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1. Corrections and Additions

1.
1.1

Corrections and Additions

Overview

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section §15088.5 requires:
(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is
added to the EIR after public notice of its availability … “significant new information”
requiring recirculation includes, 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.
Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely
clarifies of amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in the adequate EIR.
If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need
only recirculate the chapters or portions that have been modified.
Recirculation of an EIR requires notice pursuant to Section 15087, and consultation
pursuant to Section 15086.
A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the
administrative record.

New information is “significant” if, as a result of the additional information, “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.”
Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. 864 P.2d 502, 510 (1993) (Laurel
Heights II). CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(a). Recirculation is not mandated when the new information
merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes and insignificant modification to an adequate draft EIR.
(Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova, 150 P.3d 709 (2007) (quoting
Laurel Heights II, 864 P.2d at 510); see also Marin Mun. Water Dist. v. KG Land California Corp., 235
Cal.App.3d 1652, 1667 (1991) (citing Sutter Sensible Planning v. Board of Supervisors 122 Cal.App.3d
813 (1981)).
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1. Corrections and Additions

In response to written comments received, changes have been made to the EIR. Additional
information has been identified in written comments to the Draft EIR and responded to in
Section 2, Responses to Comments, of this Final EIR. These changes made since publication of the
Draft EIR do not substantially affect the analysis contained in the Draft EIR, do not result in a
substantial increase in the severity of a significant impact identified in the Draft EIR, and do not
change the conclusions in any way.
All of the written comments to the Draft EIR, as well as these Corrections and Additions to the
Draft EIR have been carefully reviewed to determine whether recirculation of the Draft EIR is
required. All of the new information in these Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, and in
the comments and in the responses to comments merely clarify or amplify or make insignificant
modifications to an adequate Draft EIR. Therefore, the Draft EIR need not be recirculated prior to
certification.

1.2

Changes to the Draft EIR

Changes to the Draft EIR are identified below by the corresponding Draft EIR section and
subsection, if applicable, and the page number. Additions are in underline and deletions are
shown in strikethrough format.

Table of Contents
Page vii, under the subheading Appendices, the text is revised as follows:

4.2

Air Quality

One technical report is added to the Draft EIR:

Health Risk Assessment, Meridian Consultants, December 19, 2016.
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2.
Comment
Letter
From

Responses to Comments
Dated

Page

A1

County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency,
Planning Division

September 27, 2016

26

A2

County of Ventura

September 23, 2016

28

A3

County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency

November 7, 2016

32

A4

Ventura County Watershed Protection District

October 31, 2016

34

A5

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District

October 31, 2016

38

A6

County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency,
Planning Division

November 4, 2016

42

A7

Department of Transportation, State of California

November 9, 2016

46

A8

Governor’s Office of Planning, State of California

November 4, 2016

48

B1

Jensen Design & Survey, Inc.

November 4, 2016

52

B2

Chumash Native American Tribe

December 5, 2016

80
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Comment Letter A1
County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
September 27, 2016
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Response to Comment Letter A1
County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
September 27, 2016
A1-1

The comment is general in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as a part of the record and made available to
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Comment Letter A2
County of Ventura
September 23, 2016
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Response to Comment Letter A2
County of Ventura
September 23, 2016
A2-1

The comment letter is a Notification of Availability of The Grove Specific Plan Draft EIR. The
letter requests that all comments be submitted by December 7, 2016 and notes the availability
and location of the document. The comment is general in nature and does not raise an
environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as a part of
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed
Project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further
response is required.
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Comment Letter A2 (continued)
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Comment Letter A3
County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency
November 7, 2016

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

The Grove Specific Plan Project Final EIR
32

2. Responses to Comments

Response to Comment Letter A3
County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency
November 7, 2016
A3-1

The City acknowledges receipt of the County of Ventura’s comment letters. This cover letter
does not pertain specifically to comments made in the Draft EIR proposed for this Project. No
further response is required.

A3-2

The City acknowledges that responses to comments will be sent directly to the commenter. This
cover letter does not pertain specifically to comments made in the Draft EIR proposed for this
Project. No further response is required.
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Comment Letter A4
Ventura County Watershed Protection District
October 31, 2016
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Response to Comment Letter A4
Ventura County Watershed Protection District
October 31, 2016
A4-1

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR and does not raise an
environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comments will be included as part of
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed
Project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further
response is required.

A4-2

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR and does not raise an
environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comments will be included as part of
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed
Project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further
response is required.
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Comment Letter A4 (continued)
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A4-3

The Grove Specific Plan Draft EIR, page 4.9-17 specifically states:
The Tentative Tract Map (TTM 5626) was accepted as complete by the City of Ventura on
September 2, 2011; therefore, mitigation measures pursuant to MS4 permit No. 09-0057
apply to this Project.
To comply with the NPDES requirements for storm water treatment, some of the site’s
runoff will be treated by proposed bio-swales filters. These filters will treat the
Stormwater Quality Design Flow (SQDF) which is equivalent to 10% of the developed 50year peak flow. Refer to Figure 4.9-3, Developed Conditions Treatment Area, for location
of these bio-swales and corresponding treatment flows.
Treatment for the majority of the proposed streets and alleys will be provided by means
of pervious pavements. These treatment facilities will be designed to treat the Stormwater
Quality Design Volume (SQDV). Refer to Figure 4.9-3, Developed Conditions Treatment
Area, for location of the pervious pavement.
Additional treatment for runoff generated for proposed structures will be provided by
means of grass strip filters.
All of these treatment measures will be designed based on the methodology described in the
Ventura County Technical Guidance Manual. Detail Calculations and description of these
treatment measures can be found in Appendix G to the Preliminary Hydrology and Hydraulic
Report dated October 8, 2012 (Appendix 4.9 in the Draft EIR).
The preliminary drainage system for this Project has been designed to meet the requirements of
the City of Ventura, using the methods proscribed in the County of Ventura Hydrology
Manual. All structures should be protected from the 100-year storm. On-site bio-swales and
pervious pavement will provide the necessary storm water treatment. The detention basin will
prevent runoff from the site from exceeding the undeveloped runoff amounts and create no
significant impact.

A4-4

The Preliminary Hydrology and Hydraulic Report is included in the Draft Grove Specific Plan
EIR, Volume 3, Appendices. The City acknowledges the Ventura County Watershed Protection
District and input. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.
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Comment Letter A5
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
October 31, 2016
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Response to Comment Letter A5
Ventura County Watershed Protection District
October 31, 2016
A5-1

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR and does not raise an
environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comments will be included as part of
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed
Project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further
response is required.

A5-2

This comment requests that a construction health risk assessment be conducted to determine
potential health risks to nearby sensitive receptors, citing the Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) 2015 Hot Spot Guidance and the TAC section of the District’s
website.
It should be noted that VCAPCD has not adopted quantitative thresholds of significance for
construction emissions, because VCAPCD considers such emissions are temporary. Rather,
VCAPCD recommends implementation of emission and dust control requirements for all
construction projects with ROC or NOX emissions over 25 pounds per day. As shown in the
Draft EIR, construction emissions from the proposed Project would exceed 25 pounds per day
for ROC and NOX. Therefore, Mitigation Measure MM AQ-1 was determined to be necessary to
reduce the construction emissions consistent with VCAPCD recommendations. This comment
does not challenge or propose to revise MM AQ-1, and offers no additional Project-specific
mitigation measures. MM AQ-1 would serve to minimize the generation of fugitive dust and
exhaust (PM10 and PM2.5), ROC, and NOX during construction activities.
The OEHHA Risk Assessment Guidelines (February 2015) cited in the comment was prepared
by OEHHA to provide uniform methodologies and air modeling protocols to address toxic air
hazards for use in facility health risk assessments conducted pursuant to the Air Toxics Hot
Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (California Health and Safety Code §44300 et seq.).
The Health Risk Assessment Guidelines developed by OEHHA were generally not intended for
non-point source operations such as a mobile source construction equipment.
Although the OEHHA Risk Assessment Guidelines acknowledge that local air pollution control
districts sometimes use the risk assessment guidelines for the Hot Spots program in permitting
decisions for short-term projects such as construction or waste site remediation, the Ventura
County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines (October 2003) do not contain any guidance on
how to conduct air dispersion modeling for mobile source construction equipment, operating
with varying and intermittent emission rates, across varying locations on-site, operating less
than 8 hours per day for 5 days per week, and for approximately 24 months. As acknowledged
in the OEHHA Risk Assessment Guidelines (at page 8-17), “[t]here is considerable uncertainty
in trying to evaluate the cancer risk from projects that will only last a small fraction of a lifetime.
There are some studies indicating that dose rate changes the potency of a given dose of a
carcinogenic chemical. In others words, a dose delivered over a short time period may have a
different potency than the same dose delivered over a lifetime.”

