 
the shrub habitat type. However, the Planning Area is 
north of the northern limits of the range of this species, 
and there are no CNDDB records of the species in the 
Planning Area.

Riparia riparia
bank swallow

None/ST
G5/S3

Colonial nester; nests primarily in riparian and other 
lowland habitats west of the desert. Requires vertical 
banks/cliffs with fine-textured/sandy soils near 
streams, rivers, lakes, ocean to dig nesting hole.

Not Expected

Potentially suitable riparian habitat occurs within the 
Ventura and Santa Clara River systems. However, there 
is only one extirpated CNDDB record (Occurrence No. 
114) in the Planning Area, and nesting substrate 
(vertical banks/cliffs near streams) are generally absent 
from the Planning Area.

Setophaga petechia
yellow warbler

None/None
G5/S3
SSC

Riparian plant associations in close proximity to water. 
Also nests in montane shrubbery in open conifer 
forests in Cascades and Sierra Nevada. Frequently 
found nesting and foraging in willow shrubs and 
thickets, and in other riparian plants including 
cottonwoods, sycamores, ash, and alders.

Present

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems, as well as the smaller 
drainage systems throughout the Planning Area that 
contain riparian vegetation. Additionally, there is one 
recent CNDDB record (Occurrence No. 118) in the 
Santa Clara River in the southern portion of the 
Planning Area. therefore this species is considered 
present in the Planning Area.



Sternula antillarum browni
California least tern

FE/SE
G4T2T3Q/S2
FP

Nests along the coast from San Francisco Bay south to 
northern Baja California. Colonial breeder on bare or 
sparsely vegetated, flat substrates: sand beaches, alkali 
flats, land fills, or paved areas.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs within the dune and 
beach habitat along the western boundary of the 
Planning Area. However, there are no CNDDB records 
of the species in the Planning Area.

Vireo bellii pusillus
least Bell's vireo

FE/SE
G5T2/S3

Summer resident of Southern California in low riparian 
in vicinity of water or in dry river bottoms; below 2000 
ft. Nests placed along margins of bushes or on twigs 
projecting into pathways, usually willow, Baccharis, 
mesquite.

Present

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the Santa Clara 
and Ventura River systems in the Planning Area that 
contain riparian vegetation. Additionally, there are 
multiple CNDDB records of the species in the Planning 
Area (Occurrence No.'s 128, 267, 314, 546, 547 616) 
within both the Ventura and Santa Clara Rivers. 
Therefore, this species is assumed to be present in the 
Planning Area.

Antrozous pallidus
pallid bat

None/None
G4/S3
SSC

Found in a variety of habitats including deserts, 
grasslands, shrublands, woodlands, and forests. Most 
common in open, dry habitats with rocky areas for 
roosting. Roosts in crevices of rock outcrops, caves, 
mine tunnels, buildings, bridges, and hollows of live 

High Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs throughout the 
Planning Area, with the most suitable habitat locations 
occurring in the Ventura Hills, Ventura River, and Santa 
Clara River. There is one historic CNDDB record 
(Occurrence No. 311) mapped within the Planning 

Choeronycteris mexicana
Mexican long-tongued bat

None/None
G3G4/S1
SSC

Common throughout Mexico, this species is 
occasionally found in San Diego and Imperial Counties. 
Feeds on nectar and pollen of night-blooming 
succulents. Roosts in desert canyons, caves, and rock 
crevices. Also uses abandoned buildings. canyons, deep 

High Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs throughout the 
Planning Area, with the most suitable habitat locations 
occurring in the Ventura Hills, Ventura River, and Santa 
Clara River. There is one CNDDB record (Occurrence 
No. 13) mapped within the Planning Area.

Eumops perotis californicus
western mastiff bat

None/None
G4G5T4/S3S4
SSC

Occurs in open, semi-arid to arid habitats, including 
coniferiferous and deciduous woodlands, coastal scrub, 
grasslands, and chaparral. Roosts in crevices in cliff 
faces and caves, and buildings. Roosts typically occur 
high above ground. 

High Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs throughout the 
Planning Area, with the most suitable habitat locations 
occurring in the Ventura Hills, Ventura River, and Santa 
Clara River. There is one historic CNDDB record 
(Occurrence No. 93) mapped within the Ventura River 
approximately 1 mile north of the Planning Area.

Neotoma lepida intermedia
San Diego desert woodrat

None/None
G5T3T4/S3S4
SSC

Occurs in scrub habitats of southern California from 
San Luis Obispo County to San Diego County. 

Low Potential
Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the shrub habitat 
type. However, there are no CNDDB records of the 
species within the Planning Area.

Mammals



Taxidea taxus
American badger

None/None
G5/S3
SSC

Most abundant in drier open stages of most shrub, 
forest, and herbaceous habitats, with friable soils. 
Needs sufficient food, friable soils and open, 
uncultivated ground. Preys on burrowing rodents. Digs 
burrows.