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

The Grove Specific Plan Project Final EIR
39

2. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter A5 (continued)
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OEHHA recommends that an exposure duration (residency time) of 30 years be used to
estimate individual cancer risk for the maximally exposed individual resident. The Project’s
short-term construction activities of fewer than 2 years would consist of mobile source
construction equipment operating with varying and intermittent emission rates, across varying
locations on-site, and operating less than 8 hours per day for 5 days a week. As such,
conducting a short-term (fewer than 2 years) construction health risk assessment would be
speculative. The Draft EIR adequately estimated the construction emissions, disclosing that
construction emissions from the proposed Project would exceed 25 pounds per day for ROC
and NOX. Therefore, Mitigation Measure MM AQ-1 was determined to be necessary to reduce
the construction emissions consistent with VCAPCD recommendations. This comment does not
challenge or propose to revise MM AQ-1, and offers no additional Project-specific mitigation
measures. MM AQ-1 would serve to minimize the generation of fugitive dust and exhaust
(PM10 and PM2.5), ROC, and NOX during construction activities. No further response is required.
A5-3

This comment requests that the summertime emissions be presented in addition to the
wintertime emissions. The wintertime emissions were summarized in the Draft EIR because
they are generally the worst-case generation of emissions. It should be noted that the
summertime emissions were included in Appendix 4.3 to the Draft EIR. The summertime
emissions have been summarized below for construction and operation. When compared to the
wintertime emissions summarized in the Draft EIR, the summertime emissions are slightly
reduced for ROC NOX and CO, and do not change for PM2.5 or PM10.

Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions – Summertime
Emissions in Pounds per Day
Construction Phase and Year
ROC
NOX
CO
SOX
PM10
Phase 1 – Year 2017
6.16
69.66
47.58
0.06
6.29
Phase 1 – Year 2018
25.41
44.08
39.86
0.07
3.78
Phase 2 – Year 2018
2.94
24.32
20.77
0.04
2.11
Phase 2 – Year 2019
22.61
38.79
37.26
0.06
3.07

PM2.5
4.60
2.76
1.58
2.32

Note: Emissions reflect the maximum daily total for each phase/year. It is assumed Phase 2 would begin after the completion of Phase 1
and there would be no overlap between the buildout phases. Calculations assume watering twice daily for fugitive dust suppression.
CalEEMod data provided in Appendix 4.3 to Draft EIR.

Daily Operational Emissions – Summertime
Emissions in Pounds per Day
Emissions Source
ROG
NOX
CO
SOX
PM10
Phase 1 Emissions (150 units in 2018)
Area Sources
4.69
0.14
12.46
<0.01
0.07
Energy Demand
0.07
0.57
0.24
<0.01
0.05
Mobile (Motor Vehicles)
2.99
7.18
29.80
0.08
5.98
Total Phase 1 Emissions
7.75
7.89
42.51
0.08
6.09
Phase 2 Emissions (100 units in 2019)
Area Sources
3.12
0.10
8.29
<0.01
0.05
Energy Demand
0.04
0.38
0.16
<0.01
0.03
Mobile (Motor Vehicles)
1.88
4.44
18.49
0.05
3.98
Total Phase 2 Emissions
5.04
4.91
26.94
0.06
4.05
Total Emissions (Both Phases - 250 units)
12.79
12.80
69.45
0.14
10.14

PM2.5
0.07
0.05
1.66
1.77
0.05
0.03
1.10
1.18
2.95

Notes: Assumes all hearth would be natural gas. Data reflects highest emissions from either summer or winter. Columns may not add
due to model rounding. CalEEMod data provided in Appendix 4.3 to Draft EIR.
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Comment Letter A6
County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
November 4, 2016
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Response to Comment Letter A6
County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
November 4, 2016
A6-1

The comment states that nesting birds and roosting bats have been successfully incorporated
into the Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed record.

A6-2

The County acknowledges that although there are no specific legal protections for the Monarch
butterfly at the state or federal level, their overwintering sites are tracked by CNDDB. In
addition, three overwintering sites are within 1 mile of the proposed Project site, one of which is
presumed active and located approximately one-quarter mile from the Project site. As the Draft
EIR states, there are large trees on or directly adjacent to the subject property that could support
overwintering populations. The Draft EIR will be revised to acknowledge the proximity of the
Monarch butterfly and the potential for supporting populations. Mitigation for the Monarch
butterfly is as follows:
If construction activities are to occur within the vicinity of large trees that could support
overwintering monarchs, pre-construction surveys should be conducted to ensure
construction activities do not remove or significantly disturb an active roost site. The
monarch overwintering period is typically October 1 through March 1.
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Comment Letter A6 (continued)
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A6-3

The comment does not address the content of the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, the comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the proposed Project. However, because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Comment Letter A7
Department of Transportation, State of California
November 9, 2016
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Response to Comment Letter A7
County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
November 4, 2016
A7-1

The comment states that “Ventura County has not yet reviewed the tract map.” The comment
also notes that Caltrans must issue an encroachment permit for the retaining wall. All permits
to grading and improvements must be must be secured by the City of Ventura prior to issuance
of permits.

A7-2

The comment notes that all heavy equipment must secure a Caltrans transportation permit.
Additionally, Caltrans recommends that large size trips be relegated to off-peak hours. The
Draft EIR, The Grove Specific Plan, page 4.15-17 states that: “Existing mitigation measure
requires project applicants/developers to prepare a Traffic Control Plan for implementation
during the construction phase, as deemed necessary by the City Traffic Engineer, which
would ensure that the Ventura Police Department is aware of temporary roadway closures
due to construction activities and alternative travel.” This measure will satisfy the requests
of Caltrans.

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

The Grove Specific Plan Project Final EIR
47

2. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter A8
Governor’s Office of Planning, State of California
November 10, 2016
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Response to Comment Letter A8
County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
November 4, 2016
A8-1

The letter from the State Clearinghouse acknowledges that the City of Ventura has satisfied the
review requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act. No further response is required.
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Comment Letter A8 (continued)
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Comment Letter B1
Jensen Design & Survey, Inc.
November 4, 2016
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Response to Comment Letter B1
Jensen Design & Survey, Inc.
November 4, 2016
B1-1

The suggested change has been made and can be found in the “Changed Pages” portion of the
Final EIR (page 9). The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.

B1-2

The comment requests that reference to the Design Review Committee approving the Project in
August 2014 be acknowledged. The Draft EIR, on page 3-16, acknowledges the requested
information. No further changes need be made.

B1-3

The visual simulations requested are attached to this Response (beginning on page 70). The
inclusion of the visual simulations did not change the conclusions of the Draft EIR. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the proposed Project.

B1-4

Draft EIR, page 4.2-12 has been revised to reflect that the Project is not a part of SOAR. This
change can be found in the Changed Pages (page 10) section of the Final EIR. The comment will
be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the proposed Project.

B1-5

The comment restates the pertinent sections within the Draft EIR. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the proposed Project.
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Comment Letter B1 (continued)
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B1-6

The Olivas Park Extension Draft EIR recently processed a conservation easement through the
City of Ventura at a ratio of 1:1 replacement (page 4.2-14). While processing the conservation
easement has not been implemented by the City, it is still an adopted mitigation measure
expected to be realized by the City. The comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.

B1-7

The City does not concur that an agricultural conservation easement (ACE) is compensatory
mitigation, and that it is a substantial reduction of the impact. The City concluded that the
impact is significant and unavoidable as stated on Draft EIR, page 4.2-15. The Applicant
reiterates CEQA, which requires that all feasible mitigation that can avoid or substantially
reduce an impact be adopted. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.

B1-8

The City believes that precedence has been set with the Olivas Park Extension Draft EIR, which
requires the provision of mitigation for the loss of significant agricultural land. There is no
justification of modifying Mitigation Measure MM Ag-1. The comment will be included as part
of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
proposed Project.

B1-9

The cases cited hold that while ACEs are one mitigation option, there is no requirement than an
EIR include an ACE as a mitigatin measure. The findings in an EIR are unique to a given
project’s circumstances. Therefore, what might be applicable in another jurisdiction does not
automaticallt relate to Ventura. No modifications to Mitigation Measure MM Ag-1 will be
required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.
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Comment Letter B1 (continued)
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B1-10 The City of Ventura has agricultural land inside and outside of its municipal boundary. The
City believes that precedence has been set with the Olivas Park Extension Draft EIR by
addressing the loss of significant agricultural land. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed
Project.
B1-11 The comment outlines the parameters regarding the case of Masonite Corp. v County of
Mendocino, allowing for ACEs to be accommodated in either regional or statewide. Please see
Response B1-10 above. The information provided does not change the information in the Draft
EIR. Nonetheless, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.
B1-12 Please see Responses B1-10 and B1-11.
B1-13 Please see Responses B1-10 and B1-11.
B1-14 Please see Responses B1-10 and B1-11.
B1-15 The commenter requests modification to Mitigation Measure MM Ag-1 to request a reduced
area subject to mitigation (19.8 acres) and to allow for the contributions to a stewardship for the
permanent preserve of agricultural land. The acreage of land that must be accounted for is 26.51
acres (Draft EIR, 4.2-1). Furthermore, the City wants to protect its Prime agricultural lands, and
a land stewardship, mitigation of land potentially located many miles away, would not further
preservation of agricultural land in the community.

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

The Grove Specific Plan Project Final EIR
57

2. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter B1 (continued)
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B1-16 The Applicant has stated that certain changes to the environment could place incompatible uses
next to existing farmland, which could lead to future conversion of that land to non-agricultural
uses. CEQA discourages speculation in determining impacts. CEQA Guidelines §15145,
Speculation, states: “If, after thorough investigation, a Lead Agency finds that a particular
impact is too speculative, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the
impact.” What might become an impact if uses are placed near each other is speculative, and
would serve no substantive import to the Project. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed
Project.
B1-17 The comment suggests that certain vegetables and flowers could impact top value crop
production. This input is fiscal in nature and does not impact the environment. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the proposed Project.
B1-18 The CEQA Guidelines define “project” to mean “the whole of the action” that may result in
either a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment. The
project is therefore analyzed in its entirety and will not exclude portions of the land that the
applicant believe are not strictly farmable. See also Response to Comment B1-17.
B1-19 See Responses to Comments B1-9, B1-10, and B1-11.
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Comment Letter B1 (continued)
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B1-20 The Draft EIR, page 4.5-16 has been revised to acknowledge that the Cultural Heritage Board
has determined that the existing structure need not be preserved. The suggested change has
been made and can be found in the Changed Pages section (page 15) of the Final EIR. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the proposed Project.
B1-21 Draft EIR, page 4.5-9 and 4.5-10 have been revised to delete information with regard to John
Broome. The suggested change has been made and can be found in the Changed Pages section
(page 13) of the Final EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.
B1-22 The linear park/bike path system and the pedestrian walkway system are a part of the Draft
EIR, Project Description, page 3-11. No further response is required.

B1-23 Beginning on page 4-11-15, the Draft EIR states:
Acceptable noise levels are found within the middle of the site, but those residences
proposed to be located nearest the freeways would be subject to disturbing noise levels.
The sound barrier along the north property line previously proposed at 12 feet in height
can be reduced to 10 feet in height. However, since the preparation of the Noise Study
update, the location of the noise wall has been placed closer to State Route 126, and the
ultimate height shall be determined by a final update to the noise analysis. For the
purposes of the impact discussion, the wall height could be anticipated to be as high as 12
feet as determined by previous Rincon study. This height would achieve the needed
future noise reduction because of the difference in the location of the barrier relative to an
exterior observer within the backyards of the northern units in the site plan. Use of the
Barrier Design feature in the TNM also indicated that the barrier extending southward at
the edges of Lots 23 and 32 do not contain a measureable effect on sound level reduction
and therefore are not needed for sound control. The sound barrier does not provide noise
attenuation for second floor interior areas.
The proposed 8-foot-high sound wall along the western property line and extending east
to west at Lot 22 is adequate to meet noise reduction needs. Lot 33 is potentially exposed
to high sound levels by the “gap” formed by proposed Public Park A1; however, the
analysis indicates that the sound walls and the shielding effects of the proposed structures
would achieve the 65 CNEL exterior for that lot.
The 8-foot-high sound wall along the west property line would meet the noise reduction
needs of Lot 1 at the southwest corner of the site as currently designed. The “garden wall”
for Lot 58 should be seven feet in height to provide that the backyard with sufficient noise
reduction to meet the future 65 CNEL exterior criteria. The southernmost apartment
building is exposed to high sound noise levels from US 101 on its westernmost side. No
practical method is available to shield exterior balconies that face to the south.
The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers
prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.
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B1-24 The Draft EIR has been revised in the following manner:
The project provides a combination of park facilities and dedication of linear parks, which do
contribute towards General Plan Policy 6A: Expand the park and trail network to link shoreline,
hillside and watershed areas. Actions 6.1 and 6.9 distinguish the difference between developing
parks to meet citizens needs and dedication of land for connectivity within the Linear Park
System.
The implementation of Municipal Code Section 26.150.110 relates the Quimby Act, which the
calculation of fees is based on an inventory of parkland including Mini Park Use,
Neighborhood, Service Area and City-wide Park Use areas. Special Use Facilities as identified
in General Plan Table 6-2, such as the Linear Parks Network, the Olivas Adobe Historical Park,
the Surfers Point at Seaside Park, and the Seaside Wilderness Park are not used as part of the
total park acreage standard per population pursuant to the Quimby Act. City Council
Resolution No. 2015-028 establishes the basis for the 4.6 acres per 1,000 population standard
from the City of Ventura’s 494.49 acres of parkland inventory. Therefore, linear parks and other
Special Use Facilities are not eligible to receive credits according to the Quimby Ordinance.
B1-25 The commenter is correct that, according to the proposed 250 maximum number of units within
The Grove Specific Plan, 2.96 acres of parks would be required per the Quimby Ordinance. The
commentor’s statement that the Project provides 4.38 acres of public parks is not incorrect.
However, the linear park portion of that acreage is not included in the park area subject to
Section 26.150.110. The evaluation of park land eligible for Quimby Ordinance credit occurs as
part of the final map and improvement plan review by the Public Works Department prior to
improvement plan approval and map recordation.