Low Potential

Potentially suitable habitat occurs in the shrub, annual 
grassland, and oak woodland habitat types. However, 
there are no CNDDB records of the species within the 
Planning Area.
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 Recirculation Not Warranted 

As presented in Chapter 3, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR, minor revisions to the Draft EIR would 
not result in new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant impacts. The Minor Revisions (Chapter 3) identifies textual modifications to the Final EIR. 
The revised text serves to amplify, correct, supplement or clarify, information in the public review 
Draft EIR. It does not substantively affect the level of impact nor the conclusions presented. 
Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not warranted. 

CEQA requires recirculation of a Draft EIR only when “significant new information” is added to a 
Draft EIR after public notice of the availability of the Draft EIR has occurred but before the EIR is 
certified (Public Resources Code Section 21092.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5). Recirculation is 
not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes 
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b)). 

The relevant portions of CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 (items a, b and e) read as follows: 

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to 
the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under 
Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term “information” can 
include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other 
information. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed 
in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or 
avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents 
have declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation include, 
for example, a disclosure showing that:  
1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 

mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.  
2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 

mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 
3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 

previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but 
the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or 
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. 

(e) A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the 
administrative record. 

The revisions to the Executive Summary and Section 2, Project Description, correct the number and 
description of potential annexation areas to reflect the five areas identified in the Draft General 
Plan. The revisions to Section 3, Environmental Setting, correct the acreage of the City’s Sphere of 
Influence from 13 to 2,112 acres. This correction reflects accurate geographic data and does not 
result in any new or more severe environmental impacts. These changes clarify the scope of 
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potential future development and ensure consistency between the EIR and the General Plan. These 
revisions are informational in nature and do not result in new or more severe environmental 
impacts. Recirculation is not required where new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or 
amplifies or makes minor modifications in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b)). 

The revisions to Section 4.4, Biological Resources, the updated references to Appendix G and the 
expanded discussion of wildlife corridors and sensitive habitat areas improve the technical accuracy 
of the section. Revisions to the environmental setting section include a description of 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas and revisions to the regulatory setting section to clarify the 
California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 are informational in nature and do not result in new or 
more severe environmental impacts. Recirculation is not required where new information added to 
the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes minor modifications in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5(b)). 

Additionally, Mitigation Measures BIO-6 through BIO-9 were revised or added to reflect current 
agency guidance and best practices. These include daily fence inspections, updated bird nesting 
survey protocols, expanded survey windows for Crotch’s bumblebee, and new best management 
practices for monarch butterfly habitat. These revisions clarify and amplify the standards 
established by the mitigation measures and would not result in any secondary or otherwise 
undisclosed effect. The addition of Mitigation Measure BIO-9 would not result in a substantial 
increase in the severity of an environmental impact, nor a new significant environmental impact 
that would result from the revised mitigation. The revisions to special-status species tables using the 
most current CNDDB data and the correction of appendix references from Appendix E to Appendix 
G. The revised Appendix G now includes updated tables identifying special-status animal and plant 
species with potential to occur in the Planning Area, along with their habitat requirements. These 
clarifications improve the technical accuracy of the EIR but do not result in any new or more severe 
environmental impacts.  

The revision to Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, clarifies the status of the Local Coastal Program 
and its relation to the Draft General Plan. This addition is informational in nature and does not result 
in new or more severe environmental impacts.  

The revisions to Appendix A update the title to “Appendix A: NOP, Scoping Comments, and 
Cumulative Projects List” and include the addition of the Ventura County Planning Division’s NOP 
comment letter. Appendix G showing Potential to Occur (PTO) tables using the most current CNDDB 
data is included as an appendix to the Final EIR as it was inadvertently omitted from some copies of 
the Draft EIR. These updates enhance the technical accuracy of the analysis and do not result in any 
new or more severe environmental impacts. 

The revisions and updates to a number of the Draft General Plan’s text, maps, policies and 
implementation programs as noted in Table 2 of Section 3.2, Revisions to the General Plan, of this 
Final EIR, merely supplement and clarify information based on public comment received during the 
public comment period for the General Plan. The changes would not significantly change the 
findings and environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Rather the changes help to clarify, 
supplement and enhance the General Plan (including policies and implementation programs) and 
the impact analysis and findings in the Draft EIR.  

The information added to this Final EIR noted in this section above supplements, clarifies, amplifies, 
and corrects information in the Draft EIR. The City has reviewed the information in the Revisions to 
the Draft EIR and has determined that it does not change any of the basic findings or conclusions of 
the EIR, does not constitute “significant new information” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
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15088.5, and does not require recirculation of the Draft EIR. This decision is supported by 
substantial evidence provided in this EIR. 
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