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

The Grove Specific Plan Project Final EIR
62

2. Responses to Comments

[this page intentionally blank]

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

The Grove Specific Plan Project Final EIR
63

2. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter B1 (continued)
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B1-26 See Response B1-25 above.
B1-27 As noted in Draft EIR, page 4.14-7, the applicant has reserved an open space area for a potential
pedestrian and bike bridge connection to the El Camino Real Park to the north of and over
SR-126.
B1-28 Draft EIR, page 4.15-17 has been revised to acknowledge the two separate ways to access the
Thille neighborhood. The suggested change has been made and can be found in the Changed
Pages section (page 18) of the Final EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.
B1-29 The City has determined that no changes to the Draft EIR are warranted based on this
comment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.
At page 4.16-22, the Draft EIR states, “According to the developer, records indicate that State
Well No. 02122W07P01S serves the existing use, and the past 10-year well production average
has been 59.36 acre-feet per year for the on-site irrigation.” At page 4.16-40, the Draft EIR states,
“The estimated water demand for this project is 81.33 AFY.” At page 4.16-40, the Draft EIR
Mitigation Measures include: “Based on these findings, the proposed development project will
be reevaluated at the time building permits are issued and building permits will be issued
contingent upon an adequate water supply available for this Project.”
The project location overlies the Mound Groundwater Basin. The City’s Water Rights
Dedication and Water Resource Net Zero Policy, at Section 22.180.020 of the San Buenaventura
Municipal Code, defines a Water Right/Credit for property within the Mound Groundwater
Basin as “determined based on the past 10 years of approved/official documented pumping
records.” Additionally, the Policy states that water quality shall be accounted for when
calculating the Water Resource Net Zero Fee. Given that the current estimated water demand
for this project is 81.33 AFY and the estimated past 10-year well production average is 59.36
AFY, the property’s groundwater rights may not completely offset the projected water demand
at time of building permit issuance. The applicant can submit any information it deems
pertinent at the time of evaluation for compliance with the Water Rights Dedication and Water
Resource Net Zero Policy.
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Comment Letter B1 (continued)
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Comment Letter B1 (continued)

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

The Grove Specific Plan Project Final EIR
67

2. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter B1 (continued)
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Comment Letter B1 (continued)
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Visual Rendering Simulations
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Comment Letter B2
Chumash Native American Tribe
December 5, 2016
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Response to Comment Letter B2
Chumash Native American Tribe
December 5, 2016
B-2-1

Although there is no indication that there are remains or artifacts on the Project site, a trained
Native American Monitor shall be placed on-site during excavation activities to monitor the
movement of soil. Documentation shall be completed in a daily record noting sections and
depths recorded (page 4).

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

The Grove Specific Plan Project Final EIR
81

3. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

3.
3.1

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Purpose

The Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) has been prepared in conformance with §21081.6 of the
California Environmental Quality Act. It is the intent of this program to 1) verify satisfaction of the
required mitigation measures of the EIR; 2) provide a methodology to document implementation of
the required mitigation; 3) provide a record of the Monitoring Program; 4) identify monitoring
responsibility; 5) establish administrative procedures for the clearance of mitigation measures;
6) establish the frequency and duration of monitoring; and 7) utilize existing review processes
wherever feasible.

3.2

Introduction

The Mitigation Monitoring Program describes the procedures that will be used to implement the
mitigation measures adopted in connection with the approval of the Project and the methods of
monitoring such actions. A Monitoring Program is necessary only for impacts which would be
significant if not mitigated. The following consists of a monitoring program table noting the
responsible entity for mitigation monitoring, the timing, and a list of all Project-related mitigation
measures.
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3.3

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Matrix

Mitigation Measure

Impact – Agricultural Resources

Mitigation Monitoring
Timing

MM Ag-1 – Agricultural Conservation Easement. Mitigation shall be provided for Prior to development
the loss of state-designated Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide
activity
Importance in existence at the time property in the Project area containing
such state-designated Farmland is developed. Applicants seeking to develop
such state-designated Farmland may cause to be set aside in perpetuity
agricultural lands of equivalent acreage (a 1:1 ratio) and with soil and farming
conditions equivalent or superior to the state-designated Farmland that the
applicant seeks to convert to other uses. The applicant shall either purchase
one or more permanent, irreversible agricultural easements for the benefit of
the City or other qualifying entity acceptable to the City, or contribute funds to
a local, regional, or statewide organization or agency whose purpose includes
the acquisition and stewardship of agricultural easements, to be earmarked for
the purchase of permanent, irreversible agricultural easements. The protected
acreage equal to the total acreage of, and of equivalent soil and farming
conditions to, the state-designated Farmland within the entire Specific Plan
area to be converted shall be set aside prior to the commencement of any
development activity, including grading permits or recordation of final map,
whichever occurs first.

Impact – Air Quality

MM AQ-1 – The following control measures provided in the most recent version of
the Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines (October 2003)
pursuant to Mitigation Measure AQ-3 of the 2005 General Plan Final EIR
would minimize the generation of fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5), ROC, and
NOX during construction activities and shall be implemented during
construction:
1. To reduce impacts associated with NOx emissions (a precursor to
ozone) the following measures shall be implemented:
a. Equipment idling time should be minimized;
b. Equipment engines should be maintained in good condition and in
proper tune, as per manufacture’s specifications;
c. During the smog seasons (May through October), the construction
period should be lengthened so as to minimize the number of
vehicles and equipment operating at the same time;
Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
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Responsible
Monitoring Entity

Planning Department

Conduct field investigation Department of Public
to ensure that these or
Works/City Engineer
equivalently effective
emission controls are
enforced.

Timing

Status of
Implementation

Prior to issuance of
grading permits or
recordation of final map

During grading and
construction
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Mitigation Measure
d. Alternatively fueled construction equipment, such as compressed
natural gas, liquefied natural gas, or electric, should be used if
feasible.
2. During clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation operation,
excessive fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by regular watering,
paving construction roads, or other dust preventive measures using the
following procedures:
a. All material excavated or graded shall be sufficiently watered to
prevent excessive amounts of dust. Watering shall occur at least
twice daily with complete coverage, preferably in the late morning
and after work is done for the day, so that water penetrates
sufficiently to minimize fugitive dust during grading activities.
Reclaimed water should be used if available;
b. All graded and excavated material, exposed soil areas, and active
portions of the construction site, including unpaved roadways onsite, should be treated to prevent fugitive dust. Measures may
include watering, application of environmentally-safe soil
stabilization materials, and/or roll-compaction as appropriate;
c. Graded and/or excavated inactive areas of the construction site
should be monitored at least weekly for dust stabilization. If a
portion of the site is inactive for over four days, soil on-site should
be stabilized;
d. Signs should be posted limiting on-site traffic to 15 miles per hour;
e. All clearing, grading earth moving, or excavation activities shall
cease during period of high winds (i.e., greater than 20 mph
averaged over one hour) so as to prevent excessive amounts of
dust;
f. All material transported off site shall be either sufficiently watered or
securely covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust pursuant to
California Vehicle Code §23114;
g. Respiratory protection shall be used by all employees in
accordance with California Division of Occupational Safety and
Health regulations;
h. Measures to reduce the fungus that causes Valley Fever should
include the following:
i. Facemasks should be worn on employees involved in grading
or excavation operations during dry period to reduce inhalation
of dust.
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Timing

Status of
Implementation
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Mitigation Measure
ii. Employment should be restricted to persons with positive
coccidioidin skin tests.
iii. Crews should be hired from local populations where possible,
since it is more likely that they have previously been exposed
to the fungus and are therefore immune.
iv. Cabs of grading and construction equipment should be airconditioned.
v. Crews should work upwind from excavation sites.
vi. Construction roads should be paved.
vii. Weed growth should be controlled by mowing instead of
discing.
viii. The access way into the Project site should be paved or
treated with environmentally-safe dust control agents during
rough grading and construction.
ix. The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earth moving, or
excavation operations should be minimized so as to prevent
excessive amounts of dust.
3. After clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation operations, and
during construction activities, fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled
using the following procedures:
a. All inactive portions of the construction site shall be seeded and
watered until grass cover is grown;
b. All active portions of the construction site shall be sufficiently
watered to prevent excessive amounts of dust.
4. At all times, fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by assuring that
streets adjacent to the Project site shall be swept as needed to remove
silt, which may be accumulated from construction activities so as to
prevent excessive amounts of dust. Construction activities should utilize
new technologies to control ozone precursor emissions as they become
available and feasible. Streets must be swept at least once a day,
preferably at the end of the day, if visible soil material is carried over to
adjacent streets and roads.

Impact – Biological Resources

MM Bio-1 – Active nests of native bird species are protected by the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 704) and the California Fish and Game Code (§3503). If
activities associated with construction or grading of previously undeveloped
parcels are planned during the bird nesting/breeding season, generally
January through March for early nesting birds (e.g., Coopers hawks or
Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
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Mitigation Monitoring
Timing

Responsible
Monitoring Entity

Prior to development
Planning Department
activity, January through
March, and from midMarch through September

Timing

Status of
Implementation

Prior to issuance of
grading permits or
recordation of final map
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Mitigation Measure
hummingbirds) and from mid-March through September for most bird species,
the applicant shall have a qualified biologist conduct surveys for active nests.
To determine the presence/absence of active nests, pre-construction nesting
bird surveys shall be conducted weekly, beginning 30 days prior to initiation of
ground disturbing activities, with the last survey conducted no more than three
days prior to the start of clearance/construction work. If ground-disturbing
activities are delayed, additional pre-construction surveys shall be conducted
so that no more than three days have elapsed between the survey and
ground-disturbing activities.

Mitigation Monitoring
Timing

Responsible
Monitoring Entity

Timing

Status of
Implementation

Surveys shall include examination of trees, shrubs, and the ground for nesting
birds. Several bird species such as killdeer and night hawks are known to nest
on bare ground. Protected bird nests that are found within or adjacent to the
construction zone shall be protected by a buffer deemed suitable by a qualified
biologist, and verified by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.
Typically, a 300-foot buffer is required for most species and a 500-foot buffer
for raptor species. Buffer areas shall be delineated with orange construction
fencing or other exclusionary material that would inhibit access within the
buffer zone. Installation of the exclusionary material delineating the buffer zone
shall be verified by a qualified biologist prior to initiation of construction
activities.
The buffer zone shall remain intact and maintained while the nest is active (i.e.
occupied or being constructed by the adult bird(s)) and until young birds have
fledged and no continued use of the nest is observed, as determined by a
qualified biologist.
MM Bio-2 – If construction activities are to occur within the vicinity of large trees
that could support overwintering monarch butterflies, pre-construction surveys
should be conducted to ensure that construction activities do not remove or
significantly disturb an active roost site. The overwintering period for monarch
butterflies is typically October 1 through March 1.

Impact – Cultural Resources

MM CR-1 – If human remains are encountered during excavation and grading
During construction
activities within the Project site, the contractor shall stop such activities. In the
event of accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains there shall
be no further excavation or disturbance of the subject site or any nearby areas
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains and the following
steps shall be taken:
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Mitigation Monitoring
Mitigation Measure
Timing
1. The coroner of the City in which the remains are discovered must be
contacted to determine that no investigation of the cause of death is
required; and, If the remains are of Native American origin, either of the
following steps shall be taken:
a. The coroner should contact the Native American Heritage
Commission in order to ascertain the proper descendants from the
deceased individual. The coroner should make a recommendation
to the landowner or the person responsible for the excavation work,
for means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the
human remains and any associated grave goods, which may
include obtaining a qualified archaeologist or team of archaeologists
to properly excavate the human remains.
b. Implementing or local agencies or authorized representatives
should retain a Native American monitor, and an archaeologist, if
recommended by the Native American monitor, and rebury the
Native American human remains and any associated grave goods,
with appropriate dignity, on the property and in a location that is not
subject to further subsurface disturbance when any of the following
conditions occurs:
1. The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to
identify a descendent.
2. The descendant identified fails to make a recommendation.
The implementing agency or its authorized representative rejects the
recommendation of the descendant, and the mediation by the Native American
Heritage Commission fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner.
MM CR-2 – A trained Native American Monitor shall be placed on-site during
During soil movement
excavation activities to monitor the movement of soil. Documentation shall be activities
completed in a daily record noting sections and depths recorded.

Impact – Geological Resources

MM Geo-1 – All mitigation measures recommended in the August 26, 2005
Prior to development
General Plan EIR and the January 4, 2011 GeoLabs Geotechnical Report shall activity
be incorporated into the Project.

Impact – Hazards

MM Haz-1 – The structures on-site were constructed prior to 1981. Based on the
age of construction, building materials in on-site structures may contain
asbestos containing materials (ACM), and certain building materials are
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Responsible
Monitoring Entity

Timing

Building Department

Prior to issuance of
grading permits.

Building Department

Prior to issuance of
grading

Building Department

Prior to issuance of
grading

Status of
Implementation
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Mitigation Measure
presumed to contain ACM (PACM), unless testing has shown otherwise. As of
October 1, 1995, OSHA made building owners responsible for complying with
the asbestos construction standard, for buildings built in 1981 or earlier. The
building owner is responsible for identifying the presence, location and quantity
of asbestos containing building materials. The building owner must tell
employees, other employers, and tenants in the building of the presence and
location of asbestos or presumed asbestos containing materials (PACM). If the
building owner intends to demolish or remodel the structure(s), it is suggested
that the building owner contact a California Certified Asbestos Consultant for
assistance in compliance.

Mitigation Monitoring
Timing

The subject parcel has been in agricultural land use for many decades,
including citrus orchard (circa 1960s to 2003) and flower cultivation (to
present). If future plans for the parcel contemplate possible change in land
use, such as to residential uses, it may be warranted to investigate the site’s
shallow soils for the potential of agricultural chemicals possibly associated with
historical farming activities, including organochlorine pesticides (OCP) and
arsenic. Soil investigation might include reconnaissance sampling for general
evaluation, or more thorough sampling in accordance with guidelines of the
Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Properties (Third Revision),
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (August 7, 2008).
MM Haz- 2 – The subject parcel has been in agricultural land use for many
Prior to development
decades, including citrus orchard (circa 1960s to 2003) and flower cultivation activity
(to present). If future plans for the parcel contemplate possible change in land
use, such as to residential uses, it may be warranted to investigate the site’s
shallow soils for the potential of agricultural chemicals possibly associated with
historical farming activities, including organochlorine pesticides (OCP) and
arsenic. Soil investigation might include reconnaissance sampling for general
evaluation, or more thorough sampling in accordance with guidelines of the
Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Properties (Third Revision),
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (August 7, 2008).

Impact – Noise

MM N-1 – A sound barrier (solid concrete, masonry wall on berm, or other
construction) should be constructed per the September 4, 2014 Concept Site
Plan along the northern Project boundary along SR 126 with a height above
the existing ground level of at least 10 feet and possibly up to 12 feet. This
measure shall be implemented prior to testing for noise mitigation prior to
Certificate of Occupancy.
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Responsible
Monitoring Entity

Timing

Building Department

Prior to issuance of
grading

Building Department

Prior to issuance of
Certificate of
Occupancy

Status of
Implementation

The Grove Specific Plan Project Final EIR
89

3. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Mitigation Monitoring
Mitigation Measure
Timing
MM N-2 – The sound wall to be built on the west property line adjacent to Lots 1- Concurrent with
22 as illustrated in the Conceptual Site Plan (September 4, 2014) shall be at a development activity
height above the existing ground of at least 8 feet. The portion of the 8-foothigh wall on Lot 1 shall not extend into the required front yard setback. This
measure shall be implemented prior to testing for noise mitigation prior to
Certificate of Occupancy.

Responsible
Monitoring Entity

Timing

Building Department

Prior to issuance of
Certificate of
Occupancy

MM N-3 – A garden wall sound barrier 7 feet in height shall be constructed for Lot Concurrent with
58 located at the southern end of the site. This measure shall be implemented development activity
prior to testing for noise mitigation prior to Certificate of Occupancy.

Building Department

Prior to issuance of
Certificate of
Occupancy

MM N-4 – All unshielded units and the second floor of units facing SR 126,
Concurrent with
US 101, and Telephone Road shall be constructed to include sufficient noise development activity
attenuation to reduce interior noise levels to a CNEL of 45 dBA. This would
require, at a minimum. The use of double-paned windows on all windows that
are exposed to freeway noise. Such windows shall have a minimum of STC of
35. Solid core doors shall be used for those doorways facing the freeway or
Telephone Road and they should be insulated in conformance with California
Title 24 requirements. The exterior wall facing material shall be stucco, or
other surface with an STC rating of at least 45. This measure shall be
implemented prior to testing for noise mitigation prior to Certificate of
Occupancy.

Building Department

Prior to issuance of
Certificate of
Occupancy

MM N-5 – All units shall contain forced air ventilation. All duct work for ventilation
shall include noise louvers at the exterior outlet and/or ducts shall be directed
either opposite to or perpendicular to the nearest road. This measure shall be
implemented prior to testing for noise mitigation prior to Certificate of
Occupancy.

Building Department

Prior to issuance of
Certificate of
Occupancy

Prior to street construction Building Department

Prior to issuance of
grading permits for
streets

Concurrent with
development activity

Status of
Implementation

Impact – Public Services

MM PS-1 – New construction within the specific plan area shall be designed to
provide for safety measures (e.g., alarm systems, security lighting, other onsite security measures, and crime prevention through environmental design
policies) and subject to the review and approval of the City Planning
Department and Ventura Police Department.

Impact – Utilities

MM Util-1 – Special service rates will need to be developed and approved by the
City of Ventura to provide service for this Project. Special service vehicles will
be required due to the compact street figurations.
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Mitigation Monitoring
Mitigation Measure
Timing
MM Util -2 – Site design elements shall consider space for container storage and
Prior to issuance of
collection adequate to provide appropriate service levels for the various land
building permits
uses. The space allocation guidelines discussed in Table 4.16-2 to The Grove
Specific Plan EIR should be used to design container storage areas to provide
adequate service levels. Components to consider include but are not limited to,
horizontal and vertical clearances, enclosure functionality and protection
elements, collection vehicle circulation, accessibility, pedestrian circulation,
construction materials, roofing, fire sprinklers, and other utilities.

Responsible
Monitoring Entity

Timing

Building Department

Prior to issuance of
Building Permits for
streets

Status of
Implementation

MM Util-3 – Deleted (already a City Requirement)
MM Util-3 – The subdivider/developer shall enter into a reimbursement agreement
with the City to design and construct the replacement of the existing public
sewer main and associated improvements, including but not limited to
manholes, cleanouts and laterals, as described below:
•
Replace 1,910 linear feet of existing 10” with 15” pipe. Pipe segments: P3904, P-4443, P-4441, P-4442, P-4440 and P-4439.
•
Replace 2,190 linear feet of existing 12” with 15” pipe. Pipe segments: P3905, P-3906, P-3907, P-3908, P-3909, P-3910, P-3912, P-3911 and PC250.
•
Replace 740 linear feet of existing 15” with 18” pipe. Pipe segment: P3976, P-3982, P-3981 and PC-251.
MM UtilThe subdivider/developer shall construct the proposed public mains
prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. The reimbursement agreement
shall explain the details of how the subdivider/developer shall be reimbursed by
the City for designing and constructing the public sewers in Main Street as
described above.
MM Util-4 – The additional demand of the Project will require an increase in
reservoir storage in the 330 Zone of 68,975 gallons (for 24-hour continuous
pumping) or 134,731 gallons (for 9- hour off-peak pumping).

Prior to issuance of
building permits

Building Department

Prior to issuance of
Building Permits

Prior to issuance of first
occupancy permit

Building Department

Prior to first issuance of
occupancy permit

MM Util-5 – The property shall relinquish any water rights associated with the
property to the City.

Issuance of building
permits

Water Department

Prior to issuance of
building permits

MM Util-6 – The development shall utilize best management practice (BMP) low
water use standards.

Issuance of grading
permits

Water Department

Prior to issuance of
grading permits

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017
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3. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Mitigation Measure
MM Util-7 – The City of San Buenaventura is implementing a Water Rights
Dedication and Water Resource Net Zero Policy per Municipal Code
Chapter 22.180. All projects are subject to compliance with the Policy, which
includes implementation of conservation offsets, dedication of water rights,
and/or payment of a Water Resource Net Zero Fee. The Project will be subject
to compliance with the Water Rights Dedication and Water Resource Net Zero
Policy for its projected water demand at time of building permit issuance. If no
Water Rights Dedication and Water Resource Net Zero Policy is in place when
building permits are issued, the applicant shall acquire and secure water rights
that are acceptable and deemed transferable to the City to offset projected
water demand.
MM Util-8 – In addition, if prior to the issuance of building permits the City declares
a Stage 4 Water Shortage Event or any higher Water Shortage Event per the
City’s adopted Water Shortage Event Contingency Plan, the Applicant/
Developer shall acquire and secure water rights that are acceptable and
deemed transferable to the City to offset the Project’s water demand of 81.33
AFY.

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

Mitigation Monitoring
Timing

Preparation of a Water
Rights Dedication and
Water Resources Net
Zero Policy

Responsible
Monitoring Entity

Timing

Water Department

Prior to issuance of
building permits

Developer shall secure
Water Department
water rights (if necessary)

Prior to issuance of
building permits

Status of
Implementation
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Appendix 4.3

1) Air Quality Technical Report prepared by Pomeroy
Environmental Services dated January 2016; 2) Draft
EIR: Health Risk Assessment prepared by Meridian
Consultants dated December 19, 2016

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

The Grove Specific Plan Project Draft EIR

910 Hampshire Road, Suite V
Westlake Village, California 91631
Tel. 805.367.5720 Fax. 805.367.5733

MEMORANDUM

From:

Christ Kirikian, Senior Environmental Scientist

Date:

December 19, 2016

Subject:

Construction Health Risk Assessment for the Grove Specific Plan Project, Ventura, California.

Introduction
Meridian Consultants prepared a supplemental health risk assessment (HRA) to quantify and assess the potential
impact of diesel particulate emissions associated with the construction of the proposed Grove Specific Plan Project
(“Project”).
The technical approach and dispersion modeling methodologies used in the preparation of this HRA reflect all
relevant and appropriate procedures identified by the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), California
Environmental Protection Agency, South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), and Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District (VCAPCD). The methodologies and assumptions defined under this regulatory guidance
were used to ensure that the assessment effectively quantified community‐based exposures associated with the
generation of diesel particulate emissions from off‐road mobile source activity.

Project Understanding
The Project consists of a proposed Specific Plan and a Vesting Tentative Tract Map that would allow development of
a new residential neighborhood containing between 200 and 250 dwellings. The Project site is bounded on the north
by State Route (SR) 126; on the east by the Thille Community Neighborhood; on the south by Telephone Road and
Copland Drive; on the west by the La Posada Mobile home park; and farther to the west by the US Highway 101/State
Route 126 interchange (refer to Figure 1, Project Vicinity Map). The 26.51‐acre site is currently within
unincorporated Ventura County but is within the City of Ventura’s Sphere of Interest, and annexation of the site to
the City is proposed as part of the Project. Based on the City of Ventura’s General Plan, the Project site is designated
as Medium Density Residential with potential development of 9 to 20 dwelling units per acre.
The Tentative Map (refer to Figure 2, Tentative Tract Map) would create individual lots for 32 front‐loaded single‐
family residences, 26 alley‐loaded single‐family residences, and 4 larger lots that could accommodate up to 192 units
in a combination of alley‐loaded single‐family homes, townhouses, and courtyard or stacked multifamily housing.
As identified in the Groves Specific Plan Draft EIR (refer to page 4.3‐15), the nearest sensitive receptors to the Project
site include the existing residential uses located immediately adjacent to the west and east (less than 10 feet from
the site), residential uses to the north across Highway 126 (approximately 300 feet from the site), and Camino Real
Park to the northwest across Highway 126 (approximately 280 feet from the site).

Source: The Grove Speciﬁc Plan No. 9, June 5, 2014

SOURCE: Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc. - Sept 2016

FIGURE

Project Vicinity Map
157-001-16

1

Source: Figure 3.2, The Grove Specific Plan, Specific Plan No. 9; January 2015 Suggested lot configuration
SOURCE: Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc. - Sept 2016

FIGURE

Tentative Tract Map
157-001-16
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Development of the proposed Project is scheduled to occur over a 2‐year period, with continuous construction
activities beginning in 2017 and completion by the end of 2019. Project phasing is anticipated to overlap and
including the following schedule:


Phase I: June 2017–October 2018—150 units would be completed by 2018.



Phase II: October 2018–July 2019—100 units would be completed by 2019.

Emission estimates for each planning area and associated construction year were generated by reviewing available
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) output files for the mitigated exhaust PM10 pollutant category.1
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) classifies diesel particulate matter (DPM) from the combustion of diesel
fuel in off‐road construction equipment engines and on‐road trucks. In addition, CARB classifies DPM as a toxic air
contaminant (TAC) and uses PM10 emissions from diesel exhaust as a surrogate for DPM. Table 1, PM10 Exhaust
Emissions by Calendar Year and Phase, lists the maximum daily PM10 exhaust emissions for each calendar year of
construction.

Table 1
PM10 Exhaust Emissions by Calendar Year and Phase
Phase
Phase I

PM10 Exhaust
(tons per year)

Year 2017

0.2221

Year 2018

0.1681

Phase II
Year 2018

0.0476

Year 2019

0.1007

_________
Source: Groves Specific Plan Draft EIR, Appendix 4.7, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Exposure Quantification
To assess the impact of PM10 emissions on local air quality, dispersion modeling was completed using the
atmospheric dispersion modeling system, AERMOD. This model offers the flexibility of allowing the user to assign
initial vertical and lateral dispersion parameters for equipment sources representative of a localized construction
fleet. Source treatment outline in SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Threshold methodology was used, whereby
exhaust emissions from construction equipment were treated as a set of side‐by‐side elevated volume sources

1

Groves Specific Plan Draft EIR, Appendix 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
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uniformly spaced at 50 meters (164 feet), with a release height of 5 meters (16 feet) and initial vertical dimension of
1.4 meters (4.6 feet).
Air dispersion models require additional input parameters, including pollutant emission data and local meteorology.
Due to their sensitivity to individual meteorological parameters such as wind speed and direction, the USEPA
recommends that meteorological data used as input into dispersion models be selected based on relative spatial
and temporal conditions that exist around the area of concern. In response to this recommendation, meteorological
data from the VCAPCD Oxnard Airport monitoring station were used to represent local weather conditions and
prevailing winds. To obtain an estimate of chronic exposure, maximum ground level concentrations were produced
by incorporating all 5 years of available data (i.e., 2009–2014). Model scalar options were additionally invoked to
address emissions generated during daytime hours and commensurate with on‐site construction activity (8:00 AM
to 4:00 PM).
To accommodate the Cartesian grid format included in the model, direction dependent calculations were obtained
by identifying the Universal Transverse Mercator coordinates for each source location. Off‐site receptors were
uniformly placed to provide dense coverage throughout the adjoining community.

Risk Characterization
The following discussion outlines the methodology used to quantify carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic exposures.

Carcinogenic Chemical Risk
Carcinogenic compounds are not considered to have threshold levels (i.e., dose levels below which there are no
risks). Any exposure, therefore, will have some associated risk. In response, the State of California has established a
threshold of 1 in 100,000 (1.0E‐05) as a level posing no significant risk for exposures to carcinogens regulated under
the Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act (Proposition 65). This threshold is also consistent with the
maximum incremental cancer risk recommended by the VCAPCD for the assessment of toxic air contaminants.
Health risks associated with exposure to carcinogenic compounds can be defined in terms of the probability of
developing cancer because of exposure to a chemical at a given concentration. Under a deterministic approach (i.e.,
point estimate methodology), the cancer risk probability is determined by multiplying the chemical’s annual
concentration by its unit risk factor (URF). The URF is a measure of the carcinogenic potential of a chemical when a
dose is received through the inhalation pathway. It represents an upper bound estimate of the probability of
contracting cancer as a result of continuous exposure to an ambient concentration of 1 microgram per cubic meter
(µg/m3) over a 70‐year lifetime. The URF for diesel particulate utilized in the assessment and corresponding cancer
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potency factor were obtained from the Consolidated Table of OEHHA/ARB Approved Risk Assessment Health
Values.2
To effectively quantify dose, the procedure requires the incorporation of several discrete exposure variates. Once
determined, contaminant dose is multiplied by the cancer potency factor (CPF) in units of inverse dose expressed in
milligrams per kilogram per day (mg/kg/day)‐1 to derive the cancer risk estimate. Therefore, to assess exposures
associated with construction of this proposed Project, the following dose algorithm was utilized.

CDI = (Cair × EF × ED × IR) / (BW × AT)
Where:


CDI = chronic daily intake (mg/kg/day)



Cair = concentration of contaminant in air (mg/m3)



EF = exposure frequency (days/year)



ED = exposure duration (years)



IR = inhalation rate (m3/day)



BW = body weight (kg)



AT = averaging time (days)

Table 2, Quantification of Carcinogenic Risks, presents the URF and corresponding cancer potency factor considered
in the assessment. The cancer risk attributed to diesel particulate exposure and summation of annual risks for the
maximum exposed residential receptor are 4.1 in 100,000 (4.1E‐05) mg/kg/day. For the maximum exposed
residential receptor, the risk estimate was predicted to be 6.2 in 1,000,000 (6.2E‐06), below the threshold level of 1
in 100,000 (1.0E‐05). Therefore, no significant health risk would be posed to nearby residential receptors.

Table 2
Quantification of Carcinogenic Risks
Mass GLC

Carcinogenic Risk

Source

µg/m3

mg/m3

Weight
Fraction

Construction

0.04733

4.75E‐05

1

URF

CPF

Dose

Contaminant

(µg/m3)‐1

(mg/kg/day)‐1

(mg/kg/day)‐1

Risk

Diesel
Particulate

3.0E‐04

1.1

4.1E‐05

6.2E‐06

_______
URF = unit risk factor; CPF = cancer slope factor

2

CARB, Consolidate Table of OEHHA/ARB Approved Assessment Health Values,
https://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/healthval/healthval.htm
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Noncarcinogenic Hazards
An evaluation of the potential noncancer effects was also conducted. Under the point estimate approach, adverse
health effects are evaluated by comparing the pollutant concentration to its identified Reference Exposure Level
(REL). The REL presented in the Consolidated Table of OEHHA/ARB Approved Risk Assessment Health Values for
diesel particulate was utilized in the assessment.
To quantify noncarcinogenic impacts, the hazard index approach was used. The hazard index assumes that
subthreshold exposures adversely affect a specific organ or organ system (i.e., toxicological endpoint). The
respiratory endpoint is identified as the only target organ associated with diesel particulate exposure.
To calculate the hazard index, the pollutant concentration or dose is divided by its toxicity value and summed for
compounds affecting the same toxicological endpoint. Where the total equals or exceeds one (i.e., unity) a health
hazard is presumed to exist. For chronic exposures, the REL was converted to units expressed in mg/kg/day to
accommodate the above‐referenced intake algorithm.
Table 3, Quantification of Noncarcinogenic Hazards, presents the REL and corresponding reference dose value used
in the evaluation of chronic noncarcinogenic exposure. The noncancer hazard quotient associated with each
calendar year and simulation for the identified toxicological endpoint are 1.4E‐03 mg/kg/day.

Table 3
Quantification of Noncarcinogenic Hazards
Noncarcinogenic Hazards/
Toxicological Endpoints
REL
RfD
RESP

Mass GLC
Source
Construction

µg/m3

mg/m3

0.047333

4.75E‐05

Weight Fraction
1

Contaminant
Diesel Particulate

(µg/m3)

(mg/kg/day)

5

1.4E‐03

9.5E‐03

______
REL = reference exposure level; RfD = reference dose factor; RESP = Respiratory System

Results
For the maximum exposed residential receptor, the risk estimate was predicted to be 6.2 in 1,000,000 (6.2E‐06), as
shown in Table 2. In comparison to the threshold level referenced above, carcinogenic risks do not exceed the
threshold of 1 in 100,000 (1.0E‐05) and, therefore, pose no significant health risk.
For chronic noncarcinogenic effects, the hazard index totaled less than 1 for the exposure scenario. Therefore,
noncarcinogenic hazards are predicted to be within acceptable limits.

APPENDIX A
HRA Output Files

AERMOD View - Source Parameters
MS Excel - Lakes Format: Version 3.0
Supported Source Types: Point, Rectangular Area, Circular Area, Polygon Area, Volume, Open Pit, Line Volume, Line Area
Parameters
Type
ID
Desc
SourceID_Prefix
Base_Elev
Height
Diam
Exit_Vel
Exit_Temp
Release Type
SigmaY
SigmaZ
Length_X
Length_Y
Rotation_Angle
Pit_Volume
Emission_Rate
Configuration
LineVolumeHeight
PlumeWidth
LineVolumeType
LineArea_Ratio1
Line_FPRIMEL =
Line_L =
Line_HB =
Line_WB =
Line_WM =
Line_DX =
Num_Coords
X1
Y1
X2
Y2
X3
Y3
X4
Y4
Base_Elev_m
Rel_Height_m

Units

[m]
[m]
[m]
[m/s]
[K]
[m]
[m]
[m]
[m]
[degrees]
[m^3]
[g/s or g/s/m2]
[m]
[m]

[m**4/s**3]
[m]
[m]
[m]
[m]
[m]
[m]
[m]
[m]
[m]
[m]
[m]
[m]
[m]
[m]
[m]

Description
POINT, AREA, AREA_CIRC, AREA_POLY, VOLUME, OPEN_PIT, LINE, LINE_VOLUME, LINE_AREA, BUOYLINE
Source ID up to 12 characters
Optional description
Text prefix up to 4 characters long for generated LINE_VOLUME and LINE_AREA sources
Source base elevation above mean sea level
Release height above ground
Inner stack diameter (POINT) or circular area radius (AREA_CIRC)
Exit velocity (POINT only)
Exit temperature (POINT only)
VERTICAL, HORIZONTAL, CAPPED (POINT only) - HORIZONTAL and CAPPED are non-default beta options
Initial sigma Y (VOLUME only)
Initial sigma Z (AREA, AREA_CIRC, AREA_POLY, VOLUME, LINE, and LINE_AREA only; optional for AREA, AREA_CIRC, AREA_POLY, and LINE)
X side length (AREA, VOLUME, OPEN PIT, and LINE_AREA only; optional for VOLUME, will be used to calculate SigmaY)
Y side length (AREA and OPEN PIT only); width for LINE sources
Clockwise rotation from North of Y side (AREA and OPEN PIT only)
Volume of the open pit (OPEN PIT only)
Emission rate (g/s for POINT, VOLUME, and LINE_VOLUME; g/s/m2 for AREA, AREA_CIRC, AREA_POLY, OPENPIT, LINE, and LINE_AREA)
LINE_VOLUME configuration: Separated, Adjacent or Separated2W
Plume Height or Building Height for LINE_VOLUME source
Plume width for LINE_VOLUME source
LINE_VOLUME type: None, Surface-Based, Elevated, Elevated Building
Ratio 1 for LINE_AREA sources
Average buoyance parameter (BUOYLINE source only)
Building Length (BUOYLINE source only)
Building Height (BUOYLINE source only)
Building Width (BUOYLINE source only)
Line Source Width (BUOYLINE source only)
Separation between buildings (BUOYLINE source only)
Number of coordinate pairs (POINT, AREA, AREA_CIRC, VOLUME, OPENPIT = 1; AREA_POLY >= 3; LINE = 2; LINE_AREA, LINE_VOLUME >=2)
X coordinate of source location [m]
Y coordinate of source location [m]
Secondary X coordinate of source location [m] (AREA_POLY, LINE, LINE_VOLUME, LINE_AREA, BUOYLINE sources only)
Secondary Y coordinate of source location [m] (AREA_POLY, LINE, LINE_VOLUME, LINE_AREA, BUOYLINE sources only)
Additional X coordinate of source location [m] (AREA_POLY, LINE_VOLUME, LINE_AREA only)
Additional Y coordinate of source location [m] (AREA_POLY, LINE_VOLUME, LINE_AREA only)
Additional X coordinate of source location [m] (AREA_POLY, LINE_VOLUME, LINE_AREA only)
Additional Y coordinate of source location [m] (AREA_POLY, LINE_VOLUME, LINE_AREA only)
Base Elevation for LINE_VOLUME, LINE_AREA Nodes
Release height for LINE_VOLUME, LINE_AREA Nodes

NOTE: you may keep adding additional coordinate pairs for an AREA_POLY or LINE_VOLUME sources, be sure to add the headers as well (eg. X5, Y5, etc)
Type

ID

VOLUMEVOL1
VOLUMEVOL2

Desc

SourceID_Prefix

Base_Elev Height
[m]
[m]
43.68
44.4

Diam
[m]
5
5

Exit_Vel Exit_Temp Release_Type
[m/s]
[K]

SigmaY SigmaZ Length_X
[m]
[m]
[m]
11.6279
1.4
11.6279
1.4

Length_Y
[m]
50
50

Rotation_Angle
[deg]

Pit_Volume
[m^3]

VOLUMEVOL3
VOLUMEVOL4
VOLUMEVOL5
VOLUMEVOL6
VOLUMEVOL7
VOLUMEVOL8
VOLUMEVOL9
VOLUMEVOL10
VOLUMEVOL11
VOLUMEVOL12
VOLUMEVOL13
VOLUMEVOL14
VOLUMEVOL15
VOLUMEVOL16
VOLUMEVOL17
VOLUMEVOL18
VOLUMEVOL19
VOLUMEVOL20
VOLUMEVOL21
VOLUMEVOL22
VOLUMEVOL23
VOLUMEVOL24
VOLUMEVOL25
VOLUMEVOL26
VOLUMEVOL27
VOLUMEVOL28
VOLUMEVOL29
VOLUMEVOL31
VOLUMEVOL32
VOLUMEVOL33
VOLUMEVOL34
VOLUMEVOL36
VOLUMEVOL37
VOLUMEVOL38
VOLUMEVOL40
VOLUMEVOL41

45.13
43.49
44
44.4
45.24
46
44.08
45
45.13
46
46.02
44.91
45.13
45.97
46.4
45.74
46.08
46.49
47
47
47.02
47.16
47.57
47.82
47.85
48
48
48.49
48.49
48.91
49.24
49.16
49.29
50
50.13
50.83

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279
11.6279

1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4

50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50
50

Emission_Rate
0.000168285
0.000168285

Configuration

LineVolumeHeight PlumeWidth
[m]
[m]

LineVolumeType LineArea_Ratio1

Line_FPRIMEL

Line_L

Line_HB

Line_WB

Line_WM

Line_DX

Num_Coords
1
1

0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285
0.000168285

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

X1
[m]

Y1
X2
[m]
[m]
294572.42
3793602.28
294622.42
3793602.28

Y2
[m]

X3
[m]

Y3
[m]

X4
[m]

Y4
[m]

294672.42
294472.42
294522.42
294572.42
294622.42
294672.42
294472.42
294522.42
294572.42
294622.42
294672.42
294472.42
294522.42
294572.42
294622.42
294472.42
294522.42
294572.42
294622.42
294472.42
294522.42
294572.42
294622.42
294472.42
294522.42
294572.42
294622.42
294472.42
294522.42
294572.42
294622.42
294472.42
294522.42
294572.42
294522.42
294572.42

3793602.28
3793652.28
3793652.28
3793652.28
3793652.28
3793652.28
3793702.28
3793702.28
3793702.28
3793702.28
3793702.28
3793752.28
3793752.28
3793752.28
3793752.28
3793802.28
3793802.28
3793802.28
3793802.28
3793852.28
3793852.28
3793852.28
3793852.28
3793902.28
3793902.28
3793902.28
3793902.28
3793952.28
3793952.28
3793952.28
3793952.28
3794002.28
3794002.28
3794002.28
3794052.28
3794052.28

